
Nebraska Children's Commission

Eleventh Meeting
May 21,2013

9:00 AM - 12:00 PM
Country Inn and Suites, Omaha Room

5353 N. 27th Street, Lincoln, NE

Call to Order

Karen Authier called the meeting to order at 9:05am and noted that the Open Meetings Act
information was posted in the room as required by state law.

Roll Call

Commission Members present: Pam Allen, Karen Authier, Beth Baxter, Nancy Forney, Candy

Kennedy-Goergen, Gene Klein, Martin Klein, Jennifer Nelson, David Newell, John Northrop,
Mary Jo Pankoke, Thomas Pristow, Becky Sorensen, and Kerry Winterer.

Commission Members absent: Janteice Holston, Norman Langemach, Dale Shotkoski, and

Susan Staab.

Ex Offlrcio Members present: Ellen Brokofsky and Hon. Linda Porter.

Ex Officio Members absent: Senatot Kathy Campbell, Senator Colby Coash, Senator Jeremy

Nordquist, and Vicky Weisz.

Also in attendance: Sara Goscha, Tony Green, Vicki Maca, and Leesa Sorensen from the

Department of Health and Human Services.

Approval of Agenda

A motion was made by Mary Jo Pankoke to approve the agenda as written, seconded by John

Northrop. Voting yes: Pam Allen, Karen Authier, Beth Baxter, Nancy Forney, Candy Kennedy-

Goergen, Gene Klein, Martin Klein, Jennifer Nelson, David Newell, John Northrop, Mary Jo

Pankoke, Thomas Pristow, Becky Sorensen, and Kerry Winterer. Voting no: none. Janteice

Holston, Norman Langemach, Dale Shotkoski, and Susan Staab were absent. Motion carried.

Approval of April 16,2013, Minutes

A motion was made by Candy Kennedy-Goergen to approve the minutes of the April 16, 2013,

meeting with amendments. The minutes were amended on page 3 to change the word



"committee" to "Commission" before the words "recessed" and "reconvened". The motion was

seconded by Pam Allen. Voting yes: Pam Allen, Karen Authier, Beth Baxter, Nancy Forney,

Candy Kennedy-Goergen, Gene Klein, Martin Klein, Jennifer Nelson, David Newell, John

Northrop, Mary Jo Pankoke, Thomas Pristow, Becky Sorensen, and Kerry Winterer. Voting no:

none. Janteice Holston, Norman Langemach, Dale Shotkoski, and Susan Staab were absent.

Motion carried.

Public Comment
Carolyn Rooker, Executive Director of Voices for Children in Nebraska provided information on

the Race Matters lnstitute and a statewide initiative that is being undertaken to address racial

equity issues in Nebraska.

Chairperson's Report

Karen Authier provided the committee with information on legislation related to the work of the

Commission. Karen highlighted:
c LB2l6 which adds the Young Adult Voluntary Services and Support Advisory

committee to the work of the Commission. This advisory group will make

recommendations related to the implementation of supports and services for kids aging

out of the foster care system.
o L8269 which will move the office of the Nebraska Children's Commission from DHHS

to the Foster Care Review Office.
o LB503 which will put alternative response in place.

o LB561 which will make significant changes to the juvenile justice system and impact the

work of the Cornmission's Juvenile Service (OJS) committee.
o L8507 which irnpacts child care.

o LB530 which irnpler-nents the rvork of the Foster Care Rate Cornmittee and extends the

Nebraska Children's Commission through 2016.
o LB556 which I'rovirtes bctter access to telehealth services for children.

I(arer reported tlrat the Juvcnile Serv;ces (OJS) committec has heen tnovirg forward with their

strategic planning process and will give an update later in the agenda. Karen also reported on the

community listening sessions that were being conducted by the Community Ownership
workgroup. Karen noted that the Panhandle partnership session was completed and had provided

some very useful insights and recommendations for the group to consider. Karen noted that the

North Platte , Fremont, Grand Island, and Dakota County sessions would take place in June.

Karen also highlighted that Deb Daro would be presenting at the June Commission meeting; that

Commission meetings would continue to involve time for work group meetings, and that the

Commission may consider bringing back Deb Burnight to facilitate discussions for the

Commission's Phase II work.
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Juvenile Services (OJS) Committee Report

Fllen Brokofsky and Martin Klein provided an update on the Juvenile Services Committee,
including a written report. The committee has completed the initial review of the LRl96
(Nebraska Juvenile Services Master Plan) document. Copies of the draft LRl96 manual were
made available for Commission members to review. The committee held a full day meeting in
May and will hold another one in June to work on the strategic recommendations of the Juvinile
Services (OJS) Committee. Ellen and Marty noted that good progress was made on gathering
strategic recommendations, but that the committee had discussed the need to delay pioviding
recommendations to the Commission until after July I so that the work assignment from tBS6t
could be included in the committee recommendations.

Marty also reported that the committee has had a membership change and was beginning
discussion on replacements for that one open position and the possibility of adding r"* -.mbers
at a future date. Ellen and Marty requested that the committee membership be expanded to
sixteen members so that additional members could be added to address the work required by
LB561. A motion was made by Marty Klein to expand the OJS committee to sixteen -.*b..r.
The motion was seconded by Dave Newell. Voting yes: Pam Allen, Karen Authier, Beth
Baxter, Nancy Forney, Candy Kennedy-Goergen, Gene Klein, Martin Klein, Jennifer Nelson,
David Newell, John Northrop, Mary Jo Pankoke, Thomas Pristow, Becky Sorensen, and Kerry
Winterer. Voting no: none. Janteice Holston, Norman Langemach, Dale Shotkoski, and Susan
Staab were absent. Motion carried.

DHHS Update
Thomas Pristow provided an update on the initiatives that DHHS has taken that support the
Phase I strategic recommendations of the Commission. Thomas provided a handout, Dit,ision o.f
Children rmd I'amil.v Services (CFS) Ke1, Jni\ir,rives Supltorting the Nebraska Children,s
Commission Strategic Plttn, that was organizecl around the Ccmmissions goals to detail rhe ClrS
work. Thomas noted that the plan will be updated and that he will provide those updates to the
Conrmission.

A motion was made by Mary Jo Pankoke to recess the Commission meeting fbr workgroup
meetings. The motion was seconded by Becky Sorensen. Voting yes: Pam Allen, Karen
Authier, Beth Baxter, Nancy Forney, Candy Kennedy-Goergen, Gene Klein, Martin Klein,
Jennifer Nelson, David Newell, John Northrop, Mary Jo Pankoke, Thomas Pristow, Becky
Sorensen, and Kerry Winterer. Voting no: none. Janteice Holston, Norman Langemach, Dale
Shotkoski, and Susan Staab were absent. Motion carried.

The Commission recessed at 10:l7am for workgroup discussions.

The Commission reconvened at I 1:35am.



Commission Members present: Pam Allen, Karen Authier, Beth Baxter, Nancy Forney, Candy

Kennedy-Goergen, Gene Klein, Martin Klein, Jennifer Nelson, David Newell, John Northrop,

Mary Jo pankoke, Thomas Pristow, Becky Sorensen, and Kerry Winterer.

Commission Members absent: Janteice Holston, Norman Langemach, Dale Shotkoski, and

Susan Staab.

Ex Officio Members present: Ellen Brokofsky.

Ex Officio Members absent: Senator Kathy Campbell, Senator Colby Coash, Senator Jeremy

Nordquist, Hon. Linda Porter, and Vicky Weisz.

Phase II Strategic Planning General Discussion
Commission -.rnb.., met;ithin assigned workgroups to continue discussions on the four main

goal areas. At the end of their discussion time each workgroup reported on the work they are

currently doing:

Workforce
the Workforce workgroup is continuing researching other surrounding state models

related to professional workforce development. The Committee is researching information from

Minnesota, Wisconsin, Iowa, Vermont, Kansas, and Arizona to collect information on best

practices. The workgroup is focusing on worker education and training, as well as pay rate

structures.

Community Ownership
The Community Owncrship workgroup looked at the specific issue of youth aging out of

the fostcr carc syslem. The group also cliscussed plans lbr upcoming listening sessions that the

workgroup will host with various community leaders across the state.

System of Care
'fhe Systeu-r of Care rvorkgroup discussed the Nebraska DHHS System o1'Carc Planning

Project grant proposal. The committee recommended using the plan with or without the grant

funding- The group will be workrng to assess the components of the grant proposal. 'Ihe group

also discussed the process of supporting the development of the alternative response plan..

Technology
The Technology workgroup worked on finalizing the work group charter to define the

scope of the work and role that the workgroup will have. The workgroup also reported on the

work that is being done to coordinate data systems including a Proof of Concept proposal that

was created by the Foster Care Review office. On behalf of the technology solutions and

information exchange workgroup, Marty Klein made a motion that the full Commission
recommend the proof of concept proposal as drafted by the Foster Care Review Offrce. The

motion was seconded by John Northrop. During the discussion of the motion, a motion was

made by Kerry Winterer to table the motion. The motion was tabled.
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New Business

General Discussion no action item

Next Meeting Date

The next meeting is June 18,2013,9:00am-12:00pm. The place has not yet been determined.

Adjourn

A motion was made by Beth Baxter to adjoum the meeting, seconded by Kerry Winterer. The
meeting adjourned at l2:05pm.



Juvenile Services (OJS) Committee
'\- Report to the Nebraska Children,s Commission

June 18,2013

Chairperson: Martin Klein, Nebraska Children's Commission, Deputy Hall County Attorney

Co-Chairperson: Ellen Brokofsky, Nebraska Children's Commission, State Probation Administrator
- Administrative Office of the Courts and probation

Committee members.
. Kim Culp, Director -Douglas County Juvenile Assessment Centero Sarah Forrest, Policy Coordinator - Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice - Voices for

Children
r Judge Larry Gendler, Separate Juvenile Court Judge for Sarpy County, NEo Kim Hawekotte, Director - Foster Care Review Office (former CEO - KVC Nebraska). Dr. Anne Hobbs, Director - Juvenile Justice lnstitute, University of Nebraska, Omahar Jana Peterson, Facility Administrator - yRTC, Kearney
. Ron Johns, Administrator - Scotts Bluff County Detention Center. Nick Juliano, Senior Director of Business Development - Boys Town. Corey Steel, Assistant Deputy Administrator for Juvenile Services, Administrative Office of

the Courts and Probation
o Monica Miles-Steffens, Executive Director - Nebraska Juvenile Justice association &

Nebraska JDAI Statewide Coordinator
r Pastor Tony Sanders, CEO - Family First: A Call to Action

\- . Dalene Walker, Parent

Resources to the Committee:
o Sen. Kathy Campbell
. Sen. Colby Coash
o Stacey Conroy, Legal Counsel for Senator Bracl Ashford
. Doug Koebernick, Legislalive Assistant for Senator Steve Lathrop
. Jerall Moreland, Assistant Ombudsman - Nebraska Ombudsman's Office
. Dr. Liz Neeley, Nebraska tsar Association, Sup'eme Cou t Minority Justice Cornmittee
. Dr. Hank Robinson, Director of Research Nebraska Department of Corrections
o Dan Scarborough,Facility Administr:tor- YRTC, Geneva
. Amy Williams, Legislative Assistant for Senator Amanda McGill

Recent Meetinq Dates:

January 9,2013
February 12,2013
March 12,2013
April 9, 2013
May 14,2013
June 11,2013



Activities.

Strateqic Recommendations Discussion.
s(oJS)Committeemetforafulldayplanningsessionat

the Country lnns & Suites to continue the planning work that was started on May 14,2013' The

committee reviewed the agreed upon vision question of: "What changes (or things to remain the

same) will effectively impr6ve and'support a comprehensive, culturally competent continuum of

care and accountability for youth and families involved in the juvenile justice system, while

maintaining public safety?" and six vision elements that answer the vision question:

1. Right youth, right services, right time
2. Consistent, stable, skilled workforce
3. Transparent system collaboration with shared partnerships and ownership

4. Family focused/youth centered
5. Data driven decision making
6. Reducing social and system disparity

The committee briefly discussed L8561 and the impact this will have on the strategic planning

process. The committee has decided to meet in July to tour the Nebraska Correctional Youth

Facility. The date for this tour has not yet been determined. The committee will meet in August to

continue the work on the strategic plan.

Committee Membership Chanoe:
ihecommitteevotedtorequestthatthevotingmembershipofthe

Juvenile dervices (OJS) Committee be expanded to 16 members. The committee discussed

adding four additional members to the committee, and filling one vacancy The group hopes to add

repreJentation by members that could address issues related to diversion, child advocacy,

substance abuse/behavioral health, education, law enforcement, and the Crime Commission.

On May 21,2C13, the Nebraska Children's Commission voted to expand the rnembership of tlte
Juvenile Services (OJS) Committee to 16 members. Nominations for new members were taken by

the OJS committee from May 14 through June 11.

On June 11, 2013, the committee had potential new members attend the committee meeting and

int'oduce the,nselves. The Juvenire Services (OJS) cotnmittee then voted to recommend to the

Nebraska Children's Commission the following four people for membership:

. Barbara Fitzgerald, Coordinator, Yankee Hill Programs - Lincoln Public Schools
o Tina Marroquin, Lancaster County Attorney
. Mark Mason, Program Director, Nebraska Vocational Rehabilitation
. Dr. Ken Zoucha, Hastings Juvenile Chemical Dependency Program Medical Director

a
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LB 561 OVERVIEW

\- Overarching:

Expansion of the Nebraska Juvenile Services Delivery Project to Statewide Juvenile Probation.
Juvenile Probation would be expanded statewide in a 3-step process starting July 1, 2013, and
ending July 1, 2014. Juvenile Probation would be expanded to include all community supervision,
evaluations and the re-entry function for youth leaving the YRICs.

DHHS/OJS direct commitment supervision, evaluations and parole supervision will now become
the function of the Office of ProbationAdministration to include the payment for all associated
services.

Additional recommendations will be required from the Children's Commission OJS Sub-Committee
regarding the role of the YRTCs in the juvenile justice system and the need for mental and
behavioral health services for juveniles in Nebraska. Provide for appropriation for reimbursement
ofexpenses and a consultant.

The Inspector General investigative authority over private agencies that contract with Probation for
the delivery ofjuvenile services when there is a death or serious injury of a juvenile or a complaint
against such agency. The Inspector General would also have authority to investigate deaths or
serious injuries occurring at juvenile detention facilities or staff-secure juvenile detention facilities.
The amendment would also give the Ombudsman authority to investigate juveniles committed to
and discharged from a YRTC to the Community Re-entry Program.

Removed --LB 463 (Ashford) - Add a juvenile judge to Douglas County Separate Juvenile Court.

Removed - Social Impact Project language.

LB 471(Coash) - Would provide that a juvenile committed by the court to the ()fficc of Juvenile
Services does not need to be evaluated prior to commitment if the court finds that a substantially
equivalent evaluation lras been done in the previous 12 months or if an addendum to a previous
evaluation would be appropriate. (Doesn't apply after July 1, 2013.)

LB 86 (McGill) - Would provide that staff secure juvenile detention facilities be placed under the
general oversight ofthe Jail Standards Board.

Provision of LB 562 (Ashford) - Would provide probation officers with more access to information
to make decisions regarding crossover youth.

LB 342 (Coash) - Clariff that a custodian, guardian or step-parent of a child does not have a

default right to court-appointed counsel unless an allegation is made against such person in a
petition alleging abuse and neglect or a petition for termination of parental rights.



AM 1351 (Coash) -- The alternative response for reports of child abuse or neglect model will be
developed and implemented in sites under the Child Protection Act.

Funding will be added to the county designated Juvenile Services Aid Program yearly and will be
renamed the Community-based Juvenile Services Aid Program to promote the development of
community-based care across the state. The grants would remain in the Crime Commission and a
Director position would be created to oversee meaningful, effective management and disbursement
of aid dollars to expand and encourage the use of diversion and community-based services to treat
youth on the front end of the system.

The position of the Director of Juvenile Diversion Programs will be created in the Crime
Commission to assist in the creation and maintenance ofjuvenile pre-trial diversion programs to
keep more kids out of the judicial system and in community-based services.

Information Sharing Process -- $250,000 would be appropriated to Probation to facilitate the
establishment of an electronic information sharing process between DHHS, Probation and the
Crime Commission.

Julv 1.2013:

Intensive Supervised Probation will be utilized for youth in which all levels of Probation
supervision and options for community-based services have been exhausted and the commitment of
the juvenile to OJS for placement at a YRTC is necessary for the protection of the juvenile and the
public.

Limitation on sending juveniles to secure detention or YRTC: A juvenile cannot be sent unless it is
a matter of immediate and urgent necessity for the protection of the juvenile or the person or
property of another or the juvenile is likely to flee the jurisdiction of the court.

All new commitments to YRTC will be placed on intensive supervised pr"obation and therefore
subject to juvenile court jurisdiction and the new re-entry process upon discharge from YRTC.

October 1.2013:

OJS authority for new community supervision and evaluations wili be eliminated.

DHHS as a dispositional option for status offenders will be eliminated.

Probation Administration will be responsible for the cost of detention for any juvenile who is post-
disposition pending placement, held on a motion to revoke, or on probation at the time of an intake.

Changes to the juvenile evaluation requirements: Evaluations must be completed and the juvenile
returned to the court within 21 days. OJS evaluations will no longer be required and more single-
focus evaluations will be utilized when appropriate. These evaluations will be ordered by the court
and be less time-consuming and less expensive.

^
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A Community and Family Re-entry Process for juveniles leaving a YRTC will be created to more
effectively re-enter their communities with the involvement of their families. The program will be
implemented by the Offrce of Probation Administration in cooperation with the Ofiice of Juvenile
Services. There will be a minimum 60-day notice to the courts and Probation that a youth will be
ready for transition from YRTC and the transition planning process between probation and
DHHS/OJS will start.

All new dispositions of law violators and status offenders will be placed with probation for
supervision and service delivery. Probation will assume all service delivery costs for this
population including evaluations. There will be no more new commitments to DHHS / OJS.

The court will have the authority to order needed voluntary services through Probation supervision
or service delivery for juveniles charged with law violations and/or 3Bs.

No later than April l. 2014:

A formal transition process will be implemented and any cases involving law violators or status
offenders remaining with DHHS / OJS will be reviewed on a case-by-.uie basis by Probation and
DHHS / OJS and an individual transition will be created and adopted with court approval.

Julv 1.2014:

Expansion will be fully implemented.

Prepared by Corey Steel
May 28,2013



Nebraska Children's Commission
Youne Adult voluntarv services and support committee

COMMISSION MEMBERS

Mary Jo Pankoke (Temporary Chair)

Janteice Holston

ADVOCACY ORGANIZATION

Sarah Helvey

Jennifer Skala

Corrie Edwards

JillSchubauer

CHILD WELFARE SERVICE AGENCY

Jan Fitts

Jodie Austin

!NDEPENDENT LIVING SERVICES AGENCY

Brandy Gustoff

Doug Lenz

Lana Verbrigghe

Mary Fraser Meints

Last Revised June 17,2073 Page 1



YOUNG ADULTS CURRENTLY/PREVIOUSLY IN FOSTER CARE

Sararose Luichinger

Augusta Kamara

Richard Mazikani

Amy Peters

Nathan Busch (E)

Senator Kate Bolz (L)

Amy Williams

Vicky Weisz (J)

Judge Douglas F. Johnson

Last Revised June 77,2073 Page2
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creating community Responsibility for child
Protection: Possibilities and Challenges

Deboral't, Daro and Kenneth A. Dodge

Summary
Deborah Daro and Kenneth Dodge obsene that efforts to prevent child abuse hav'e historically
focused on &rectly improving the skills of parents u,ho are at risk for or engaged in maltreat-
ment. But, as experts increasingly recognize that negative forces within a community can over-
u'helm er'en u'ell-intentioned parents, attention is shifting tou,ard creating enl'ironments that
facilitate a parent'.s abilitv to do the right thing. The most sophisticated ancl widely used com-
munitv prevention programs, sav Daro and Dodge, emphasize the reciprocal interplay behveen
indir,'idual-family behavior and broader neighborhood, communi$,, and cultural contexts.

The authors exatrine ffve &fferent community prevention efforts, summarizing for each both
the theorv of change and the empirical evidence concerning its efficacy. Each program airns to
enhance cotnmunity capacity by expanding formal and informal resources anrl establishing a
nonttative cultural context capable of fostering collectiv'e responsibilifv for positive child
der,elopment.

Over the past ten \/ears, researchers ha'u,e explored hou, neighborhoods iufluence child devel-
opment and support parenting. Scholars are still searching for agreement on the rnost salient
contextual factors and on horv to mauipulate these f'actors to increase the likelihood parents u,ill
seek out, find, ancl effectively use necessary and appropriate support.

The current evidence base for community child abuse prevention, observe Daro and Dodge,
offers botli ellcouragement and reason for caution, Although theorv and empirical research sug-
gest that intervention at the neigliborhood level is likelv to prevent child maltreatment, design-
iug and irnplernenting a high-quahty, multif'aceted cornmrmitv prevention initiative is expensive.
Policv makers ttrust consider the trade-offs in investing in strategies to alter community context
and those that erpand services for knourn high-rlsk individuals. The authors conclude that if
the concept of communiry* prevention is to move beyond the isolated examples examined in
tlieir article, additional conceptual and empirical r.r,ork is needed to garner support from public
institutions, comrnuni$,-based stakeholders, and local residents.

rvrvw. futureofchildren. org

Deborah Daro is associate professor and research fellow at Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago. Kenneth A. Dodge is director of
the Center for Child and Family Policy at Duke University.
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epending on their composi-

tion and qualiw, neighbor-

hoods can either foster

childrent healthy devel-

oprnerlt or place thern at

significaut risk for physical. psychological, or
developmental harm. The NaUonal Sun'ey

on Children s Health estimates that almost 75

percent of the nation's children live in neigh-

borhoods that their parents describe as highly

or rnoderately supportive, w'hile tle balance

live in neighborhoods judged by their parents

to have either moderately low (20 percent) or

very low support (6 percent).I Although some

of this variation can be attributed to self-

selection (t}at is, economic conditions and

ar,ailable options may direct high-risk families

into neighborhoods that are less supportive),

enipirical studies indicate that neighbor-

hoods do have an effect on family and cliild
behaviors and outcomes, includirrg parenting

behaviors.2

Child abuse prevention efforts have histori-

cally focused on dev'elopirtg and disseminatiug

interventions that target individual parents.s

Earlywork in the {ield placed primary

emphasis on identi$,ing parents at risk for or
engaged in abusive or neglectful behar.'iors.

Once identified, these parents rvould be

provided rvith knorvledge, skill-buil&ng

opportunities, and assistance to o\,€rcome

their personal limitations. Such strategies

urere considered the most direct and efficient

path to pre.r,enting maltreatment. More

recentlyi how,ever, attention has shi{ted from

directl,v improving the shlls of parents to

creating environments that facilitate a parent'.s

abilitv to do the right thing. It is increasingly

recognized that environmental forces can

ovenvhelm even well-intended parents, tJrat

commurrities can support parents in their
role, and that public erpenditures might be

most cost-beneficial if dirccted toward

68 THE FUTURE OF CHILDREN

communitv strategies. Sorne of drese strate-

gies seek to expand public sen'ices and

resources available in a community by

institutin g new sen ices, streamlini n g sen'ice

delivery processes, or fostering greater

collaboration among local service providers.

Other strategies focus on altering the social

norrns that govern personal interactions

among neighbors. parent-child relationships,

and personal and collective responsibility* for

child protection. In each case, the goal is to

build communities with a rich array of formal

and infonnal resources and a nonnative

cultural context that is capable of fostering

positive child and youth developrnent.

We begin our inquirT ittto courmunity-based

effbrts to prevent child maltreatnrent by

examining the theoretical frameworla of the

new approach. \\re then explore ftve &fferent

community prevention efforts and summa-

rize the empirical evidence evaluating their

efficacl'. Although not an exhaustive sample,

these five initiatives are rePresentatir'e of
efforts under way in many states to reduce

maltreatment risk or enhance child develop-

ment. After exarnining the unique challenges

posed by couununi$-based strategies to

address abuse and neglect, rve conclude by

discussing key lessons learned and consider-

ing the l*ely financial and political beuefits

of embracing courmunity-wide change to

achieve measurable reductions in child

maltreatment.

Why Does Community Matter
if You Are Trying to Prevent
Child Abuse?
The rnost sophisticated and widely used

models in current child maltreatment policy

and program development emphasize the

continuous interaction and reciprocal inter-

plav among such diverse dornains as environ-

mental forces, caregiver and familial

^

a
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ch aracteristics, and child characteristics. a U ri
Bronfenbrenner's ecological model frames
in&vidual-famifv behar,ior as being embedded
in broader neighborhood, communily, and
cultural contexts. Although the most fre-
quendy cited risk and protective factors for
rnaltreatment reflect parents' individual
functioning and capacitv; community factors
can influence parent-child interactions in
uryriad vi.'ays. Cornntunity norms frante ufiat
parents may r,'ieu, as appropriate or essential
lr,arrrs 1o interact w,ith their children and set

the standards as to vi,hen and how parents
s]iould seek help from others.s Context can
increase or reduce parental stress by influenc-
ing perceptions of personal safety-that is. by
creating a sense ofsupport or reconfinning
feelings of isolation. Communilv resources

can offer temporary respite from parental
responsibility. Community professional

services can impror,'e parents' mental health
and capacity to take on the role of parenting.
Although many scholars agree on t}e need to
cast a broad net in examining how the rulner-
able infant becornes the responsible adult,
ferv can agree on the most salient contextual
factors and, most important for our purpose,
horv to manipulate these factors to incr-ease

the likelihood parents rvill seek out, find, and
effectively use necessary and appropriate
support.

A series of reports issued b), tlre U.S. Advisory
Board on Child Abuse and Neglect between
1990 and 1993 explicitly recognized the
continuous interplay betrveen individual and

community- environment in addressing the
problem of child maltreatment.6 Frank Bam,
explains this iuterplav using four basic

assertions, based on theory and ernpirical
fin&ngs.7 First, child abuse and neglect result
in part frorn stress and social isolation.
Second, the quality of ueighborhoods can

either encourage or impede parenting and

the social integration of the families rvho live
in them. Third, botl extemal and intemal
forces influence the qualitv of life in neigli-
borhoods. And, fourth, any strateg,v- for
preventing child maltreatment should
address both intemal and external dimen-
sions and focus simultaneously on strength-
ening at-risk families and improving at-risk
neighborhoods.

Over the past ten vears, a growing bod1, of
research has attempted to measure and
describe the mechanisms by which neighbor-
hoods influence child development and
support parenting. In summarizing this
research, the \Vorking Group on Cornmuni-
ties, Neighborhoods, Family Process, and
Individual Development concluded that
neighborhood matters both directly. in
providing, for example, schools, parks, and
other primarv supports, 

"rU 
trdr.""1lrr, in

shaping parental attitudes and behaviors and
in affecting a parent's self-esteem and
motivational processes.s

Context also has long been viened as impor-
tant in explaining rnhy neighborhoods that
share a common socioeconomic profile cirn
have different levels of maltreatrnent. In a
study of contrasting neighborhoods in
Omaha, Nebraska, James Garbarino and
Deborah Sherman found that two communi-
ties rvith similar demographic characteristics

but different rates of reported child maltreat-
ment differed dramatically in terms of their
hurnan ecology.s Speciffcally. the comrnunity
lr,ith higher rates of maltreatment reports was

Iess socially integrated. It also experienced
less positive neighboring and rnore stressful

dair-to<lay irrteractions. Robert Sampson and
his colleagues have found that these neigh-
borhood assets, whlch lhey sumurarize as

"collective effi cacl'," predict'u'ariation in
neighborhood violence in Chicago. r 0
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Building on his earlier work, Garbarino and

Kathleen Kostelnl, found support for the

hlpothesis drat neighborhood social capital

aff'ects maltreatment rates in a dr,narnic

model.rr Examining child abuse reports in

four economically &sadvantaged Chicago

communities during 1980, 1983, and 1986,

thev found significant differences in the

relative ratings of neighborhoods over time.

To explain this pattern, the authors inter-

r.{ewed a sample of residents about their r,{ew'

of comrnuniiT- morale and their perceptions

of their neighborhood as a social enr.ironment

ancl as a source of "neighboring." On all

dinrensions, residents of the community with

the greatest increase in maltreatment rates

expressed t}e rnost negative views of their
communitv, Iarew Iittle about existing com-

munity services or agencies, and demon-

strated little evidence of a formal or informal

social support network.

One particularly promising pathu'ay for

understanding the role communiq, cn n1o,
in shaping parental capacity and behaviors

is the concept ofsocial capital, defined by

Robert Putnam as "features of organization

such as netu,ork, norms, and social trust that

facilitate coordination and cooperation for

mutual benefit."t2 Jill Korbin and Claudia

Coulton used census arrd administrative

agencv data for 177 rrrbart census tracts in

Cleveland to find that variation in rates of
officially reported child naltreatment is

related to structural detenninants of commu-

nit,v social organization: economic and farnily

re sou rces, res ide ntial in stabili ry*, ho us eh old

and age structure, and geographic proxirnity'

of neighborhoods to concentrated poverty.

Children who Iive in neighborhoods charac-

terized by povertv, a high ratio ofchildren to
adults, high population turnover, and a high

concentration of female-headed farnilies are

at highest risk for maltreatment.13

70 THE FUTURE OF CHILDREN

When the study tear.n intervieu'ed residents

in both high- and lorv-risk communities,

those living in areas w'ith higher rates of
reported maltreatment and other negative

outcomes perceived their neighborhoods as

settings in u,hich they and their rreighbors

had little abilitl,- to intervene in or control the

behavior of children. In justifl,ing their lack

of action, thev lvere likel,v to express concems

that the youths being corrected would

verbally or physically retaliate. In contrast,

residents in low-maltreatrnent communities

\r,'ere more likely to monitor the behalior of
local children because they believed it rvas

their responsibili$ to "protect" children from

violent or dangerous neighborhood condi-

tions, such a-s traffic or brokeu glass.la

\raluing collective actions to accomplish a

common good also has potency in reducing

violence, particularly in communities u'hose

profiles rvould suggest high levels ofsocial

&sorganization. Robert Sampson and his

colleagues, for example, found lower crime

rates in neighborhoods whose residents

shared the sarne values and rvere w'illing to

inten'ene on behalf of the collective good.

Their sample included personal inten'ieu's

rvith 8,782 Chicago residents living in M3
distinct "neighborhood clusters" rarying in

race and socioeconomic status. The research-

ers used intenielvs to constntct rneasures of
"infonnal social control" (the degree to which

residents thr:ught tliat they could count on

their neighbors to help in such ways as

correcting adolescent behafioq advocating for
necessary services, or inten'euing in fights)

and of "social cohesion" (the degree to $,hich

responclents felt they could couut on their
rreighbors to help each other or be trusted).

Togedrer, three dimensions of neighborhood

stratiff catiorr----corrcerrtrated disadvantage,

irnrni gration concentration, and resiclential

stabiliS'--explained 70 percent of the

I
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n ei ghborhood vari ati on in collective efff cac_v.

Collective efficacy, in turn, mediated a

substantial portiou of t}e zssociation between
residential stability and disadvantage and
multiple measures of violence.15 In other
rvords, although structural issues such as

poverty* are critical in establis]ring a commu-
nitr,t social milieu, neighborhoods that are
able to establish a sense of communitv and
mutual reciprocilv develop a unique and

potentially porverful tool to reduce r.iolence
and support parents.

Yahr,ing collecti,rse actions to
acco?tlplish a con'nrlon good
also ha"s potencr:l in reducing
oiolence, p articulady in
c olrllratnities roho s e profiles
uould suggest higl't leoels of
s o cial dis o r ganizatio n.

Another comrnunity approach, based in the
mental bealth senices sector, is system of
care . hss u,ell suPported bv empirical find-
ings but theoreticallv and clinicallv strong,

s),stem of care im,ol'u,es developing a sound

infrastructure of coordinated individualized
serwices. The concept emerged partly in
response to Jane Knitzer's drarnatic 1982 call
for help for childreu. whiclr greu, out of stark
findings that too many cliildren u,ere living
in pove$,-and suffering mental disorders.

System of care also evoh'ed in response to a
Iegal mandate to pror.icle sen'ices to hish-risk
vjolent 1,outl within their local commur.ri-

ties rat]rer than detaining them in far-away

training schools.r6 S1'stern of care is based

on a four-part foundation that includes a

continuum of services ranging from outpa-
tient therapies to in-home family preservation;
coordination of sen'ices so that a family can
nrove from one to another rvitlout disruption;
sen,ice individualization rvherebv services

are "wrapped around" the child and family
rather than having families conform to service
requirements;r7 ancl culfural cornpeterrce in
services so that professionals understand the
communi.ty and cu]ture of families.r8

How Can Cornmunity Be Used
to Prevent Child Abuse?
A large bod,v of theory and empirical research
suggests that intenention at the neighbor-
hood ler,'el is likely to prevent child nialtreat-
ment within faurilies. Tlie two cornponents of
intenention that appear to be most promising
are social capital development antl commu-
nity coordination of in&vidualized services.

Social disorganization theory suggests that
child abuse can be reduced by building social

capital w{thin comrlunities-by creating an
environment of urutual reciprocitv in u,hich
residents are collectivelv engaged in support-
ing each other and in protecting clrildren.
Research regarding the capacity and quality
of senice delivery sl,stems in cornmunities
$,ith high rates of maltreatnrent underscores

the importance of strengtlening a courmuni-
ty'.s sen'ice infrastructure by erpan&ng capac-
itv', i mprovin g coordination, and strearulining
service delil'ery

Addressing social dilemrnas through a

cornbination of grassroots corlnrunity action
and coordinated professional individualized
sen'ices is long-stan&ng practice in both
social u,ork and public health.te At tlie turn of
the tu,entieth century,, settlement house

u,'orkers engaged immigrant communities to
address collective inequalities such as Iabor
conclitions and educational opportunities as

w'ell as personal challenges such as caring for

vol. 19 / NO.2 / FALL 2OO9 7L
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an infant and ensuring child safety.lo Less

known but equally important \,\'ere African

American club rtornen's organizations that

focused on building supportive commurities

for migrants from the South relocating to

nofthern urban areas.2l Nlore recently, urban

renewal ancl efforts to reduce the adverse

impacts of concentrated poveny* have

ernbraced comrnuni$ change initiatives

designed both to irnprove context and to

empower residents to use collective action to

achieve cornmon goals.22 Although these

efforts have often had disappointing results,*

the pou,er of community and context to

change s,ithin-family behaviors and to

enhance the benefits of in&r.tdualized
inten'entions continues to advance in many

areas, inclucling <lbesity, r,iolence prevention,

child welfare, and youth development.ea

Community strategies to prevent child abuse

and promote child protection have focused

on creating supportive residential comtttuni-

ties rvhose residents share a belief in collec-

Uve responsibilitv to protect children from

lrarm and on expan&ng the range of services

and instmmental supports directly avail-

able to parents.z5 Both elements-individual
responsibiliq,'and a strong fonnal service

infrastructure-are important. The challenge,

hou,ever, is how to develop a community
strateg)/ that strikes the appropriate balance

between indiviclual responsibility and public
investment.

In frarning its recor.nmendations for fostering

comrnunity efforts to prevent child abuse, the

U.S. Advisory Board noted that these two

capacity-buil&ng strategiss-s f6su5 6n

cornmunity norrns and a focus on coordi-

nated, indirddualized sen ice development-
are not mutualfv exclusir.'e and can evolr,'e in
rnutually beneftcial u,avs. For example,

erpanding services may begin by establishing

72 THE FUTURE OF CHILDREN

community-basecl sen ice centers, with
muluple providers sharing a colnmon facility
(for example, neighborhood sen'ice hubs

located in schools aud community organiza-

tions such as Ner.r, Jersey's Family Success

Centers).26 Not only do such centers offer
resiclents a communal place to get sen ices,

they also drarv together a diverse set of
providers. fu a result, families have access to

a more comprehensil'e array of intenenUons

that can simultaneously address muluple risk

factors.2T Building and sustaining a netrvork

ofservice providers in a system ofcare

requires participants to etgage in a set of
shared activities t}at can include establishing

a corrirnon service philosophy developing a

shared assessment tool, or forming inter&sci-

plinary teams to assess families and outline

effective service plans,28 This lpe of ioint
ca.sework and system planning creates a more

coordinated and integrated sen'ice response

zmd effectively engages both public and

private agencies. As residents or program

participants become engaged in the sen'ice

planning process, tltey can empower tlem-
selves to assume o'uwtership of the process

and make personal inrestments in their

courmunity. Although thls chain of events

begins rvith the goal of enhancing sen'ices, it
can also, with careful implementation and

planning, enhance social investments and

neighborliness.

Similarly, community change efforts may

begin by focusing on social netu,orks and

building social capital and, in the process,

expand service availability. For example, local

residents and key stakeholders might be

invited to participate in a comrnuniW plan-

ning initiative that asls them to identi$ core

concenrs and to make a plan for resolving kev

issues. Implementing such plans often

requires strbstantial residential in'v'estnrent.

Such investment might involve supporting

1

1
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the reallocation of existing public resources

or the development of new senice options
for all or a subset oflocal residents. In other
cases, it might involve forming cooperatives
to care for each otler through existing
communi$ organizations or establishing new
organizational entities. In such cases, senice
erpansion both provides a tangible resource
for the communit.v and drarvs residents

together in collective actions to achieve a

shared corlmon good. These dual functions
are particularlv evident u'hen services include
a parent-participation component, as is com-
mon in many early education prograrns, such
as Head Start, or use a range of communitv-
based institutions or organizations to create a
context in which families can gather and

build connections.es

Where one starts in this process is less

irtrportant than recognizing that effbrts
to build social capital and expancl sen'ice
availabilig* can be mutually reinforcing and

equalll, important. Focusing too heavily on

conrmunity capacitl-building and nonnative
clrange can ]eal'e families rvithout the context
and tvrres of institutional supports essential

for addressing complex social and personal
needs. Focusing too heavily on systent refonl
and service development may sustain an

unproductiv'e reliance on fonnal senices.
N{ore important, changing onl1, service capac-

ity misses an opportunity to create the sense

of rnutual reciprociU needed for sustainable

change and continuous support.

How Are Community Child Abuse
Prevention Efforts Structured, and
How Effective Are They?
Cornmunity-bzued efforts to prevent child
abuse incorporate a range ofstrategies tliat
place differential emphasis on the value of
these tno approaches. For purposes of this

discussion, u,c examine fir,e difl'crent

community efforts that seek to reduce t}e
frequencv of cliild abuse and neglect-Triple
P-Positive Parenting Program, Strengthening
Farnilies, the Durharl Familv Initiative,
Strong Communities. and the Community
Partnerships for Protecting Children (CPPC).

As sumrnarized in table 1, all of the intervel-
tions employ various strategies to improve
senice capacity. In some instances, prirnary
emphasis is placed on building service

capacitv by fbcusing on improving quality by
reshaping ho,a, direct sen ice providers
interact w'ith tlieir clients (as is the case of
Triple P and CPPC) or horv agency managers

supenrise their staff, define and engage

participant caseloads, or interact with each

other (a-s reflected iu the Durharn Farnily
Initiativek system of care work, Strengthen-
ing Families'work with child care providers,
and CPPC's efforts with child u.,elfare agen-

cies). In ad&tion to irnproving program
qualit1,, all of the initiatives have strategies to
increase the odds families q,ill hav'e services

available to tleur either by improving access

to existiug senices or by generating nerv

senices. Finally, three of the filc initiatives
use specific strategies to alter the rvay in
which local residents I'ier.r,the notion of
seeking help from others to resolve personal

and parenting issues. These initiatir,es seek to
change a range of behar,'iors and attitudes
strch as mutual reciprocitv among neighbors,
parent-child interactions, and collective
responsibility among residents for child
protection and safe$r

Capturing the effects of these complex
comrnunity change initiatir.es is daunting. In
addition to having broadlv defined outcomes,

the initiatives seek to change inrlividuals

either through prograrns targeted directly at

in&r,idual farnilies or through institutional
changes that in&rectly aflect faurilies who

mav have only limited contact with any of the
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Table 1. Community Child Abuse Prevention: Common Strategies and Evidence Base for Five

Major lnitiatives
Fivo malor communtty chlld abuse Preventlon lnitlatlves

Community
Triple P+ositive Partnerships

Parenting Strenglhening Durham Family Strong for Protecting

Program Families lnitiative Communities Children

a

lntervention sttategies

Practice reform
For example, training providers to deliver
services in a different manner or alter the
provider-participant relationship

Agency reform
For example, altering institutional culture
or altering how agencies and entities within

a community relate to each other through
partnership development

Expand service capacity or access, or both
For example. introducing a new service or
improving service access or reach in a
comprehensive manner

Capacily/ Capacity/
Access Access

Alter normative standards
For example, developing personal

responsibility for child protection

EYaluation stratedes

Randomization of communities

Randomizations of participants within
program components

Quasi-experimental designs (trend analysis,
surveys) with comparison communities or
participants

Theory{f-change analysis

lmplementation research

Utilization-focused evaluation

Note: Areas of primary emphasis for each initiative are indicated in bold.

initiatir.'e's core strategies. The key operating

assumption in such efforts is that change

initiated in one sector will have measurable

spillover effects into other sectors and that

the individuals pror.ided with information or

clirect assistance rn ill change in ways that

begin to alter normative behav{oral assump-

tions across the population. This gradual and

errolutionarv r4eu, of change is reflected in

manv public healtli initiatir,es that, over time,

have produced drarnatic improvement in

such areas as srnoking cessation, reduction in

drunk driving, use ofseat belts, and increased

consenation efforts.
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Assessing such efforts is complicated by this

evolutionary change process as well as b1'

the tendency of these initiatives to alter their
initial operating assumptions and strategies in

resporrse to tbe progress or lack ofprogress

made in the early stages of implemeutation.
Thus, traditional evaluation methods that use

random assignrnent to treatment and control

con&tions ancl assume a "[xed" intenention
that adheres to a standardized protocol over

time are of limited utility in determining an

initiative s efficacv or in producing useful

irnplernentatiou lessons. On the other hand,

focusing only on lev'el of implementation and

ignoring effects rvill prerent these initiatives 1

Access
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from reaching status as "evidence-based"

in this era of accountabiliW for outcomes.

Furthermore, lorowing the early effects of an
initiative can be extremelv useful in making
infonned mid-course correcUons.

In light of these conceptual cliallenges,
evaluations of communig, child abuse

prer.'ention strategies such as those rve

discuss in this article har,e used multiple
methodologies to clarifi, the utost prornising
patlrrvays to achieving communilv change
(theon-of-change analysis and implenenta-
tion studies), and to more directfv use these

clata in altering their selection of specific
strategies and program emphasis (utilization-
focused evaluations). As &scussed belou,, all
of the initiatives have a theoreUcal frame-
work that guides their assurr-rptions about
parent-cliild relationships as well as about
rvhat cornrnunities can do to better support
parents. They also have established methods
for monitoring their implementation and
using irnplementation data to refine their
approach. Although such research does not
address the very important question of
impact, these evaluative functions are critical
{br uuderstan<ling the most efficient u,ay t<t

approach this work.

Where appropriate, randomization proce-
dures and various quasi-experimental strate-
gies have been used to assess outcomes,

although in most cases these procedures have

been applied to specific elements or compo-
nents of the initiative rather t}lan capturing
the initiative's populationJevel effects. In
addition to the rnethodological liuritations of
this research base, ferv ofthese strategies

have been operational lorg enough to
provide an accurate profile of their potential
accornplishments. Although incorlplete,
these data proride prelirninarv evidence as to
the raliditv of a strategl,"s theory of change,

implementatior:r potential and challenges, ancl

potential areas of impact.

Triple P

Theory of change and implementation. Triple
P-Positir,'e Parenting Prograrn, originally
developed in Australia to assist parents of
children rvith developmental delays or
behavioral problems, is increasinglv viewed as

a promising stratesi to prevent child abuse. It
is a behavioral family intenention designed to
improve parenting skills and behaviors by
changing hor,v parents vierv and react to their
children. Triple P consists of a series of
integrated inten,entions designed to provide a

corrlmon set of infomration and parenting
practices to parents who face \,arylng degrees

of difficulty or challenges in caring fcrr their
children. Based on social leaming theory
research on child and farnilv behavior therapy:

and developmental research on parenting in
ereryda1, conte\ts, each intervention seeks to
reduce child behavior problems b1,'teaching

healthy parenting practices and how to
recognize negative or destructive practices.
Parents in every conrponerrt are taught
self- monitoring, self-determination of goals,

self-evaluation of perfonnance, and self'-

selection of change strategies.

These parenting practices are introduced to
community residents through hruo prirnary
avenues. Univercal Tr:iple P is a media-based

and social marketing strategy designed to
educate communit,v residents about the

principles of positive parents and to of'fer a set

of sirnple techniques for addressing common
child care issues (for example, safety, beha"{or
management, discipline strategies, and

securing basic health care). Information is
disseminated through the use of radio spots,

local neu,spaper articles, neq,sletters distrib-
uted through the schools, mass rnailings to
Iocal residents, presentations at community
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forums. and a widely publicized $,ebsite.

Access to this information is open to all

residents willing and able to seek it out. For
those parents interested in more "hands-on"

assistance, Selected Triple P offers brief
parenting adr.'ice and contact sessions that are

available to parents through \rarious primary

care facilities such as well-child care, day care,

and prescl-rool settings and in other settings

where parents may have routine contact u'ith

service pror.iders and other professionals u,'ho

regularly assist farlilies. In addition to incli-

vidual consultations, Selected Tr:iple P also

i nr,olves parenting sem inars del iverecl within
these prirretrl'care settings on such topics as

the power of positive parenting; raising

confident, cor.npetent chil&en; and raising

resilient chi]clren. The seminars are designed

for the general parent population and provide

parenting infonnation as well as raise a'vl,are-

ness of tle overall initiatir,e.

In ad&tion to its social marketing and general

education component, Triple P seeks to

change parenting standards bv ensuring that

rvhen fomral services are accessed by fami-

Iies, all providers in tlre communitl, operate

rvithin a shared understanding of kev values

and practice principles. Toward ihis end, it
offers formal training in dre Triple P model to

direct sen'ice personnel working in a variety

of clinical settings. Standard Triple P offers a

series of broadly focused eighr to ten-week

parenting shll training sessions delivered in
the horne, or through group-based sessions,

or self-directed using proiect material.

Farnilies r.r'hose parenting difftculties are

complicated by other problems, such as

domestic violence or mental health concerns,

or u,ho have not been adequately sened by

the standard sen'ices are offered Enhanced

Triple P, a more intensive behavioral family

intervention.

76 THE FUTURE OF CHILDREN

Al&ough sen'ice provision at each level is

supported by a variety of structured unique

protocols, all of the direct services are framed

by a set of common practice principles. These

include ensuring a safe ancl engaging eu."'iron-

ment fbr children, creating a positive leanfng
environnrent, using assertive &scipline,
having realistic expectations, and taking care

ofoneselfas a parent.

B y building relationsh,ip s

u;ith families, early care and
edu cation p ro gran'6 can

recognize si,gns of stress

an d st r e n gthe n fanilli e s'

protectiDe factors uith timely,

ffictir:e l"relp.

Effectioeness. As discussed in the article in

this volrrme by Richard Barth, repeated

randornized trlals of speciffc Triple P inter-
ventions have consistently dernonstrated

positir,'e effects on parenting shlls and child
behar,'ior.30 Although these' clinical fi udings

are impressive, feu, of the studies have

explicitly exarnined the effects of Trlple P's

multi-lay'ered and universal service approach

on population or comrrrunilv-rv{de outcomes.

Recently, with funding from the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, Ronald

Prinz and his colleagues randomly assigned

eighteen counties in South Carolina to either
the comprehensive Triple P proeram or a

services-as-usua] control group.3I \d/ithin the

inten'entiou counties, project staff launched

an intensive social marketing campaign to
raise awareness of the initiative and its

related parenting strategies and support 1
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services anrong the general population. Staff
also identified and contacted state and countv
stakeholders who provided such support
services for parents ofvoung children as

education, school readiness, child care,
mental health, social services, and health, in a
varietl,- of settings. Direct service providers
were offered the opportunit,v to participate in
training on all of the Triple P intervenUons.
Dudng the project'.s first tu,o vears, 649
senice providers received training in one or
more of the interventions. The result u,as a

nrean of 38.8 trained providers per 50,000
population.

Effects were assessed by comparing trends
between the intervention and comparison
counties on three independentlv derived
population indicators. These cornparisons

l,ielded statisticallv sigrificant, lar.ge positive
effects. Between dre period just before
implementation and hventy-fbur uronths

lateE intenention counties increased in
substantiated child maltreatment rates by just
B percent, compared with 35 percent fbr the
control counties. Out-of-home placernents
decreased in intervention counties by 12

percent but increasedbv 44percent in
control counties. Hospital admissions for
child in;uries decreased by 18 percent in
intervention counties but increased by 20

percent in control counties. This study is the
ffrst to randomize geographical areas to
interv'ention and control conditions and shorv

preventive effects on child maltreatment at a

population level. Although these ffndings are

impressive, it remains unclear how the social

ruarketing, universal service offers, and
training in the Triple P model to &rect
senice providers nright harr producecl these

results. Additional anallses regardin g poten-
tial r,ariation across the inten ention and
comparison counties with respect to both
irnplernentation efforts and outcomes is

needed to understand rnore fully the lrrecha-
nisms through u,hich Triple P might affect
maltreatrnent rates.

Strengthening Families Initiative
Tlwory of change arul lmplementati,on. The
Strengthening Families Initiative ( SFI)-not
to be confused u,ith a selective individual-
family program to prer,ent child abuse and
child problem behavior started by Karol
Kurnpfer, also called Strengthening Families32

-is designed to reduce child abuse by
enhancing the capacity of child care centers
and early intenention programs to offer
families the support they need to avoid
contact u,it} the child u,elfare system. Similar
to tlie Triple P model, Strengtheninq Farnilies
also seeks to affect parent beharior bv using
an existing service delivery system. Speciff-
cally,, SFI uses focused assessments, technical
assistance, and collaborative ventures to
enhance the capaciW ofchild care centers to
promote ffve core protective factors among
their program participants-parental resil-
ience, social connections, knorvledge of
parenting and child de,r,elopment, critical
support in tir-nes of need, and social and
ernotional competence of children. By
building relationships with fhmilies, early
care and education programs can recognize
signs of stress and strengthen families'
protective fhctors rvith timely, effective help.
Unlike previous training and educational
efforts to engage child care u,orkers in child
abuse prevention, SFI is presented as

"problem solving" rather than "problem

identification." Families are encouraged to
understand that if they have concems, they
can go to any staff member at these centers

and receive help or direction. And if the.v are

reported for suspected rnaltreatrnent, the
family can count on the child care center to
sen'e as their advocate rvith child rvelfare

officials.
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In 2001, with funcling from the Doris Duke

Charitable Foundation, the Center for the

Study of Social Policy (CSSP) began studying

the role that early care and educatiou pro-

grams nationu.ide can play in strengthening

families and preventing abuse and neglect.

After developing the overall framework

and related training nraterials, CSSP imple-

mented tlie model in seven states on a piloi
basis. In each state, officials enhanced t}eir
policies and practices through collaboration

among their early childhood, child abuse pre-

r,ention, and child protective sen'ices sectors.

Several of the states integrated SFIi fiv'e pro-

tective factors and the strategies for achieving

thern into t}e state's child care quality rating

and improvement systems.

Nlor,'ing out of the pilot phase, SFI has broad-

ened its focus beyond states' earlv care and

education programs to include building linl<s

between t}ese prograrns and child welfare

departments and buil&ng the protective fac-

tors into the training and morritoring svstems

governing horne-based child care providers.

At present, twenty-three states are participat-

ing in the Strengthening Families National

Nehvork.

Effediaeness. SFI's primary pathrvay for

change, erilrancing protective factors within
families with y'oung children, has strong

enrpirical support in both basic and applied

research. No one can disagree that the

initiatir.,e's key protective factors, if in place

and robust, are likely to reduce the odds of
parents' abusing or neglecting their children.
Parents rvho have strong social connections,

knou,ledge of child dev'elopnrent, and a sense

of personal efficacy are indeed among those

who har,e the most rervarding relationships

with their children, and tlese children are

rnore likely to have strong sel{'-perceptions

and robust coguitive and social develclpment.
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Equally conipelling is evidence that enroll-

ment in high-qualigv early education programs,

particularly those that augment childrens

services rvith &rect support to parents, have

measurable inrle&ate and long-term effects

on child and famil-v outcomes, including the

prevention of child abuse.$

Despite the theoretical promise of this

approach, it is unclear vi,hether these types of
child and family outcornes can be achie.ved

through sFl s implenrentation plan. Six

elements of the theory must still be investi-

gated. The ftrst is a*ssumptiorrs re{arding t}re

number of child care centers with the caPac-

iW and rnotivation to engage in the tvpe of
self-reflection and practice chartge requirecl

to adopt fully a {bcus on enhancing protective

factors. The second is the belief that child
care centers hal'e contact rnith large uumbers

of fanrilies who need this t,oe of assistance to

avoid abuse. The third is the belief that the

relatiouship of child care centers with fami-

lies is sulficiently robust to meet the needs of
the high-risk f'amilies they do encounter. The

fourt} is the vier,r, that social networks built
around child care centers can shape nonna-

tive standards regarding how to care for a

child, as opposed, for example, to rnerely

reflecting existing standards that rnay or mav

not be appropriate. The fifth is the assump-

tion that chilcl care centers ltave access to the

array and quantitv of rnaterial support and

mental health servlces that families may need

or request. And the sixth is the assumption

that families have chosen a given child care

center from an array ofavailable options and

therefore have a lnore persollal relationship

with their care provider than they do with
other service providers. Although the pro-

gram has anecdotal evidence to support all of
these assuurptions, the ability of the SFI to

achieve nonnative change within local child
care and early care networks and to pror.{de

-

1
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families u,ith sufficient support to reduce
maltreatment rates remains untested. There
are l)o published reports of prograrn efficacy
using a rigorous design and no knoranr trizrls
under !i/av

Durham Family Initiative
Tlrcory of change and implementation.
The Durham Family Initiative (DFI) is a
population-wide effort to erpand the consis-
tencv and scope of universal assessments

designed to identifu high-risk families or
those nee&ng prevention services and then
to link them with appropriate community-
based resources.e It has hvo goals. One is to
enhance community sclcial and professional
capital and improve comrnunity capacity to
provide evidence-based resources to f'amilies.

The other is to increase families' abllity to
access community resources. To reach dtese

goals it focuses on universal assesslrlent aud
referral. Established with fundiug fiour the
Duke Endou,rnent in 2002, the initiative
posits tliat child abuse is best prevented by
addressing the risk f'actors and barriers that
affect the healthy development of parent-
child relationships. Adopting an ecological

perspective, DFI works to strengthen and
expand the pool of available evidence-based

direct sen'ices, to identifu and secure mean-

ingful public policy reforms, and to build
local cornmunitv capaciW. Its activities f'all

into four rnain areas. First, it fosters local
interagency cooperation regarding adoption
ofa coordinated and consistent preventive
svsteln ofcare. Second, it increases social

capital rvithin a number of Durham citv
neighborhoods through the targeted use of
outreach workers and crrmnrunih engagernent

activities. Thjrd, it develops and tests innova-

tive direct sen'ice models to irnprove out-
comes rvith high-risk farnilies or those alrendy
involved in abuse or neglect, rvhile also

increasing supports for hlgh-risk new, parents

through early identification and senrice
referrals. Finall1,, it reforms county and state
policies affecting the availabilit,v and quality
of child rvelfare and chlld protection senices.

One of DFI's most notable features has been
its efforts to nurture local interagency coop-
eration by developing the comprehensive
Durham System of Care (www.durharrsystem

ofcare.org), an integrated nehvork of commu-
nity senices ancl resources to help farnilies
meet the needs of children with serious,
complex behar.ioral, academic, social, and
safety needs. It is based on the v.ierv that kev
public and private health and hurnan senice
agencies must share a consensus on how best
to identifu, engage, and ureet tlie needs of
trorrbled children and their families. This
consensus has developed gradually, beginning
in 2002 with initial meetings among kev
agency directors and their middle manage-

ment. Building on relationships established

during these meetings, the effort has

expanded to provide theory-to-practice
training across a diverse set oflocal agencies

and community professionals. Most recentll,,
project staff members assisted the local

system of care leadership team in writing a

cross-agency manual, developing a qualitv
improvement and evaluation plan, and

expanding the system of care to include an
adult fbcus. Project staff members also have

used the lessons learned fronr their collabora-
tion rvithin Durham Count-v to advocate and

support statewide refbrms.

The focus on collaboration and capacity
building has been refected in the project's
rvork within its targeted sen'ice communities
in the citv of Durham. In the early stage of
irlplementation. DFI supported a number of
comn'runitli partners or outreach rr",orkers in
t}ree of the project's six target neighbor-
hoods. These outreach workers gathered
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irfonnation about neighborhood residents

and resources, built relationships anlong

residents, and developed neighborhood
"teams" to address specific issues of high

interest or concern to local residents. The

process generated such neighborhood

proiects as comrnuni} dry activities, resource

centers, language classes, neighborhood

watch prograurs, and emergency food and

clothing distribution centers. More recently,

efforts to strergt}en the informal systems of
support among Iocal residents in these

communities have been fostered through a

leadership training program developed in

partnership vvith the Durharn Housing

Authority and DFI efforts to recruit, train,

and link grandmothers in t]re corrununity to

women struggling with the care of young

children.

DFI's most ambitious effort is Durham Con-

nects, a recent attempt to assess the needs of
all new'borns and their families in Durham

Countr, and then to link them u.ith suPports

to address their needs. Piloting began in July
2007, rvhen DFI began planning an aggres-

sive campaign to provide an initial assessment

and facilitate appropriate serwice linkages for
the estimated 4,000 babies born each year in
the county Durham Connects u,ill be grafted

onto existing early-inten'eution services

that norv give approxirnately 85 percent

ofall infants access to a pediatric practice

visit r.r,ithin forr,v-eight hours of their births.

Its goal is to augment these sen'ices with a
more comprehensive psy'chosocial assess-

ment and to expand coverage to the families

of new'borns that are not norv offered or do

not accept these visits. The assessment will
be conducted by a nurse, rnost likely cluring

a home visit. In addition to completing the
standard risk assessment protocol, the houre

visitor will errsure that the f'amily is linked to
a medical provider and t}at any imrnediate
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needs identified through the risk assessment

are addressed through an appropriate sen'ice

referral. By buil&ng on the existing netvvork

of well-baby care within Durham Countv,

DFI staff members believ'e they can pror.'ide

universal coverage to all neu,ttorns and effec-

tively link fanrilies to needed senices.

Strong Commanities is

unique in placing primary
emphasis on changing
residential attitud,es and

exp e ct ati o n s r e gardin g

colle ctir:e resp onsib ility fo r
chi,ld safetA and nrutual
reciprocity.

Effectiaeness. Among children frotr birth
to age seventeen, the rate ofsubstantiated

child maltreatment in Durham Counlv fell
49 percent betw'een 2001-02, the year before

the DFI began, and 2007. In contrast, t}e
rate fbr the mean of five demographicallv

matched comparison counties in North Caro-

Iina over the same period fell just 21 percent.

Of particular interest is the recidir.'isnt rate,

that is, the rate at rvhich chilclren wlro har.'e

been assessed for possible maltreatment by
the Division of Social Serwices must be reas-

sessed within six months. A high rate would
indicate a failure of the prof'essional systern

to respond adequatelli Anrong children from
birth to age seventeen. the reassessnrent rate

in Durharn dropped 27 percent between

2001-02 and 2007. In contrast, the rate for
the rnearr of ftve derrogaphically rnatched

comparison counties ol'er t}e same period
clropped 15 percent.
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Inclependent sources provide additional
infomration. Anon\alous sentinel sun€ys
\r,ere completed with 1,74I family-sening
professionals in Durham and <lne comparison
county (Guilford) in 2004 and 2006. Pro-
fessionals'estimates of the proportion of
children rvho had been abused decreased 11

percent in Durham but increased 2 percent
in Guilford or..er this period. Estimates of
the proportion of children u,ho had been
neglected decreased 18 percent in Durhanr
but only 3 percent in Guilford. Estimates
of the proportion of cldldren u,ho had been
spanked fell 11 percent in Durham but rose
4 percent in Guilford. For positive parent-
ing behaviors, professional estimates of the
proportion of children showrr ]ove, affection,
or hugs by parents increased 5 percent in
Durham but decreased 2 percent in Guilford.

Because it is plausible that the DFI has

changed professionals' perceptions without
changing children's outcomes, emergency
departrr,ent and in-patient hospital records
frorn local hospitals were scrutinized for
er.idence regarding child maltreatment and
well-being. The rate of possible rnaltreat-
ment-related injury among all children from
birth to age nine in Durhanr fell 17 percent
betvyeen 200142 and 200,i-06, rvhereas in
Guilford it fell 10 percent.s Pediatric hospi-
talizations for any reason represent a reverse

measure of child u,ell-being. Betvi,een

200142 and 2005-{6, the overall hospital
visit rate for children from birth to age

seventeen irr Durhanr decreased 12 percent,
rvhereas in Guilford County it increased

5 percent.

Repeated population-basetl surve.),s also

found significant reductions in parental
stress and irnproverrrenLs irr perrental efficacv
over time ar)long ranclomly selected par-

ents of voung children in the Durhaur city

neighborhoods as compared r.r,ith residents

in the project's matched comparison areas.

These data- horvev'er, did not reveal any
significant changes in parental self-reports
of positive or potentially abusir,e interactions
with their children, changes in obsen'ed
acts of potential abuse in other fhmilies in
the community, or anv changes in resident
interactions, collective effrcacy, or neighbor-
liood satisfaction. 36 Tiends were particularly
unfavorable on these lneasures in the high-
risk communities in u,hich DFI prordded out-
reach u,orkers. It is not clear u,hv anecdotal
reports of fhvorable impact by outreach rvork-
ers u/ere not rcflected in population survevs.

It is possible that the workers'impact uas
Ilmited to a srnall number of f'amilies and did
not reach enough families to yield popula-
tion change on the more direct rleasures of
parent-child interactions.

Because the evaluation design is not a

randomized trial, alternate explanations for
the positive zurd less favorable fin&ngs are

possible. Unknor.rm corresponding changes in
communitv economics, demographics, or
politics, rather tlian DFI, could be respon-
sible for changes in child maltreatment over
time. To provide a more rigorous eva]uation

and to systematize the assessment and

Conmunity- resource cOnnections, tie next
phase of the DFI rvill inv'olve a randomized
trialwithin Durham. Half of the newborns
will be assigned randomly, by neighborhood,
to receive tle home-visiting program and

nehvork of communitv resources, while the
other half rvill be provided with the interven-
tion in subsequent years. This trial began in
2008 and will last several years.

Strong Communities
Theory o.f change and intplertentation.
Among tlre communilv-based prer,ention
initiatives u,e have discussed, Strong
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Communities is unique in placing primary
emphasis on changing residential attitudes

and ex?ectations regar&ng collective resPon-

sibility for cliild safety and mutual reciprocity.

Begun by the Duke Endowment in 2002, the
initiative is targeted at six communities in
Greenville Countq South Carolina. Its aim is

to lielp the general public and local service

providers'*dthin those communities under-

stand hou, their individual and collective

efforts can clirectly address the conrplex and

often destructive .*,eb of interactions contrib-

uting to child maltreatment. The logic of the

progranl is that once residents f'eel that their
neighborhood is a place where farnilies lielp
each other and rvhere it is expected tliat
individuals will ask for and offer help, public

dernand r,r.ill drive service expansion and

system irnpror.'ement.37 The project unfolds

in four distinct phases. The first phase is to

raise awareness about the nature of the

problem and identi_fr opportunities for
enhanced family support. The second is to

nobilize the cornrnunitv to develop and

implement plans to prevent child maltreat-

ment. The third is to increase resources to

enable farnilies to get non-stigmatizing help

whenever and rvherever they need it. The

final phase is to institutiona]ize the provision

ofthose resources so that support is sustained

over the long term.

Strong Comrnunities places heary empliasis

on educating all elements of the communitv
based on the program's core rnessage-a
sense of collective responsibiliW among all

community ruernbers to keep children safe.

Initially, the project assigned community
otrtreach u,orkers to address particr.rlar issues,

such as u,orkforce development, of concern

to residents. After the first year, however, the
focus of outreach u,orkers changed from spe-

ciffc issues to speciffc neighborhoods, ranging

in population from 5,000 to 50,000.
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Strong Cornmunities' outreach workers

follow a flexible implementation plan in

u,hich specific actir,ities erpand or contract

based on staffassessnrent oftheir utilitv in
advancing communifv engagement. Over the

initiativei first fir,e ),ears, a broad arrav of
strategies were initiated, terminated, and

reinstated. These efforts included recruiting

volunteers through pledge card drives,

hosting various community w'ellness fairs and

events centered on "back-to-school" plan-

ning, and educating farrdlies about t}e issue

of Shaken Ba\ Syndrome, a*s u,ell as "Blue

Ribbon" Sabbath campaigns u,ithin local

churches during Child Abuse Preventiotr

Month (April) each vear, me&a outreach, and

public awareness campaigns. Because the

initiative's pr:imary goal is contextual (rather

dran output driven), its leadership team

stresses the need {br flexible implementatiou

that allou,s staff to respond to emerging

opportunities as they materialize. In many

cases, such opportunities are not easily

anticipated and may be recognized only after

spen&ng considerable time rvithin a given

communih- or u,orking u,ithin a gir,en sector.

A flexible rvork plan allou,s st#f to capitalize

on a new proslrarD that might be adopted bv a

community agency or find a useful role for an

individual or organization vl'ith a promising
new idea that complements the project's

vision.

Efforts to increase &rect services to 1,oung
children and their farnilies also have varied

over time. AJthough the initial plan rvas to

erpand home-based interventions for new

parents, the current approach is more diverse

and drarvs together a varie!- of comrnunity
resources under a general strates/ called
" Strong Families. " After identifying families

rvith loung children through a varie$ of
intake points and enrolling thern, the pro-
gram provides the Connecti<lns for Strong 1



creating comnrunity Resltonstbility for child protcction: possibilities and challenges

Fanflies Neu,sletter and a "fanfl,v friend" to
help parents u,ith ehildren under six find
appropriate familv and child activities or to
help ihose r,r'ith children four or five years of
age get readv for school. The program also

provides Extra Care for Caring Families,
which off'ers enhanced developmental
screening and tlps on child and baby care
(providing the famill.'s primarv care phvsician
is linked up with strong Families). Finallv it
provides access to a local Familv Activifv
Center, rvhich offers a range of activities
including playgroups, parents' night out,
parent-child activities. financial education
and counseling, and assistance froni locul
professionals who volunteer to work lvitl-r a
family as tleir "family, advocate."

Effeaiaeness. Project implementation
data suggest Strong Communities has had
notable success in attracting a wdde range of
stakeholders and volunteers.38 For example,

outreach efforts have engaged many com-
muni$,- organizations, faith-based institu-
tions, and local public agencies such as

policc and ffre departments. By 2007, the
project estimated that ahnost 200 churches,
77 community organizations, and 186 busi-
nesses had provided resources, leadership,
and infrastructure support to one or nlore
of Strong Communities' activities. Equalfv
impressive, the project attracted ahnost 5,000

volunteers--3.5 percent of the service area's

population. Collectively, the volunteers con-
tributed an estimated 43,667 hours of senice.

The success of these comrlunity engagement
eflbrts is reflected in improv'ed p:uent-child
iuteractious as measured bv repeated survevs

of randomlv selectetl parents of voung
children in both the intervention and
rlatched comparison areas. The sun'eys

f<rund signiffcant improvetrrent over time in
parent self-reports of positir,e interactions

witlr their children and a corresponding
reduction in parent reports ofacts suggestive
of neglect.3s These sun'e\,'s, hou,eveE revealed
no significant change on indicators of collec-
tive efEcacy', nrutual reciprocitv, or neighbor-
hood satisfaction, areas ofchange one rnight
have erpected gven the proiect's primary
focus. Indeed, on several of t]rese measures,

performance in dre intervention community
was less positive than that in the coutparison
community. ln addition, Iocal administrative
records rer,'ealed no significant declines in
child abuse reports, substantiation rates, or
hospitalizations related to injuries suggestive

of maltreatment q,hen compared witlr similar
records in the comparison communitv.

The absence of measurable eflects on
indicators of resident perceptions of their
comurunity and interactions r,vith their
neighbors is uuexpected gven the project's
implementation profile. Similarly, t}e
improvements obsen ed in self-reported
parent-child interactions u,ere not supported
by cornparable improvements in parental
pcrsonal functioning or reflected in any

changes in administrative data regarding
chilcl abuse reports or substantiations. It is
plausible that continued implementation
rvould lead to reduced o{ffcial child maltreat-
ment reports and child injuries over a Ionger
period of time. Alternativel,r,, it is possible
that the inten'ention is too far removed from
within-farriily maltreatment behavior to have

its desired impact, particularly on families
facing the greatest challenges.

Community Par-tnerships for
Protecting Children
Theory of change antl implementation. One
of the most consistent and seemingly- intrac-
table problems in formulating a coherent
cliild maltreatnrent policy has been the lack

of coordination betrveen the formal cliild
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welfare response and community-based

prevention efforts. a0 Comrnuni$,' Partne rships

for Protecting Children (CPPC) is a trvelve-

vear child vi,elfare initiative that addresses

this problem by incorporating family support

principles into the public child'*'elfare
s\.stem and elevating child safety concerns

among those worhng in family support

settings. Originally implerlented and evalu-

ated in four communities, the model norv

operates in fifty partnership sites across the

country fu outlined in several publications

on the CPPC method, four core eletnents

constitute the initiative's theory of change.nl

The first is developing an In&r,'idualized

Course of Action (ICA) for all farnilies in
rvhich children are identified a-s being at

substantial risk of child abuse and neglect.

The second is creating a neighborhood

netu,ork that includes bodr formal serr,ices

and infonlal supports. The third is changing

policies, practices, and culture within the

public child protective services (CPS) agency

to better connect child r,r.,elfare rvorkers widr

the neighborhoocls and residents thev serve,

increase sen ice effectiveness, and improve

accountability. end the fourth is estabiishing

a local decision-making body of agency

representatil'es and community members to

develop program priorities, revierv tlte
effectiveness of their strategies, and mobilize
citizens and other resources to enhance child
safety. Tlie aim is to make it less likely both
that children will experience child abuse and

neglect and that children who have been

abused will experience subsecluent rnaltreat-

ment and serious irjrry

CPPC eurbraces several reforms that are

increasingly corlmon within the child u,elfare

system. As Jane \Valdfogel discusses in her
article in this volume, structural reforrns

include diflbrential response systems,

coJocating child rvelfare workers rvith other
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key health and income maintenance staff in

communitv settings, geographic assignment

of cases, and increased interagency collabora-

tion and sen'ice partne rships.a2 Practi ceJel'el

reforms also have been promoted within
some agencies to make child welfare workers

more responsive to the needs of f'amilies and

children in these s),stems.43

In ad&tion to these structural and practice

refonns, CPPC embraces a specific comrnit-

nrent to building a sense of social responsi-

biliry* for child u,ell-being. The communiry*

partnership approach harnesses the creative

talents of neighborhood leaclers, hurnan

senices providers, the faith comurunity', and

local organizations to u.'ork witi the public

child protection agencv to enhance safei,'- and

well-being for all families. CPPC proponents

argue that such a fundamental, conceptual

shift across multiple domains, if sustained,

can improve child safety and measurablv

reduce child maltreatment rates.

Effectirseness. Chapin Hall at the Universilv

of Chicago conducted a comprehensir.e

eraluation of CPPC, beginning with a 1996

assessment of early implementation efforts

and concluding with a 2000-04 assessrnent of
program effects in the four communities in
which CPPC u,as originally implernented.aa

The evaluation obsen'ed fbw positive effects

on t}e initiative's four core outcomes--+hild
safety, parental capacity and access to
support, child rvelfare agency and network
effi ciencl', aud cotn munity responsibiliqv for
child protection-at either the individual or
populatiou level. Among the child u,elfare

cases that received the most direct CPPC

interv'ention (an Individualiz.ed Course of
Action, or ICA), rnodest but significant

irnprovements rvere obsen'ed among partici-
pants in their self-perception of progress and

in standardized measures of depression and

1
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parental stress. In addition, more than g0

percent of the families' lead workers consid-
ered the ICA process helpful in improving
child safety. Howev'er, the individual
improvements obserr,ed alDong ICA cases

rvere not positivelv correlated with a reduc-
tion in the likelihood of subsequent maltreat-
ment reports or placement. Further, the
frequency of subsequent maltreatment
reports and placement rates among ICA
recipients rms generally consistent with the
outcomes of a conrparable group of chlld
vvelfare cases not erposed to an ICA. Simi-
larly, trends in the number of child abuse
reports, subsequent reports, and placement
rates u,ithin the four target cornmunities did
not suggest consistent, communitv-u,ide
rcductions in chikl abuse.

Although nascent, tl'te current
eoid,ence base for communitA
child abuse preuention ffirs
both encouragement and
reason for caution.

Although ICA practice did demonstrate the
abilitv to marshal addiuonal service resources

fbr families, survev data from both local
agency nlanaqers and chlld welfare w'orkers

shorved mininral evidence of increased

collaboration and no evidence of improved
community-wide sen'ice availabiliil or service

q"aliq, The evaluation was not able to directly
measure changes in resident behavior in
responding to families at risk for maltreat-
rnent or acting to improve cbild protectiol.
Ilorvever, repeated inteniervs or,er time u,ith
a sample of CPS u.'orkers did not identif,
stead-v increases in the application of CPPC

strategies to better integrate c.hild welfare
vi,orkers and community resources (for
example, geographic assignment of cases,

Ioc,ating child rvelfare workers in community
settings, and colocating child welfare',r,orkers
with other hurnan senice providers), nor did
tJre partnership sites develop and sustain
far-reaching recmitment efforts to educate
and engage residents in providing informal
support to fanrilies u,ithin the child welfare
system.

Tlie initiative did provide some evidence that
wiclely adopted practice changes were able
to a]ter organizational culture and improve
u,orker satisfaction u,ithin child welfare agen-
cies and to create greater opportunities for
coUaboration between child u,elfare and f'am-

il-v support agencies. CPPC Ieadership and
local agency representatives reported that
placing child welfare workers in communitv-
settings helped reduce the negative percep-
tions residents had of the Iocal child u,elfare
agencies and enabled the workers to draw
on neighborhood resources more effectivell'.
In addition, ICA practice createcl a more
collaboratir,e decision-uraking process among
farnilies, child welfare u,orkers, and ot}er
communitv service providers r,r,ith respect to
case planning. Although not universal, the
evaluation also found some evidence that the
CPPC partnerships contributed to a sinrilar
sense of sharecl decision mahng at the com-
munit-v level.

Are Community Child Abuse
Prevention Strategies Worth
the Investment?
Although nascent, tle current evidence base

for cor.nrnunity child abuse prer,ention offers
both encouragement and reason for caution.
hnplemented on the scale represented by
these five rnodels, prevention requires sig-

n i ficant resollrces and long-terrn i nvestmcnt.
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For example, the DFI and Strong Communi-

ties initiatives cost approximately $l million

a vear each to serv€, ir the case of DFI, a
single county and, in the case of Strong Com-

munities, six neighborhoods w'ithin a couufv'as

The initial developrnent and evaluation of the

CPPC concept in four pilot communities cost

$41 million over a serv'en-\,€ar period, or $1.5

million avear for each service site.ao Invest-

ments in Triple P and Strengthening Families

have been more uodest but not insignifi-

cant.{7 Generating t}re resoh'e among private

philanthropy and public institutions to sustain

these investments in communifv prevention

u.,ill require stronger empirical evidence t}at
the concept of universality and communiW

change embedded il drese models can

achieve these objectives.

In the short run, ttre case for communig Pre-
vention is promisiug on both theoretical and

enrpirical grounds. Community prev'ention

efforts are vvell grounded in a strong theory

of change and, in some cases, have strong

outcomes. At least some of the models we

har.,e revierved have reduced reported rates

of child abuse and injury to young children,

altered parent-child interactions at the corn-

munity level, and reduced parental stress and

improved parental efficacl'. \4lhen focused on

community building, t}e models can mobilize

volunteers and engage diverse sectors within
the community such as first responders, the

faith community, local businesses, and civic

groups in preverrting child abtrse. This nrobi-

lization can exert synergistic impact on otller
desired community outcoutes such as eco-

nomic der,eloprrrerrt and better health care.

But community prer;ention of maltreatment

also raises sonle concem about its effecUve-

ness. Not all farnilies carr, or wish to, invest in
their cornmunilv or interact with their neigh-

bors. In some instauces, this reluctance may
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reflect a lack of shl]s in understanding hou'to

ask for or accept assistance. In other cases, it
may refect an infbrmed choice to avoid situa-

tions perceived as negative. It is unclear how

communilv initiatives can or should address

the mixed effects of social supports-the
positive outcomes of positive networks and

negative effects of negative networks.

Buildi,ng social capi,tal is m,ore

than p roDiding re s ource s

to families; it requires

b u il din g us ithi n in dir: i du al s

a roillingness to mnke an

inaestment of their oron.

!\zhich neighborhoods are best suited for
community prevention efforts is not clear,

nor is the basis for matching a program's

focus with a community's needs. Living in

a communilv u,here the norm is alreadl, for
residents to be highly engaged rtray make

a progranl tr: inct'ease collective efffcacy

superfluous. The critical challenge, of course,

is creating engaged comrnunities rvhere they

do not yet exist. In such cases, simply talk-

ilg about the benefits of place-based social

exchange may not be enough to alter behav-

iors. Indeed, the dissemination literature

suggests that adopting new actions requires

far more than hrowledge transfer or even

modest exposure and experirnentation with
an innovation.as The target au&ence has to
"orvn t-he idea" and believe tle refomr can

indeed produce tangible differences for

then-r personally. To meet this challenge,

community-based initiatives rvill need to
move bey,ond simply creating opportunities
for change and embrace strategies that begin

^
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to alter deeply held values ard perceptions. lt
is unclear r.vhether these models have clearlv
deffned strategies for engaging residents in
this type of self-reflection iurd substantial
change. Better understanding the appropri-
ate pathways of change may require incubat-
ing these efforts in hospitable environments
rather than testing them in the nrost dis-
tressed cornmunities.

Building social capital is more than provid-
ing resources to fanrilies; it requires building
within indiriduals a willingness to rnake an

investment of their owrr. Those u,lio enjoy
rich social netw,orks are in part reaping the
investments they have made through their
own contribution to the social exchange.
Social capital as a conlntunity change agent
rvorl<s only if a signiffcant proportion of
residents or mernbers of the target group
contribute their orvn ener$i into rnaking
the cornrnunity the type of environment
they desire. At present, it is not clear how to
catalrze this type of social capital inv'estrnent

or how to deftne it. F or exarnple, the clegree

of social interaction with one s neighbors ancl

rnembership in various communi$ organiza-
tions appear to have minirnal correlations
with how one interacts with one's orvn chil-
dren.*e To sorne degree, this independence
rnay suggest that an individual'.s investment in
his or her community, as measured bv these

types of associations and nremberships, does

not provide as rich a pool ofsupport for or
influence on one'.s puuenting as might have

been ffrst thought. Using communitv to sup-

port parents and prer,,ent child abuse is more
than creating "a group hug." Such efforts
need to create rnulfiple pathu,avs to provide
parents with timelv and tangible support.

Another caution is that the public health
model of reducing adverse outconres through
normative change mav- not be directlv

applicable to the problem of child maltreat-
ment. In contrast to "stop smoking," "don't

drink and drive," and "use seat belts" cam-
paigns, child abuse prevention lacks specific
behavioral directions that the general public
can embrace and feel empowered to impose
on otlers in their communitl,. Exceptions
rnay exist for specific fonns of rna]treatrnent
such as Shaken Babv Sndrome, but most
maltreatnrent is neglect that takes diverse
fornts.so

In the end, comnunity effects explain only
a small proportion of the variance in child
maltreatment rates, raising the questi<tn

about the value of investing in changing con-r-

rnunit,v context over offering &rect assistance

to parents. Designing and implementing a

hi gh-quatity, multifaceted communi ty pre-
vention initiative is not inexpensiv,e. As costs

increase, policy makers need to consider t}e
trade-offs in inr.,esting in diffuse strategies to
alter comr.nunity contert \€rsus expan&ng
the availabilitv of sen"ices for knoq,n high-risk
individuals.

What Will It Take to Advance
the Concept of Community
Prevention?
Protecting children from abuse and neglect
is a compler task and one tiat rnost certainly
involves changing parental behaviors, creat-
ing safer and more supportir.,e communities,
and impror.ing the qualiqv and reliabiliry* of
public institutions. Although several preverl-
tion programs targeted toward inclividual
fanilies have had positive effects on the
families they serv'e, these effects often fade

over tirne in part because local communities
and public institutions fail to reinforce the
parenting practices and choices these pro-
granls pronrote. If the concept of communitl,
child abuse prer,'ention is to rnove ber.,oncl the
isolated examples that u,e have noted in this
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arlicle, additional conceptue{ and empirical

rvork is needed for the idea to garner suf-

ficient investments {rom public institutions,

community-based stakeholders, and local

residents.

Spccificallv, researchers and those engaged

in comrnunity child abuse prer.'ention efforts

need to be more effective in hovv they

describe their intent and liow they measure

both the scope of the problem and their
ability to address it. CornnruniW prevention
initiatives, as with any intervention, need to

be guided bv strong theoretical models that

link program strategies to specific outcomes

and to be subjected to evaluation methods

appropriate for their cornplexity and reach.

When initiatives are multifaceted, it may be

important to introduce elements in a sequen-

tial manner, allowing one to assess the added

ralue generated by successir,e iterations of
the plan or by each addiuonal elernetrt.

Wher: interventions are targeting broad-scale

community change, some [pe of population-

based assessment of baseline values and

parent-child interactions is essential. Such

surveys allorv for a careful rnonitoring of nor-

rnative charrges in behaviors toward children

and attitudes touard local sen'ice systems

and community resources. In addition, thev

can contribute to a basic understan&ng of
hou, community values and normativ'e stan-

dards shape parental choices and t}le wiliing-

ness on the part ofresidents to engage in acts

of mutual reciprocilv regarding child rearing

responsibilities. Such methods provide a

much-needed alternative to the use of child

abuse reporting data as the sole method for

determining change in a comtnunity's risk for
rnaltreatnrent.

Finally, achieving appropriate investtnents in

communitT- child abuse prevention programs

will require a research and policy agenda that

recognizes the irnportance of linking learning

and practice. It is not enough for scholars and

program evaluators, on the one hand, to learn

how rnaltreatment develops and what inter-

v'entions are effective and for practitiotters,

on &e other, to implement innovative inter-

ventions in their rvork with families. Instead,

initiatil'es must be implemented ancl assessed

in such a way as to maximize both the ability

of researchers to determine the effort's effi-

cacy and the abllity ofprogram nranagers and

policy makers to draw on these data to shape

their practice and policy decisions.
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