
ABUSE/NEGLECT AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT 

4.0 Introduction 

The prior chapter considered developments in the families since the conference, 
and the next chapter will consider outcome measures of well-being for adults and 
young people as suggested by the socia! netvvork and support analysis. This chapter 
now turns to an examination of outcomes for the families insofar as abuse, neglect and 
child development were concerned. Abuse of any family member, child neglect, and 
child development are examined together because of their entwined nature. In addition, 
we wanted to consider the impact of the conferences on negative outcomes (i.e., 
presence or absence of abuse/neglect) and positive outcomes (Le., child well-being as 
seen in terms of child development). The chapter begins by examining indicators of 
abuse and child neglect in the project families as reported by professionals and family 
members, then turns to child development as measured by the Looking After Children 
Assessment and Action Record (Department of Health, 1994), and concludes with 
commentary on the interaction of abuse/neglect and child development. To better 
interpret the findings from the Project group, three comparison groups are employed: 
a Community group and two CPS groups. 

4.1 Abuse/Neglect 

As reported in chapter 3, a qualitative analySis of the Progress Reports showed 
that in some families, members thought that the family violence had decreased since 
the conference. This chapter evaluates the impact on abuse/neglect in each of the 
project families on the basis of both official and unofficial reports. In this examination, 
indicators were employed that would help us look at any abuse in the families. By the 
time the conferences were completed, it was already clear that in some families much 
more abuse had previously occurred than had been "officially" reported. We wanted to 
be alert to the possibility that the intervention, and the follow-up evaluation, might turn 
up expressions of abuse and neglect that were new or had not previously come to the 
forefront. We acknowledged that abuse might be discovered involving the same, or 
other, perpetrators and the same, or additional, recipients of abuse. Or both. We 
acknowledged, as with any intervention into families, that the conference might 
contribute to the halting of abuse in a family, change the character of the abuse, or 
amplify existing abuse. Hence, we chose to use multiple and ongoing estimates of 
abuse in the families. Critics might accuse us of being pre-occupied with the potential 
for abuse in the families rather than focusing on positive developments. To that we 
would respond by saying that even more vocal critics have raised concerns about the 
involvement of families in this type of decision making in terms of their safety. Our 
Implementation Report demonstrated that the preparations for the conferences and the 
conferences themselves were carried out, almost without exception, with respect and 
in a climate of safety. The task of this report is to determine if the family members were 
safe after the conferences and to ascertain their progress in the one- to two-year period 
afterwards. 
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4.1.1 Measurement 

From the outset, we accepted that finding out the facts on abuse/neglect would 
not always be a straightforward task during the follow-up period. The information in this 
chapter is taken from the Case Events Measures which consisted of Child Protection 
Events (CPE) and Police Events (PE) and were both gathered on all of the 32 project 
families from a record analysis done respectively by child protection and police 
personnel. In addition, the CPE was completed on all 31 CPS (file) families, who as 
described in Chapter two, were selected for an economic analysis of Family Group 
Decision Making. In specific situations, the Medical Events (ME) and the School Events 
(SE) were employed once each on project families, the former to document abuse and 
the latter to document both abuse and neglect. Mainly used at the Port au Port and St. 
John's sites, the Home Events (HE) were administered on 16 families to gain an 
"insider's" perspective on what abuse/neglect might be taking place within the families 
during the year after the conferences. Some of the tables that are shown in this chapter 
contain abbreviations of the actual wording from the instruments that were used in 
order to fit the data into the tables. It is important to reference the actual instruments 
in Volume 1/ in order to gain a fuller understanding of what was measured by any single 
item. 

4.2 Child Protection Events 

The Child Protection Events (CPE) for the Project group and CPS (file) group 
was filled out on the basis of a file analysis by social workers from what was then called 
the Department of Social Services (DOSS). On April 1, 1997 these services were 
temporarily moved under the Department of Human Resources & Employment when 
the DOSS was eliminated. One year later, April 1, 1998, they were to be moved under 
the Department of Health. Two forms were filled out for each family to cover the pre
and post-test years. For the Project group, the pre-test covered the year prior to the 
conference and the post-test covered the year after the date of the conference. For the 
CPS (file) group, the pre- and post-test periods were calculated using November, 1994, 
as the demarcation, which was the median date of the family group conferences (Andy 
Rowe Consultants, 1997). For the project groups, Child Welfare supervisors were 
provided with the forms, the date of the family group conference, and the site number 
which they matched to their own file. They then assigned the task of reviewing the _files 
to child welfare social workers. 

This section first reviews the CPE for the Project group and then compares these 
with those for the CPS (file) group. For the Project group only, the following table (Table 
4.0) shows the total number of child protection events that were identified through the 
file analysis for the one year period prior (referred to as Year 1) and one year after 
(referred to as Year 2) the family group conference. 
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Table 4.0 
Project Group: Presence of Children's Protection Events by Year eN = 32 

ITEM YEAR 1 YEAR 1 YE 2 
YES NO YES NO 

Report of abuse/neglect to children's protection 25 7 19 i3 
services 

Multiple reports of abuse/neglect to cps 18 14 13 19 

Emergency visit to home on report 21 11 9 23 

Emergency apprehension of a child under 12 20 6 26 

Repeated emergency apprehension of child under 4 28 1 31 

Subsequent emergency apprehension of child under 3 29 2 30 

Substantiated report of abuse or neglect 16 16 8 24 

Voluntary placement of child into care 9 23 3 29 

Involuntary placement of child into care 9 23 4 28 

Permanent wardship taken on child 3 29 4 28 

Family member having to leave home 13 19 6 26 

Family member called police or child protection out of 
15 17 4 28 

fear 

Self mutilation by child in the home 0 32 1 31 

Suicide attempt by child in the home 1 31 3 29 

Mother offers inconsistent explanations 3 29 1 31 

Accidents have occurred during pregnancy 0 32 0 32 

Mother delays in seeking medical help 2 30 1 31 

Mother has history of repeated accidents 1 31 0 32 

Mother is observed as sad, lethargic, depressed 13 19 7 25 

Mother reports psychosomatic and emotion 4 28 2 30 

Mother is embarrassed or evasive when asked 7 25 2 30 

Mother exhibits fear and anxiety in front 7 25 2 30 

Mother apologizes or explains partner's behaviour 9 23 2 30 

Child is overprotective of mother 2 30 1 31 

Child is abusive toward the mother 8 24 5 27 

Partner speaks for mom/will not allow her 4 28 2 30 
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Mother described by partner in derogatory 5 27 3 29 

Father is overly solicitous and condescending 4 28 2 L 30 

Partner blames mother for provoking violence 8 24 3 29 

Partner hoids to traditional sex roles 3 29 1 3; 

Partner keeps necessary income/resources 4 28 0 32 

4.2.1 Reporting of Abuse/Neglect Remains High 

Although a variety of factors have been fou nd to be associated with the 
sUbstantiation of reports of child maltreatment (Trocme, Tam, & McPhee, 1995), 
practitioners are particularly alert to reports that come in situations where abuse has 
previously been and is being reported. Multiple reports of abuse coming from different 
sources in situations of past substantiation cause even greater and more immediate 
concern when they occur. Many children and young people who receive life threatening 
injuries or whose development is severely compromised through neglect have been 
previously known to child welfare authorities. Based on this knowledge, and to help in 
establishing a base line of worker activity and involvement with the families, we wanted 
to know something about reports of abuse on the family before and after their family 
conference. 

The number of reports of abuse/neglect made to children's protection services 
about the families in both years overall is noteworthy. Many of the project families were, 
and continued to be, the cause of concern for people making the reports. This is 
expressed through the number of reports of abuse/neglect that came to Children'S 
Protection Services during the two years (see items pertaining to reports and multiple 
reports in Table 4.0). Table 4.1 summarizes the data for reports of abuse/neglect from 
Table 4.0. 

Table 4.1 
Project Group: Summary Table of Reports of Abuse/Neglect to Child Welfare in Year 
Before the Famil Conference and Year After.the Cpnference 

AR REPORT IN YEAR RE 
2 ONLY 1 &2 

5 8 2 17 

Five of the 32 families had no reports of abuse/neglect made to child welfare 
about them in either the year prior to the conference or during the year after. Two 
families had reports made about them during the year after the conference only. Eight 
families had reports in the year prior to their conference only, and seventeen families 
had reports during both years. 
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Eighteen of the 25 families who had reports in year one also had multiple 
reports, and 13 of the 19 families who had reports made in year two had multiple 
reports. The two families who did not have year one reports and had year two reports 
also had multiple reports. And one family who had a single report in year one had 
multiple reports in year two. Thus, overall reporting was high prior to the conferences 
and while it abated to some extent in the year after, still remained high. 

4.2.2 Heightened Certainty about Children's Safety and Fewer Emergency 
Visits and Apprehensions 

Like reporting pattems, the frequency of social workers making emergency 
responses to those complaints can be taken as a strong indicator of the level of 
concern for the child's immediate safety. This is an area of decision making that is 
fraught with uncertainty and the problem is magnified by drastically increased levels of 
reporting of abuse between the mid-1980s and mid-1990s. Eleven families had no 
emergency visit made in relation to a concern about child protection in either year. 
Twelve had visits of this kind in the year prior to their conference only, and nine had 
visits in both years. The following table (Table 4.2) compares the frequency of 
emergency visits by social workers to family homes with the frequency of emergency 
apprehension of children into protective custody. This is of interest to social workers 
who are typically faced with the decision of whether or not a situation warrants an 
emergency visitfollowed by the decision of whether or not to take emergency measures 
to protect a child. 
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Table 4.2 
Project Group: Number of Families Receiving Emergency Visits From Child Welfare in 
Response to a Report of Abuse/Neglect Compared with Emergency Apprehensions of 
Children for the Year Prior to and the Year After the Fami Grou Conference 

Emergency 
Visit to 
Family in 
Year One 

Emergency 
Visit to 
Family in 
Year Two 

No 
Emergency 
Visit Year 
One 

No 
Emergency 
Visit Year 
Two 

Total 

APPREHENSION 
IN YEAR 1 

9 

4 

6 

NO 
APPREHENSION 

IN YEAR 1 

12 

NO 
APPREHENSION 

IN YEAR 2 

19 

26 

Total 

21 

9 

11 

23 

Of the 21 families total who had emergency visits in the year before their 
conferences, nine (42.9%) of those 21 visits were associated with the emergency 
apprehension of a child. Three emergency apprehensions of a child(ren) during the 
year prior to the conferences were not associated with an emergency visit to the family 
home. In this same year, twelve of the families who had emergency visits did not have 
a child removed on an emergency basis. In the yea r after their conference, seven of the 
nine families who had emergency visits related to a complaint of abuse or neglect had 
no child removed under emergency circumstances. Only two (22.2%) had emergency 
visits associated with the removal of a child. Three other families had a child{ren) 
subsequently taken into protective custody during the year. One family in which a 
child{ren) had been removed in both the year prior to their conference and again in the 
year after their conference saw the children go home and be removed a third time 
under emergency circumstances and two families had a child(ren) removed other than 
the one(s) who had been previously placed. There had been a history of emergency 
removal of other children in these families; one in both year one and year two and the 
other in only year two . Of note is that one of the other families who had an emergency 
removal of a child in the year after the conference had a history of emergency removal, 
placing the child at home and then again re-apprehending the child all during the year 
prior to this family's conference while another family with a year one history of 
emergency apprehensions, returning, re-apprehending and then removing other 
children had no activity of this kind in the year after the conference at all. 
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In summary, after the conferences, the number of emergency visits and 
emergency apprehensions declined, suggesting both lower levels of uncertainty and 
concern about the treatment of children in the families. Moreover, by the second year, 
workers less frequently saw a need to carry out an emergency visit when they did 
apprehend a child on an emergency basis. It appears that the conferences increased 
the workers' knowledge of the families and therefore the necessity to undertake 
emergency visits to assess the children's safety. Perhaps this reduction is merely the 
result of the family's having been known to the authorities for a year longer but the 
result appears to be the same: workers knew more about when to visit and evidently 
when to protect. 

4.2.3 Substantiated Child Abuse/Neglect Declined 

The following table (Table 4.3) shows the number families in which Children's 
Protection Services substantiated, in other words confirmed on the basis of evidence, 
that abuse or neglect occurred in the year before and in the year after the conference. 
The most revealing finding here appears in the "Total" row, which shows that after the 
conferences, the number of cases of substantiated abuse/neglect was halved from 16 
to eight. 

Table 4.3 
Project Group: Comparison of Number of Families with Substantiated 
Abuse/Neglect Before and After Conference by Reports of Abuse/Neglect and by 
Emergency Apprehensions CN = 32) 

YEAR 1 SUBSTANTIATED? YEAR 2 SUBSTANTIATED? 

NO YES NO YES 

REPORTED? 

No 7 0 13 0 

Yes 9 16 11 8 

Apprehended? 

No 11 9 20 6 

Yes 5 7 4 2 

TULCII 16 16 24 8 

Further exploration of the data showed that seven families had sUbstantiated 
abuse documented in the child welfare files in both the year before and the year after 
the conference. One family had no documentation of any substantiated abuse occurring 
during the year prior to the conference but did have substantiated abuse occur in the 
year after. Nine families who had documentation of substantiated abuse in their files 
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in the year prior to the conference had no documentation of substantiated abuse having 
taken place during the year after the conference. Thus, with one exception, the families 
either remained static or progressed from having substantiated abuse to having none. 

As seen above in Table 4.3, the number of substantiations of abuse/neglect is 
lower in both years than the number of reports that were made. In year one, the 
number of families with substantiations was 16 while the number of families with reports 
was 25, and in year two, the number of families with substantiations was eight while the 
number of families with reports was 19. Among the families without substantiations, two 
families in year one and five families in year two had multiple reports made to the child 
protection authorities about them. The high reporting in both years is not atypical for 
families who share the characteristics of several project families, single mothers living 
in poverty, where investigations are typically set in motion related to crises around the 
lack of concrete necessities (Pelton, 1990). The high reporting can also be attributed 
to the fact that referrals were recruited for the project of the most 'difficult' family 
situations which are the same ones that are more likely to be reported (Besharov & 
Laumann, 1955). 

No abuse/neglect was substantiated during either the year prior to the family 
group conference or during the year after in 15 of the 32 project families. Both the 
absence of substantiated abuse/neglect over the two year period for this number of the 
families, and the high levels of concern about abuse or neglect as expressed in the 
numbers of reports to child protection authorities, deserve comment. 

The fifteen families in which there was no substantiation of abuse or neglect 
made by child welfare during either year included one or more of the following: 
situations where children had been in care for the full year; new referrals to child 
welfare; families with teens who were characterized as being "beyond parental control," 
including situations where a child or young person was abusing the mother which were 
not recorded as "substantiated" or in some instances these situations were not 
regarded as "abuse" cases; families where the abuse by an adult was not directly 
aimed at a child (person under age of 16) during either year, including spouse abuse 
that was referred to the project by an agency other than child welfare, and a situation 
described as a family feud. Both the latter instances had children in the families; hence, 
a check was made to ascertain if child welfare had subsequently become involved in 
any way. In those situations where a teen was abusing the mother, child protection 
workers and family members expressed frustration about how best to characterize this 
dynamic and hence how to best intervene. Other studies have noted the need for 
practices emanating out of the provincial child protection legislation and the federal 
legislation governing young offenders to be reconciled so they can work together more 
cooperatively (e.g., Burford & Stokes, 1995). 

As seen in Table 4.3, in nine families emergency apprehensions took place 
without abuse/neglect being SUbstantiated. When the data were examined by site, the 
nine cases primarily came from Nain (seven families) and secondarily from St. John's 
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(two families). In Nain, children were sometimes removed from the home if the parent 
or caretaker was temporarily unable to care for the child. As discussed further below, 
in some instances in Nain, the event was not noted as a substantiated instance of 
abuse or neglect, although the term 'neglect' was typically used to describe the event 
when discussing why the visit and/or apprehension were carried out. In St. John's 
during year one, two instances of emergency apprehensions occurred in which 
abuse/neglect were not later substantiated at the time; these two cases concerned 
young people deemed beyond parental control. 

4.2.4 Decline in Placement of Children into Care 

Decreases in the number of voluntary and involuntary placements of children are 
noted overall. The numbers of families where involuntary or VOluntary placement of 
children occurred in the year prior to the conference is not what would be considered 
high given the level of difficulty presented by many of the families. This probably 
reflects the province's previous commitment to supporting families wherever possible 
and the modest use of out-of-home placement (Newfoundland & labrador Department 
of Social Services, 1992). Nonetheless. decreases are noted and this can be taken as 
an expression of the families' hierarchy of preferences previously reported by Burford, 
Pennell, Macleod, Campbell, and lyall (1996). This hierarchy from most preferable to 
least is as follows: keep children with parents when possible. keep children with kin as 
second option. keep children in culturally appropriate foster arrangements with family 
being included as third option, keep children in fostering arrangements that include 
family as the fourth option. Stili, preservation and reunification were not placed before 
the immediate or long-term safety and well-being of the child by the child protection 
workers. 

4.2.5 Increased Safety in Family Homes: Fleeing Homes & Calling for Help 
to Authorities 

Two other events that figure centrally in the prediction of family violence include 
a history of someone leaving that home in the midst of a crisis to get away from an 
abuser or calling for the authorities to respond to a perceived threat or actual violence. 
The numbers offamilies in which the child welfare social workers knew that a person 
had to leave home for safety reasons, or where the police or child protection were 
called out of fear, decreased. This overall decline is a pleasant but not surprising finding 
given that the majority of plans developed by the families were intended to be quite 
specific with respect to the monitoring of all family members' safety needs. The biggest 
gain for many families appeared to be an increased awareness of what was going on 
- something that worked in most cases in favor of the person or persons who had 
been abused. This was true in some instances even when family members were 
frustrated by their own and their relatives' efforts, and wished they had done better. 
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4.2.6 Lessened Abuse o'f Mothers 

The two indicators discussed above on having to leave home and calling an 
authority out of fear relate to all family members, including the mother/wife in the 
household. The last 17 events in Table 4.0 specifically focus on abuse against 
mothers/wives. As seen in Table 4.0, these show a marked reduction from a total of 84 
in year one to a total of 34 in year two. Thus, after the conferences, changes appear 
to have taken place that heightened the safety of mothers and wives. Examples of 
positive change include decreases in the number of instances in which the mother was 
noted to be sadllethargic, evidenced embarrassment or evasion or fear and anxiety, or 
made apologies as well as the more overt examples of the partner blaming the mother 
or holding back income/resources. These figures lend support to the gains described 
in the Progress Reports and the researchers' Reflective Notes. The pattern of decrease 
on these events coupled with the interview data reinforce the notion that the disclosure 
and planning process set in motion through the family group conference served to 
reduce risk especially in those families where measures had been taken to stop abuse 
of the mother from a partner. The picture that emerges is one that supports the view 
that plans can be specifically targeted at increasing safety levels not only for child but 
also adult family members. 

4.2.7 Continuation of Abuse by a Child or Young Person Toward the 
Mother 

A consideration of those families where the above-mentioned indicators of 
increased safety were not present raises particular concerns. Of specific concern is the 
number of families where a young person was identified as abusing the mother. In four 
of the eight families where a child or young person was abusing a mother prior to the 
conference, this abuse continued after the conference. In one instance this type of 
abuse was identified in a family in the year after the conference but not in the year 
before. This means that in five of the project families where some type of abuse was 
detected through at least one of the measures, the abuse involved a young person as 
the abuser. The file analysis finding of eight situations of abuse by a young person in 
the year before the conference is two higher than that which had been identified by the 
project coordinators (Pennell & Burford, 1995, p. 67). In other words, although the 
coordinators often uncovered abuse of which the protective services were unaware, 
they likewise were not always aware of the full extent of violence. 

It should be noted that two families in which a young person was abusing the 
mother before the conference were ones in which a young person attempted suicide 
in the year after the conference. Both were families with substantiated child 
abuse/neglect after the conference. In one of these families after the conference, a 
young person was no longer reported to be abusing the mother, but there was reported 
self-mutilation by a young person. This was a family in which the parents continued to 
view one child as extremely unmanageable. In a third family, the number of attempted 
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suicides by young adults/adolescents was extremely high before the conference and 
attempted suicide continued after the conference. 

4.2.8 Child Protection Events - Nain 

When examining the child protection events by site, sUbstantiations of 
abuse/neglect in Nain were lowest in relation to the number of reports, emergency visits 
and placements (see Table 4.4). This was the site where the needs for concrete 
services such as food and housing, as described in the Implementation Report (Pennell 
& Burford, 1995), were more likely to be identified as having been required on an 
emergency basis. In Nain, families in which there were multiple reports of abuse, where 
there were emergency visits by a child protection worker and where there were 
emergency, and repeated, apprehensions of children remained about the same. The 
number of families in which there was substantiated abuse or neglect remained about 
the same for both years (in three of 11 families in Year One and in two of 11 families 
in Year Two). Interestingly, the number of families in which the abuse or neglect was 
substantiated is, for both years, less than the numbers of families in which there were 
one-time, or repeated, emergency apprehensions. This pattern occurred most often in 
Nain where emergency protective measures are sometimes taken on behalf of a child 
but that child is quickly returned to the parent necessarily pursuing the matter legally 
without invoking the power of the court. These are all situations where a child had been 
left without supervision about which, perhaps mistakenly, tensions frequently get cast 
as differences between the two cultures: one represented in the government services 
and the other by what some people refer to as traditional Inuit views on children. Five 
of the six emergency apprehensions of children from project families in year two were 
from Nain families. Only one of these five was subsequently identified as a 
substantiated case of abuse or neglect. One apprehension of a child(ren) was taken 
out under non-emergency circumstances. 

Over half of the total number of project families who had reports of abuse/neglect 
made on them in year two were in Nain (10 of 19) and about the same proportion of 
families in the project who had multiple reports made on them in year two (5 of 13) were 
in this same community. This slightly higher incidence of reporting contrasts with the 
fact that it was also in Nain where it was noted that in year one only three families were 
noted in child welfare files as having seen a family member fleeing from their home in 
search of safety out of a total of 13 project families. Similany in year two, only one Nain 
family was noted as having had a member flee the home out of a total of six for the 
project as a whole. Only two of 15 project families who called police or child welfare 
out of fear for their safety in year one, and none of the total of four in year two, were in 
Nain. The differences are quite likely related to the fact that the nearest shelter for 
women was 1 % hours by air from a community where leaving by plane is a rather 
public event; and the documented reluctance of women in that community to call the 
police unless there is the immediate threat of death to someone (Pauktuutit, 1991). Five 
families in the other two locations called for this kind of help. Experience suggests that 
there are instances where women and children do leave their home to go to a relative's 
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or a friend's when that becomes necessary, but it is unknown whether this is more 
frequent than in the other communities or not. 

Possibly reflecting a cultural difference, abuse toward the mother by a child or 
young person was not identified in any family in Nain. In some of the Nain families, 
conference coordinators reported that young adults, but not adolescents, were found 
to be abusive of their mothers. 

Whereas the amount and type of information that the authorities came to know 
about families increased for most families at the other two sites, this was true only for 
certain families in Nain. Despite their positive evaluations of the conferences and the 
process itself, many families were still reluctant to deal openly with the Department of 
Social Services workers because they did not trust the 'white' society values that they 
believed influence these worker's actions. The very presence of the service in the 
community was regarded as an intrusion. 

Table 4.4 
Nain Project Group: Presence of Children's Protection Events by Year eN = 11) 

ITEM TIME 1 TIME 1 TIME2 TIME2 
YES NO YES NO 

Report of abuse/neglect to children's protec . 10 1 10 1 

Multiple reports of abuse/neglect to cps 7 4 5 6 

Emergency visit to home on report 5 6 3 8 

Emergency apprehension of a child under 4 7 5 6 

Repeated emergency apprehension of child under 2 9 1 10 

Subsequent emergency apprehension of child under 0 11 1 10 

Substantiated report of abuse or neglect 3 8 2 9 

Voluntary placement of child into care 2 9 1 10 

Involuntary placement of child into care 4 7 2 9 

Permanent wardship taken on child 1 10 0 11 

Family member having to leave home 3 8 1 10 

Family member called police or child protection out of fear 2 9 0 11 

Self mutilation by child in the home 0 11 0 11 

Suicide attempt by child in the home 1 10 1 10 

Mother offers inconsistent explanations 0 11 0 11 

Accidents have occurred during pregnancy 0 11 0 11 

Mother delays in seeking medical help 0 11 0 11 
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ITEM TIME 1 TIME 1 TIME 2 TIME2 
YES NO YES NO 

Mother has history of repeated accidents 0 11 0 11 

Mother is observed as sad, lethargic, depressed 4 7 3 8 

Mother reports psychosomatic and emotion 0 11 0 11 

Mother is embarrassed or evasive when asked 0 11 0 11 

Mother exhibits fear and anxiety in front 1 10 0 11 

Mother apologizes or explains partner's behaviour 1 11 1 11 

Child is overprotective of mother 0 11 0 11 

Child is abusive toward the mother 0 11 0 11 

Partner speaks for mom/will not allow her 0 11 0 11 

Mother described by partner in derogatory 1 10 0 11 

Father is overly solicitous and condescending 0 11 0 11 

Partner blames mother for provoking violence 0 11 0 11 

Partner holds to traditional sex roles 0 11 0 11 

Partner keeps necessary income/resources 2 9 0 11 

4.2.9 Child Protection Events - Port au Port 

Table 4.5, the table for the Port au Port, shows that four families had multiple 
reports of abuse or neglect made about them in Year Two. Closer analysis reveals that 
the abuse was substantiated in three of these families. Our analysis does not reveal 
whether these were persistent complaints or came all at once, but they proved 
accurate. Four of the seven families that had multiple reports made about them in Year 
One also had multiple reports made about them in Year Two. In Year One, six of the 
seven families having multiple reports had substantiated abuse while in Year Two, the 
abuse was substantiated in three of the four families that had multiple reports. 

There were three Port au Port families having at least one child removed on an 
emergency basis in Year One, and one family in Year Two. The latter was not one of 
the three families who saw this activity in Year One. Six of the 13 total number of 
project families where a family member had to flee for their safety at least once in Year 
one were at the Port au Port site, as were three of the six total families in Year Two. 
The three families in which a member had to flee for their safety in Year Two were all 
families in which this had occurred in Year One. Seven of the 15 families who called the 
police or child welfare out of fear for their own or a family member's safety in Year One 
were on the Port au Port Peninsula as were three of the four families in which this 
happened during Year Two. Again these three families were ones that had to resort to 
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calling for help in this same way in Year One. The nearest shelter for women from the 
rural Port au Port Peninsula area is some distance away in Stephenville. The lack of 
transportation for these families was noted as a particular concern in the 
Implementation Report. While it may be more difficult for them to leave owing to the 
lack oftransportation, women would still appear to leave when that is necessary. Some 
women on the Port au Port Peninsula pointed out that they preferred to go to 
Stephenville because their neighbors would not know if they went to a service at a 
distance. 

Table 4.5 
Port au Port Project Group: Presence of Children's Protection Events by 
Year (N= 9) 

ITEM TIME 1 TIME 1 TIME2 TIME2 
YES NO YES NO 

Report of abuse/neglect to children's protection services 8 1 5 4 

Multiple reports of abuse/neglect to cps 7 2 4 5 

Emergency visit to home on report 8 1 5 4 

Emergency apprehension of a child under 3 6 1 8 

Repeated emergency apprehension of child under 0 9 0 9 

Subsequent emergency apprehension of child under 2 7 1 8 

SUbstantiated report of abuse or neglect 7 2 3 6 

Voluntary placement of child into care 4 5 0 9 

Involuntary placement of child into care 2 7 1 8 

Permanent wardship taken on child 0 9 3 6 

Family member having to leave home 6 3 3 6 

Family member called police or child protection out of fear 7 2 3 6 

Self mutilation by child in the home 0 9 0 9 

Suicide attempt by child in the home 0 9 0 9 

Mother offers inconsistent explanations 2 7 0 9 

Accidents have occurred during pregnancy 0 9 0 9 

Mother delays in seeking medical help 1 8 0 9 

Mother has history of repeated accidents 1 8 0 9 

Mother is observed as sad, lethargiC, depressed 7 2 2 7 

Mother reports psychosomatic and emotion 3 6 0 9 

Mother is embarrassed or evasive when asked 6 3 0 9 
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ITEM TIME 1 TIME 1 TIME2 TIME 2 
YES NO YES NO 

Mother exhibits fear and anxiety in front 6 3 2 7 

Mother apologizes or explains partner's behaviour 7 2 1 8 

Child is overprotective of mother 2 7 1 8 

Child is abusive toward the mother 5 4 3 6 

Partner speaks for mom/will not allow her 4 5 2 7 

Mother described by partner in derogatory 4 5 2 7 

Father is overly solicitous and condescending 4 5 2 7 

Partner blames mother for provoking violence 6 3 2 7 

Partner holds to traditional sex roles 3 6 1 8 

Partner keeps necessary income/resources 2 7 0 9 

4.2.10 Child Protection Events - St. John's 

Table 4.6, the overall table for St. John's, presents the Child Protection Events 
for the year prior to the family group conference (Year 1) and for the year after the 
family group conference (Year 2). Four of the seven families who had reports of abuse 
or neglect made on them in Year One had multiple reports in that same year. All four 
of the families having reports in Year Two also had multiple reports in Year Two. Thus, 
reporting seemed to reflect concern over time by multiple sources. Two of the four 
families having multiple reports in Year One were the same families having multiple 
reports in Year Two. Thus, in their cases, concern for the children's welfare persisted. 
Only one of the nine emergency home visits made in Year Two was made in St. John's. 
Four of the eight emergency visits made in St. John's in Year One were on families with 
multiple complaints, but only one of the emergency visits was on one of the four 
families with multiple complaints in Year Two. This finding supports the observations 
made by some workers that after the conference they had a greater sense of what was 
happening in the families and could thereby better screen when to make an emergency 
visit. 

In the first year, four St. John's families had a member having to leave home 
while in the second year only two fled; and in the first year, six families had a member 
call the police or child protection out of fear while in the second year only one family 
had this occur. It appears that after the conference, families in St. John's had systems 
established for dealing with safety other than flight or calling in the police. 
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Table 4.6 
st. John's Project Group: Presence of Children's Protection Events by Year (N = 12) 

ITEM TIME 1 TIME 1 TIME2 TIME2 
YES NO YES NO 

Report of abuse/neglect to children's protection services 7 5 4 8 

Multiple reports of abuse/neglect to cps 4 8 4 8 

Emergency visit to home on report 8 4 1 I 11 

Emergency apprehension of a child under 5 7 0 12 

Repeated emergency apprehension of child under 2 10 0 12 

.... , 
ild under 1 11 0 12 - . 

Substantiated report of abuse or neglect 6 6 3 9 

Voluntary placement of child into care 3 9 2 10 

Involuntary placement of child into care 3 9 1 11 

Permanent wardship taken on child 2 10 1 11 

Family member having to leave home 4 8 I 2 10 

Family member called police or child protection out of fear 6 6 1 11 

Self mutilation by child in the home 0 12 1 11 

Suicide attempt by child in the home 0 12 2 10 

Mother offers inconsistent explanations 1 11 1 11 

Accidents have occurred during pregnancy 0 12 0 12 

Mother delays in seeking medical help 1 11 1 11 

Mother has history of repeated accidents 0 12 0 12 

Mother is observed as sad, lethargic, depressed 2 10 2 10 

Mother reports psychosomatic and emotion 1 11 2 10 

Mother is embarrassed or evasive when asked 1 11 2 10 

Mother exhibits fear and anxiety in front 0 12 0 12 

Mother apologizes or explains partners behaviour 1 11 0 12 

Child is overprotective of mother 0 12 0 12 

Child is abusive toward the mother 3 9 2 10 

Partner speaks for mom/will not allow her 0 12 0 12 

Mother described by partner in derogatory 0 12 1 11 

Father is overly solicitous and condescending 0 12 0 12 
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ITEM ~ME1 TIME 1 TIME2 TIME 2 
YES NO YES NO 

Partner blames mother for provoking violence 2 10 1 11 

Partner holds to traditional sex roles 0 12 0 12 

Partner keeps necessary income/resources 0 12 0 12 

4.2.11 Total Child Protection Events 

For the purposes of comparison, a variable called Total Child Protection Events 
(TCPE) was created by summing the number of items checked on the Child Protection 
Events Form. The TCPE could potentially range from 0 (where no events were 
checked) to 31 (where all 31 events were checked). This was a globa.! estimate, and 
since the gravity of each event would be difficult to assess, no attempt was made to 
weight the individual events. As seen in Table 4.7, from the year prior to conference to 
the year after the conference, for all sites the TCPE was halved from 233 to 117 
events, and the average number fell from 7.28 to 3.66 events, a decline of over 3 Y2 
events. This represents a substantial and significant decrease ® = .509, P. = .003). In 
the year prior to the conference, four of the 32 families had no events recorded, and in 
the year after the conference ten of the 32 families no longer had any events recorded 
from the file analysis. In other words, overall the sheer number of events that were 
recorded by social workers dropped; and in more families, no events were recorded by 
the second year. This is especially interesting given the increase in the amount and 
kind of information available about the families which surfaced during the preparation 
for the conference and the actual holding of the conference. The reductions were 
spread across the three site, but with the greatest decrease at the Port au Port site. 
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Table 4.7 
P . tG rOJec roup: Ch . Ttl f 31 Ch'ld P t angem oa 0 I ro ectlon E t Aft th C f b S't yen s er e on erence )~ I e 
II 

SU Max SD II II;;QI 

l\. = 11) 

Before Conference 53 0 9 5 4.82 2.71 

After Conference 36 0 7 3 3.27 1.9 

Difference 17 0 2 2 1.55 0.81 

Port au Port (n = 9) 

Before Conference 117 7 21 12 13 5.29 

After Conference 47 0 18 2 5.22 6.26 

Difference 7 3 10 7.78 -0.97 

hn's (n= 12) 

Before Conference 63 0 11 u 5.25 4.2 

After Conference 34 0 15 0 2.83 4.76 

Difference 29 0 -4 6 2.42 -0.56 

I All Sites (N =32) 

Before Conference 233 0 21 7 7.28 5.4 

After Conference 117 0 18 2 3.66 4.51 

Difference 116 0 3 5 3.62 0.89 

4.2.11.1 Total Child Protection Events. - Nain 

Although overall there was some drop in the reporting of child protection 
involvement with the Nain families, problems persisted in 10 of the 11 families. As seen 
above in Table 4.7, the totals fell from 53 in the year before the conference to 36 in the 
year after the conference, and the mean number of reported events declined by about 
1 %, representing a smaller decrease than that for the 32 project families as a group. 
Reports of abuse/neglect were made to child welfare in the same ten families during 
both years. The number of reported events, though, rose in only one family and then 
only by one event. In four families, the TCPE remained the same (1 family had 0 TCPE 
in both years); and in six families, the TCPE fell (between 1 to 5 events). 

4.2.11.2 Total Child Protection Events· Port au Port 

Of the three project sites, the Port au Port Peninsula started with by far the 
greatest number of child protection events and had the greatest fall in the number of 
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child protection events from the year before to the year after the conference. Table 4.7 
above shows that the TCPE in the first year was 117 and in the second year was less 
than half at 47. Although in the first year all of the nine Port au Port families had at 
least seven events, by the second year six of the nine families had fewer than seven 
events. Despite these decreases, the Port au Port continued to have the highest 
average TCPE in the second year. This high average can be attributed to skewing by 
one family which unlike all of the other families, rose in TCPE in the second year by 
four events to the maximum figure of 18. Once this family is removed from the analysis, 
the TCPE mean for the first year is relatively unchanged at 12.88 and the variability 
remains about the same (.so = 5.64), but the TCPE mean for the second year falls to 
3.66 and the variability decreases (.so = 4.31). The other eight families evinced 
decreases in TCPE after the conference from between seven to 16 events. 

4.2.11.3 Total Child Protection Events· St. John's 

As true of the other two sites, St. John's had a decline in reported events. As 
Table 4.7 above shows, the TCPE was cut nearly in half by the second year, going from 
63 down to 34. The average TCPE after the conference fell by close to 2 % events, 
somewhat less than the decrease of 3 % events for the three sites combined. For the 
12 St. John's families, TCPE declined for six families (between 4 to 10 events), 
remained the same for three families (2 of these had 0 TCPE in both years), and rose 
for three families (by 1 , 2, and 4 events respectively). 

4.2.12 Comparison of CPS (File) Group and Project Group on the Child 
Protection Events 

In order to better understand the changes in child protection events for the 
families having a family group conference, their data were compared with those from 
a CPS (file) group. The comparison selection was carried out in the fall of 1996 and 
winter of 1997 as part a cost analysis of the project conducted by Andy Rowe 
Consultants, Inc., of St. John's, Newfoundland. Ideally, the comparison group files and 
data would have been collected at the same time data were being collected for the 
family group 11Ies, but given that the method used involved an analysis of written 
records, this is not thought to have created a problem with the data. For more details 
of their methodology, see their report (Andy Rowe Consultants, 1997). 

As true ofthe Project group file review, the CPS (file) group review was carried 
out by workers internal to DOSS. The same worker completed the CPE for the Project 
and CPS (file) groups in Nain, while different workers were employed for the CPS (file) 
group in S1. John's and the neighboring district to the Port au Port Peninsula. The 
median date for family group conferencing, November 1994, was used as the divisor 
between the pre- and post-period. The former spanned from November 1993 through 
October 1994, and the latter from November 1994 through October 1995. Since not all 
CPS (file) families were receiving services for this period of time, the file reviewers were 
given the following instructions: 
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The first checklist [for the pre-test] covers the time period from November 
1, 1993 through October 31, 1994. If the file was not opened by 
November 1, 1993, use just the months that the file was open and note 
on the form when the file was opened. The second checklist [for the post
test] covers the time period from November 1, 1994 through October 31, 
1995. If the file was closed before October 31, 1995, use just the months 
that the file was still open and note on the form when the file was closed. 
If the file had been open before and then closed, use whatever months 
are available and note what months the file was open. 

4.2.12.1 Comparability of CPS (file) and Project Groups during Pre-Test 
Period 

The comparison families were selected at the Nain and St. John's research 
sites and in a neighboring district for the Port au Port site. The evaluators had to turn 
outside of the Port au Port area for a comparison group because the district workers 
said that they had referred their most difficult cases to the project and did not have 
other cases of comparable difficulty available. The Andy Rowe Consultants' method of 
selection involved experienced social workers who had knowledge of the families 
referred to the Family Group project identifying other families that fairly closely matched 
the project families. The criteria for selection included the length of time that the family 
had been involved with child protection, and similarity and severity of problems 
experienced by the families themselves (Andy Rowe Consultants, 1997). 

According to the Andy Rowe Consultants (1997) report, the two groups were 
comparable on length of CPS service. Both the Family Group families and the 
comparison families had been involved with child protection on average for 42 months 
out of a possible 48 months of time covered in the economic analysis. Given the 
average length of involvement for both groups, not surprisingly both groups had, 
according to Andy Rowe Consultants (1997), "a large number of 'chronic cases'" (p. 
17). The two groups significantly diverged in some "special problem areas." In their 
assessment of the Project and CPS (file) group files, Andy Rowe ConSUltants rated 
each family on 16 problem areas: chronic problems, domestic violence, incest, sexual 
abuse, incest/sexual abuse, sexual intrusiveness, non-attendance at counseling, 
resistance to intervention, alcohol and drug problems, involvement with corrections, 
school, suicide, medical, runners, placement issues, and behavioral problems. Among 
these 16 areas, Andy Rowe Consultants (1997) found that according to the family files 
from all sites the incidence was significantly greater at the .05 level or higher for the 
CPS (file) group on incest and school problems and for the Project group on medical 
problems (p. 18). The ages of the children in the two groups were found to be quite 
similar, with the Project group having a slightly higher proportion of teens and a slightly 
lower proportion of school age children. Thus, in general the two groups were seen to 
be relatively comparable. 
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As another check on the comparability of the two groups, this outcome study 
compares their pre-test CPE scores. Table 4.8 shows the combined measures overall 
for the CPS (file) and Project groups and subdivides these by site. As seen in this table, 
at least according to the CPE data, the Project families as a whole before the 
conference had a greater number of indicators of abuse or neglect than the CPS (file) 
group. At that time, the Project group had a higher number of events (233 versus 129). 
Such a wide gap cannot be explained by the Project group having one more family than 
the CPS (file) group, and not surprisingly the Project Group had a higher average 
number of events per family (7.28 versus 4.15). The variability and range of events 
were similar for the two groups. When the findings are divided by site, the Project 
families continued to show higher numbers of events and higher means, with the gap 
greatest on the Port au Port Peninsula and least in St. John's. Although the evaluators 
moved to a neighboring district of the Port aLi Port in order to secure comparable cases, 
the CPE at least shows that the groups were not similar to begin with. It is possible but 
unlikely that differences in recording procedures at the two offices explain the gap since 
both offices were within the same management region in the province. Looking across 
sites, the differences between the two groups cannot be explained by aging because 
both had the same average the length of CPS service within a 48-month (4-year) 
period. In reviewing the changes for the two groups, the greater CPE figures for the 
Project Group during the pre-test need to be kept in mind. 
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Table 4.8 
Number of 31 Child Protection Events Found in the Pre-Test by Group and Site 
N=63) 

Year SUM Min Max Md.n Mean SD 

Nain 

CPS (file) (n = 10) 29 0 6 3.5 2.9 1.97 

Project (n = 11) 53 0 9 5 4.82 2.71 

Difference -24 0 -3 .... -1.9 -0.74 

Port au Port 

CPS (file) (n = 9) 57 0 21 I 3 '" 7.58 

Project (n = 9) 117 7 21 12 

Difference -60 -7 0 -9 -6.7 

'.L .,. 

CPS (file) (n = 12) 43 0 14 2.5 3.58 4.38 

Project (n = 12) 63 0 11 6 5.25 4.2 

Difference -20 0 3 -3.5 -1.7 0.18 

AII.Sites 

CPS (file) (n = 31) 129 0 21 3 4.16 5.06 

Project (n = 32) 233 0 21 7 7.28 5.4 

Difference -104 0 0 -4 -3.1 -0.34 

Because the gap between the CPS (file) and Project group might be a function 
of differences on certain types of events and not others, their pre-test findings are 
compared. For these purposes the CPE were divided into four categories: a "CPS 
Child Activity" which encompassed either a report received by CPS on the children or 
actions taken by CPS on behalf of the children (the first 10 events listed on the CPE 
form); a "Home Safety" including a family member having to leave home or a family 
member calling an authority out of fear; a "Child Self-Harm" including child self
mutilation and attempted suicide; and a "MotherlWife Abuse" covering the last 17 items 
on the form. 

With the exception of the category "Child Self-Harm" which was quite small for 
both groups, the pre-test levels were lower for the CPS (file) group than for the Project 
group. Table 4.9 shows that on "CPS Child Activity," "Home Safety, and "MotherlWife 
Abuse," the CPS (file) group had lower sums (total of the category's events), means, 
and medians, while their variability were roughly similar. When the data were further 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 96 



broken by site, the same picture remained. Thus, none of the three main areas of 
events appeared to run counter to the overall pattern. Moreover, the two largest areas 
CPS Child Activity and Mother/wife Abuse appeared to be contributing proportionally 
the same amount to the gap between the two groups: for the former, the CPS (file) sum 
was 59 percent of the Project sum (71/120); and for the latter, the CPS (file) sum was 
54 percent of the Project sum (45/84). Thus, neither indicators of child abuse/neglect 
nor mother/wife abuse could be seen as particularly responsible for skewing the 
relationship between the two groups. 

Table 4.9 
Comparison of Pre-Test Child Protection Events Categories (N = 63) 

CPE CATEGORY SUM Min Max Mdn Mean .so. 
CPS (file) (n = 31) 

CPS Child Activity 71 0 8 3 2.29 2.25 

Home Safety 11 0 2 0 0.35 0.61 

Child Self-Harm 2 0 1 - - -
MotherlWife Abuse 45 0 12 0 1.45 3.25 

Project (n = 32) 

CPS Child Activity 120 0 9 4 3.75 2.34 

Home Safety 28 0 2 1 0.88 0.83 

Child Self-Harm 1 0 1 - - -
MotherlWife Abuse 84 0 13 1 2.63 3.63 

In summary, the Project group and CPS (file) group were comparable in terms 
of their length of CPS service, ages of children, and types or categories of problems. 
The Project group, however, had substantially higher levels of Child Protection Events 
during the pre-test period than the CPS (file) group. 

4.2.12.2 Comparison of Pre- and Post-Test Child Protection Events 

In order to gauge the impact of the family group conference, the pre- and post
test CPE data for the Project group was compared with those for the CPS (file) group. 
This section summarizes the changes for both groups first on aggregated events and 
then on individual events and categories of events. 

4.2.12.2.1 Comparison of Aggregated Child Protection Events 

A comparison of the post-test data show a reversal of the pre-test pattern. As 
seen in Table 4.10, now the Project group as a whole had the lower number of events 
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(117 versus 165) and lower mean of events per family (3.66 versus 5.32). The same 
trend was evident for the St. John's and Nain sites, but the Port au Port site and its 
neighbor were comparable by the post-test in terms of the total number of events and 
means. Curiously, the Port au Port comparison group had a decrease in its total 
number of events recorded and the mean of these events but the median number of 
events increased. This is explained by two things. First, 82 percent of the total number 
of events in year one for this group are found in three families, and in year two 50 
percent of the events are found in two families. Five families had very low scores in 
both years with three increasing slightly over the study period and two decreasing. A 
single Port au Port family decreased the total number of events from year one when it 
was 21 to year two when it was six. This outcome was directly related to a young 
person emancipating and a very young child being placed in foster care. A latency-age 
child remained at home in a situation where, although the high levels of conmct had 
been reduced, there were still some indicators of spousal abuse. 

Table 4.10 
Ch in Total of 31 Child Protection Events 

Nain (n = 10) 

Before Conference 29 0 6 3.5 2.9 1.97 

After Conference 53 2 9 5.5 5.3 2.36 

Difference -24 -2 -3 -2.5 -2.4 -0.39 

Port au Port 

Before Conference 57 0 21 3 6.33 7.58 

After Conference 49 0 15 4 5.44 4.48 

Difference 8 0 6 -1 0.89 3.1 

St. John's 

Before Conference 43 0 14 2.5 3.58 4.38 

After Conference 63 0 17 4.5 5.25 4.79 

Difference -20 0 -3 -2.5 -1.7 -0.41 

All Sites 

Before Conference 129 0 21 3 4.16 5.06 

After Conference 165 0 17 4 5.32 3.93 

Difference -36 0 4 -1 -1.2 1.13 
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Nain (n = 11) 

Before Conference 53 0 9 5 4.82 2.71 

After Conference 36 0 7 3 3.27 1.9 

Difference 17 0 2 2 1.55 0.81 

Port au Port 

Before Conference 117 7 21 12 13 5.29 

After Conference 47 0 18 2 5.22 6.26 

Difference 70 7 3 10 7.78 -0.97 

St. John's 

Before Conference 63 0 11 6 5.25 4.2 

After Conference 34 0 15 0 2.83 4.76 

Difference 29 0 -4 6 2.42 -0.56 

All Sites 

Before Conference 233 0 21 7 7.28 5.4 

After Conference 117 0 18 2 3.66 4.51 

116 0 3 5 3.62 0.89 

4.2.12.2.2 Comparison of Individual Child Protection Events 

Table 4.11 places side by side the aggregated events for the CPS (file) group 
and Project group for all three sites for both time periods. In examining the table, the 
reader should be aware that neither group had any missing data; thus, any item not 
marked present (''yes'') was absent ("no"). As noted previously, the sample size for the 
two groups differs with the CPS (file) group being smaller by one family. 
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Table 4.11 
Presence of Children's Protection Events by Group and Test Period (N = 63) 

CPS (file) Project 
EVENT 

pre post pre post 

Report of abuse/neglect to children's protection services 20 27 25 19 

Multiple reports of abuse/neglect to cps 14 15 18 13 

Emergency visit to home on report 14 20 21 9 

Emergency apprehension of a child under 5 6 12 6 

Repeated emergency apprehension of child under 1 1 4 1 

Subsequent emergency apprehension of child under 0 2 3 2 

Substantiated report of abuse or neglect 7 12 16 8 

Voluntary placement of child into care 4 6 9 3 

Involuntary placement of child into care 6 5 9 4 

Permanent wardship taken on child 0 0 3 4 

CPS CHILD ACTIVITY 71 94 120 69 

Family member having to leave home 3 7 13 6 

Family member called police or child protection out of 8 10 15 4 
fear 

HOME SAFETY 11 17 ~ 
.. 

Self mutilation by child in the home 2 1 0 1 

Suicide attempt by child in the home 0 1 1 3 

ARM 2 2 1 4 

Mother offers inconsistent explanations 1 1 3 1 

Accidents have occurred during pregnancy 0 0 0 0 

Mother delays in seeking medical help 1 0 2 1 

Mother has history of repeated accidents 1 1 1 0 

Mother is observed as sad, lethargic, depressed 6 9 13 7 

Mother reports psychosomatic and emotion 3 3 4 2 

Mother is embarrassed or evasive when asked 3 2 7 2 

Mother exhibits fear and anxiety in front 4 4 7 2 

Mother apologizes or explains partner's behaviour 4 2 9 2 

1 1 2 1 
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CPS (file) Project 
EVENT 

pre post pre post 

Child is abusive toward the mother 4 8 8 5 

Partner speaks for mom/will not allow her 2 2 4 2 

Mother described by partner in derogatory 0 1 5 3 

Father is overly solicitous and condescending 3 3 4 2 

Partner blames mother for provoking violence 4 6 8 3 

Partner holds to traditional sex roles 5 5 3 1 

Partner keeps necessary income/resources 3 4 4 0 

MOTHERlWife ABUSE 45 52 84 34 

4.2.12.2.3 Reporting of Child Abuse/Neglect Increased 

As can be seen in Table 4.11 above, the CPS (file) group had 20 instances of 
reported abuse/neglect in year one, and 14 of these families had multiple reports. By 
year two, the number of these families with reports had risen to 27, and 15 of these had 
multiple reports made about them. As true of the Project families. the reporting levels 
for the CPS (file) group were high in both years, but unlike the Project families, their 
level rose in the second year. This raises a question about the extent to which families 
are opened in a child protection caseload and kept there as part of an ongoing 
investigation. This pattern of keeping files open for long periods of time in an 
investigatory caseload was identified in a study conducted by the Child Welfare League 
of America (1992). Project and Comparison files tended to be ones that had been open 
for long periods of time (Andy Rowe Consultants. 1977). On the other hand, it tends to 
support the idea that the conference brought certainty to the situation and resulted in 
a definite course of action for the project families. 

4.2.12.2.4 Continued Concern About Children's Safety 

For the CPS (file) group. a pattern of continued concern about the safety of 
children is reflected in the level of emergency visits made in response to the reports of 
abuse. Fourteen of the families had emergency visits in year one. and 20 had them in 
year two. The number of emergency apprehensions of children (5 in year one and 6 in 
year two), and the instances where emergency apprehensions had to be repeated (1 
each year). remained about the same. Apprehensions had to be made of other children 
in two families in the second year whereas there were none in the first year. This 
pattern diverges from that of the Project families for whom emergency visits and 
apprehensions declined in the second year. 

Family Group Decision Making. Outcome Report. Volume I Page 101 

.. .;-



Two items referred to self-harm by a child: self mutilation and suicide attempt. 
For both the Project and CPS (file) groups, these numbers began low and remained 
relatively low although the three suicide attempts for Project children is a concern for 
any practitioner who would wonder if the risk could be minimized if the young people 
had been in care. There is the possibility, however, that such attempts may not have 
been recorded in the child protection files had they occurred elsewhere. 

4.2.12.2.5 Substantiated Child Abuse/Neglect Increased 

Seven CPS (file) families were characterized as having abuse/neglect which was 
substantiated in the first year, and this number increased to 12 in the second year. Five 
of the seven families for whom abuse was substantiated in year one were among the 
12 for whom abuse was substantiated in year two. Seven families were identified as 
having substantiated abuse in year two whereas this was not the case in year one. The 
Project families commenced with higher levels of substantiations (16 versus 7) but 
ended with lower levels of substantiations (8 versus 12). 

4.2.12.2.6 Placement of Children into Care Stayed About the Same 

Four of the CPS (file) families had voluntary placements of children in the first 
year, and the number rose to six in the second year. The involuntary placement of 
children stayed at about the same level for both years. Six families saw this activity in 
the first year, and five had involuntary placements in the second. In contrast, the 
Project group had markedly fewer families with voluntary or involuntary placements in 
the second year. 

4.2.12.2.7 Concern for Safety of Families in Homes Remained 

Two Home Safety events - family member having to leave home to seek safety 
or having to call the authorities for protection - indicate the lack of safety in the home. 
During the pre-test, the levels were far higher for the Project group than the CPS ('file) 
group (28 versus 11), but by the post-test, this pattem had been reversed (10 versus 
17). Of the eight CPS (file) families in year one in which someone called the authorities 
out of fear, four of these families were among the 10 who did so in year two. Six 
families in year two who called for help, had either not done so in year one or, if they 
did, it was not known to child protection. 

4.2.12.2.8 Abuse of Mothers Showed Little Change 

As discussed previously, the last 17 events were indicators of abuse of mothers 
("Mother/wife Abuse"). In sharp contrast to the Project families, the CPS (file) families 
did not evince an overall drop in these events. While the combined 17 events for the 
Project families more than halved, falling from 84 to 34, those for the CPS (file) families 
rose slightly, moving from 45 to 52. Looking at the individual items, the Project group 
numbers all declined (or on one event, remained at 0). Overall, the CPS (file) families 
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showed little movement on the individual events indicating mother/wife abuse. There 
were some increases; for example, the number of families where the mother was 
observed as sad/lethargic, and where the partner blamed the mother increased 
somewhat. Other events of a similar nature stayed the same (e.g., "mother exhibits 
fear," "father is overly solicitous"). A few went down (e.g., "mother apologizes or 
explains partner's behaviour"). These figures lend further support to the family group 
conferences having been able to target this kind of abuse and reduce its incidence. 

4.2.12.2.9 Increase in Abuse of Mothers by Children or Young People 

Among the indicators of mother abuse, the most notable rise for the CPS (file) 
group concerned a child or teen abusing the mother. Social workers noted this kind of 
abuse in four families in year one and in eight in year two. Interestingly, only two of 
these were continuations from year one, and six were new. As previously mentioned, 
among the Project families, mother abuse by a young person appeared to be the event 
in many ways most resistant to intervention by the family group conference with four 
of the original cases of this abuse continuing into the second year. Nevertheless, 
families with conferences were less likely than their CPS (file) counterparts to see an 
introduction of mother abuse in the post-period. Although the small numbers permit only 
speculation, a possibility is that the conference served as a preventive measure. 

4.2.12.2.10 Comparison of Child Protection Events for Each Site 

The individual Child Protection Events are now compared at each project site. 
Table 4.12 shows the CPE for Nain CPS (file) group and Project group. Although 
slightly lower than the rate for the Project group, the CPS (file) group had a high level 
of reporting of abuse in both years. The amount of response to these reports, however, 
appeared to be lower for the CPS (file) group than for the Project group. For the 
comparison group, emergency visits remained about the same with two families 
receiving at least one visit in year one and three families receiving them in year two. No 
repeated or subsequent apprehensions of children were made yet SUbstantiations of 
abuse increased from none in year one to four in year two. This increase on 
substantiations differed from the Project group which saw a slight fall from three to two. 
Like the Project group, voluntary placements remained low: the CPS (file) group had 
only one family in year one with involuntary placement and two families in year two, and 
the number of families having at least one child placed involuntarily dropped from three 
in year one to two in year two. For the comparison group, no permanent wardships 
were taken out in either year. Yet a picture of turmoil in certain of the CPS (file) families 
is evident with an increase occurring in year two on certain of the events that indicate 
abuse occurring in two to three homes in year one and in three to five during year two. 
By contrast to the Nain Project families, one of these families saw a child/young person 
abusing the mother in year one only and in year two in two other families. 
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Table 4.12 
N· P am: resence 0 fCh·ld 'P I ren s rotectlon E vents b G )y roup an d Year 

ITEM CPS (file) (0 = 10) 

Year 1 Year 2 

Report of abuse/neglect to children's protection services 8 10 

Multiple reports of abuse/neglect to cps 3 3 

Emergency visit to home on report 2 3 

Emergency apprehension of a child under 1 2 

Repeated emergency apprehension of child under 0 0 

Subsequent emergency apprehension of child under 0 0 

Substantiated report of abuse or neglect 0 4 

Voluntary placement of child into care 1 2 

Involuntary placement of child into care 3 2 

Permanent wardship taken on child 0 0 

Family member having to leave home 2 4 

Family member called police or child protection out of 
2 5 fear 

Self mutilation by child in the home 2 1 

Suicide attempt by child in the home 0 1 

Mother offers inconsistent explanations 0 0 

Accidents have occurred during pregnancy 0 0 

Mother delays in seeking medical help 0 0 

Mother has history of repeated accidents 0 0 

Mother is observed as sad, lethargic, depressed 2 5 

Mother reports psychosomatic and emotion 0 1 

Mother is embarrassed or evasive when asked 0 0 

Mother exhibits fear and anxiety in front 0 1 

Mother apologizes or explains partner's behaviour 0 0 

Child is overprotective of mother 0 0 

Child is abusive toward the mother 1 2 

Partner speaks for mom/will not allow her 0 0 

Mother described by partner in derogatory 0 1 
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Project (0 = 11) 

Year 1 Year 2 

10 10 

7 5 

5 3 

4 5 

2 1 

0 1 

3 2 

2 1 

4 2 

1 0 

3 1 

2 0 

0 0 

1 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

4 3 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 

1 1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0 
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ITEM CPS (file) (0 = 10) Project (0 = 11) 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 

Father is overly solicitous and condescending 0 0 0 0 

Partner blames mother for provoking violence 0 2 0 0 

Partner holds to traditional sex roles 2 3 0 0 

Partner keeps necessary income/resources I 0 1 2 0 

The following Table 4.13 shows the Child Protection Events for the Port au Port 
Project group and its CPS (file) group. Like the overall profile of the CPS (file) group, 
the Port au Port subgroup's figures show that reporting and multiple reporting of abuse 
and emergency visits remained high, but emergency apprehensions of children was low 
across the two years. Compared with the Port au Port Project families, the number of 
CPS (file) families with sUbstantiated abuse were lower in both years: only two families 
in year one and one family in year two had substantiated abuse from the point of view 
of the child protection workers. The drop in substantiations, however, was larger for the 
Project families, going from seven to three. The number of voluntary placements of 
CPS (file) children in care which occurred in only two families in year one increased to 
four families in year two. This rise was the reverse of the pattern for the Project families 
who saw a fall in the number of voluntary placements from four to zero. In addition, 
unlike the Project families, events which indicated abuse other than child abuse were 
similar from one year to the next. At least one person in each of three CPS (file) 
families called the authorities for help in both years (only one of these families 
experienced that event in both years). while the Project group saw a fall in such an 
appeal for help after the conference. Two CPS (file) families remained of concern in 
year two given the indicators of controlling behaviour by a partner (e.g., "mother 
exhibits fear", "father overly solicitous", "partner holds to traditional sex roles", and 
"partner keeps resources"). Unlike the Project families, the number of CPS (file) families 
with an abusive child or teen increased from two to three (an event experienced by only 
one ofthe families in both years). 
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Table 4.13 
Prt Prt P 0 au 0 resence 0 f Ch·ld 'P t f E t b G I ren 5 ro ec Ion yen 5 )y roup an dY Prt Prt ear 0 au 0 

ITEM CPS (file) (n = 9) Project (n = 9) 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 

Report of abuse/neglect to children's protection services 6 8 8 5 

Multiple reports of abuse/neglect to cps 5 5 7 4 

Emergency visit to home on report 6 8 8 5 

Emergency apprehension of a child under 2 0 3 1 

Repeated emergency apprehension of child under 1 0 0 0 

Subsequent emergency apprehension of child under 0 0 2 1 

Substantiated report of abuse or neglect 2 1 7 3 

Voluntary placement of child into care 2 4 4 0 

Involuntary placement of child into care 1 0 2 1 

Permanent wardship taken on child 0 0 0 3 

Family member having to leave home 0 0 6 3 

Family member called police or child protection out of fear 3 3 7 3 

Self mutilation by child in the home 0 0 0 0 

Suicide attempt by child in the home 0 0 0 0 

Mother offers inconsistent explanations 1 0 2 0 

Accidents have occurred during pregnancy 0 0 0 0 

Mother delays in seeking medical help 1 0 1 0 

Mother has history of repeated accidents 0 0 1 0 

Mother is observed as sad, lethargic, depressed 3 3 7 2 

Mother reports psychosomatic and emotion 3 2 3 0 

Mother is embarrassed or evasive when asked 2 1 6 0 

Mother exhibits fear and anxiety in front 3 2 6 2 

Mother apologizes or explains partner's behaviour 3 1 7 1 

Child is overprotective of mother 0 0 2 1 

Child is abusive toward the mother 2 3 5 3 

Partner speaks for mom/will not allow her 1 1 4 2 

Mother described by partner in derogatory 0 0 4 2 
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ITEM CPS (file) (0 = 9) Project (0 = 9) 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 

Father is overly solicitous and condescending 3 2 4 2 

Partner blames mother for provoking violence 2 1 6 2 

Partner holds to traditional sex roles 3 2 3 1 

J;,artner keeps necessary income/resources 2 2 2 0 

The following Table 4.14 shows the CPE for the St. John's CPS (file) group and 
Project group. Like the overall profile for the CPS (file) group, the St. John's files 
revealed a pattern of continued reporting of abuse between year one and year two. 
Unlike the St. John's Project group, the number of comparison families receiving 
reports increased as did the number having multiple reports, emergency visits, and 
emergency apprehensions. Likewise in reverse of the trend for the St. John's Project 
families, the number of CPS (file) families with substantiated abuse increased from five 
in the first year to seven in the second, and their number of families with an involuntary 
placement rose by one. Notably unlike the Project families, the figures relating to the 
safety of people in their own homes tend to support the notion that interventions were 
not being aimed at abuse other than child abuse. In three CPS (file) families someone 
had to leave home for protection in year two while only one family is known to have 
resorted to doing this in year one, and three of the comparison families called for help 
to the authorities in year one and two called in year two. At least one indicator of 
spousal abuse is present in one comparison family in year one and three comparison 
families in year two ("partner blames mother"). The one CPS (file) family in which a 
child/young person was said to be abusing the mother in year one was also identified 
in year two along with two other of these families. The Project families saw a decrease 
from three to two families, but as previously discussed, the one project family no longer 
with mother abuse had attempted suicide and self-mutilation by a young person after 
the conference. 
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Table 4.14 
St J h' P . 0 n s: resence 0 f Ch'ld ' P t f E t b G I ren s ro ec Ion ven s Iy roup an dY ear 

ITEM CPS (file) (0 = 12) Project (0 = 12) 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1 Year 2 

Report of abuse/neglect to children's protection services 6 9 7 4 I 
Multiple reports of abuse/neglect to cps R 7 ~ 4 4 

Emergency visit to home on report 6 9 8 1 

Emergency apprehension of a child under 2 4 5 0 

Repeated emergency apprehension of child under 0 1 2 0 

Subsequent emergency apprehension of child under 0 2 1 0 

Substantiated report of abuse or neglect 5 7 6 3 

Voluntary placement of child into care 1 0 3 2 

Involuntary placement of child into care 2 3 3 1 

Permanent wardship taken on child 0 0 2 1 

Family member having to leave home 1 3 4 2 

Family member called police or child protection out of 
3 2 

6 1 
fear 

Self mutilation by child in the home 0 0 0 1 

Suicide attempt by child in the home 0 0 0 2 

Mother offers inconsistent explanations 0 1 1 1 

Accidents have occurred during pregnancy 0 0 0 0 

Mother delays in seeking medical help 0 0 1 1 

Mother has history of repeated accidents 1 1 0 0 

Mother is observed as sad, lethargiC, depressed 1 1 2 2 

Mother reports psychosomatic and emotion 0 0 1 2 

Mother is embarrassed or evasive when asked 1 1 1 2 

Mother exhibits fear and anxiety in front 1 1 0 0 

Mother apologizes or explains partner's behaviour 1 1 1 0 

Child is overprotective of mother 1 1 0 0 

Child is abusive toward the mother 1 3 3 2 

Partner speaks for mom/will not allow her 1 1 0 0 

Mother described by partner in derogatory 0 0 0 1 
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Father is overly solicitous and condescending 0 1 0 0 

Partner blames mother for provoking violence 2 3 2 1 

Partner holds to traditional sex roles 0 0 0 0 

Partner keeps necessary income/resources 1 1 0 0 

Overall, the changes in the CPE measures for the comparison group families 
tended to move in the opposite direction from what they did for the Project families, 
supporting the notion that the family group families were able to target both the child 
abuse and the abuse of other family members in their efforts. The results in the family 
group families were fewer emergency responses by workers overall, increased safety 
of mothers and their children in the family home, and a decline in substantiated abuse 
as compared to the comparison families. 

4.3 Police Events 

Like child protection events, Police Events were noted ifthey occurred during the 
one year period prior to the date of a family's conference and if they occurred during 
the one year period following the conference. In cases where a person's arrest, charge, 
conviction or incarceration occurred individually, or cumulatively, more than a year prior 
to the conference, the event(s) would not be recorded for the purposes of this analysis. 
This was the case for some families for whom the conference was held close to the 
time the offender was to be released and for perpetrators who had prior offenses and 
convictions. 

Data for this analysis were recorded through a file analysis made by officers at 
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) detachments in Nain, Labrador, and 
Piccadilly, Newfoundland. The St. John's data were recorded by an officer of the Royal 
Newfoundland Constabulary. Checks were made of local file data and, as necessary, 
in the national data base. 

Table 4.15 shows the total number of families by site that saw police activity in 
Year One and Year Two irrespective of whether any abuse was SUbstantiated. Abuse 
was counted as "substantiated" from the point of view of Police Events if some kind of 
action was taken on a family-violence-related charge including an arrest, a charge, a 
conviction or a referral to child welfare. 
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Table 4.15 
Comparison of Number of Families with Police Events Measure for Substantiated Family 
V' I R ltd I ltD' Y P' t C f d Y Aft 10 ence eae nvovemen urmg ear rlor 0 on erence an ear er 

I Site and N of Conferences that Took Place at that Site [ YEAR 1 I YEAR 2 I 
Nain (n=11) 5 0.125 

Port au Port (n=9) 1 0 

St. John's (n = 12) 2 2b 

Totals 8 5 
aOne family had a family member Incarcerated for a post-conference assault causing harm to 
an adult in the family. No children in the family were involved. 
bOne family was referred to child protection but no other action was taken, and another family 
saw a member convicted for a charge noted only as 'other' on the police reporting form. No 
family violence was substantiated by police in either family. 

4.3.1 Police Events in Nain 

Because of the higher levels of reporting of Police Events in Nain than in the 
other two sites, its findings are discussed separately. These events do not necessarily 
point to sUbstantiated abuse, rather any police involvement with the family around 
family-violence-related matters is noted. 

Table 4.8 above shows Police Events in Nain for the year prior to each family's 
conference (Year 1) and for the year after each family's conference (Year 2). A 
breakdown of this involvement shows that four of the 11 families in Nain had no police 
involvement in either the year before or after their conference. Four families had police 
involvement related to family violence in the year prior to their conference but not during 
the year after. Two families had no contact with police during the year prior to their 
conference but did have police involvement during the year after. Only one family had 
police involvement both before and after their conference. There is clearly a higher 
propensity for the police to be involved in intervening in domestic violence matters in 
Nain than at the other two sites. Some of this can be explained by the greater likelihood 
for a firearm to be involved in that community. It is equally clear from the numbers of 
reports of abuse/neglect made to Child Welfare in the years both before and after the 
conferences in all three host communities, that people have a preference for reporting 
problems to child welfare rather than for calling the police. This despite the 
amendments to The Child Welfare Act (1972) made in the early 1990s that expanded 
the mandatory reporting section to include the police, in addition to the already named 
Director of Child Welfare or his/her delegate, as another authority to whom people 
could make reports. 
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4.3.2 Police Events on the Port au Port Peninsula and in St. John's 

As seen in Table 4.8 above, police records showed that only one family on the 
Port au Port Peninsula had contact with the police during the year prior to their 
conference related to the items on the Police Events checklist. In this family, police had 
responded to a domestic disturbance. It was noted that alcohol was involved and that 
children had witnessed the incident. No arrests were made, and no charges were laid. 
No police contact was noted for any Port au Port family during the year following their 
conference. Two families in St. John's had police involvement during the year prior to 
their conference. Both took the form of a report of abuse involving children, and one 
concerned multiple reports of violence involving children. No further activity was noted 
during the year for either of these families, including the fact that no referral made to 
Child Welfare in either case. In the year after the conference, one St. John's family was 
officially referred to Child Welfare by the Police after their conference, but this was a 
different family than either of those from year one, and no other activity was involved 
(e.g., no response to a disturbance, no arrest). 

It is not clear why so few of the Port au Port and St. John's families have had 
contact with police given the seriousness of abuses that took place in some families. 
Child protection workers handled these situations on their own through the authority 
invested in them or took the matter to court themselves. It is an interesting confirmation 
of the often repeated assertion that child welfare work in situations of child abuse and 
neglect has become child protection work and is characterized almost entirely by 
investigation and processing of complaints. This goes a long way to explaining the 
criticism that child welfare work is largely a "residual" service and that social workers 
in child protection work are hard-pressed to invoke concepts of prevention, instead, 
viewing the families as potential abusers as opposed to potential parents and 
caretakers (Wheeler, 1995). 

4.4 Home Events 

In order to gain family members' perspectives on the abuse and/or neglect, 
interviews were held to complete the Home Events measures (HE). The respondent 
was asked to rate members of their household or others with whom the family regularly 
interacts on 32 events whose presence would indicate abuse. The types of abuse 
covered included economic, social, emotional, sexual, and physical. On each item the 
respondent was first to give the current frequency on a four-point scale ranging from 
"never" to "rarely" to "sometimes" to ''frequently" and then to give a retrospective rating 
of "change since one year ago" on a 5-point scale from a "lot worse" to "somewhat 
worse" to about the same" to "somewhat better" to a "lot better." The retrospective 
rating was to make it possible to assess the amount and direction of changes that took 
place in the year after the conference as compared with those in the year before the 
conference. 
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In order to make possible this pre- and post-conference comparison, the Home 
Events interviews were expected to occur as part of the family's one-year follow-up. On 
average, they were carried out 1 1/3 years after the family's first conference (X = 72.39 
weeks, SO = 17.60 weeks, Median = 67.86 weeks) with 50 weeks being the shortest 
elapsed time between a conference and the HE interview and 116 week being the 
longest time period. Two families had the HE interview occurring two years after the 
conference (106 week and 116 weeks) and, thus, pose problems for assessing the 
change that took place after the conference. In their cases, the protracted period can 
be explained in part by these two families having had second conferences held. 

The HE was filled out by at least one family member from one of the 11 project 
families in Nain, five of the nine families on the Port au Port Peninsula, and ten of the 
12 families in St. John's. In Nain, the researchers were uncomfortable asking family 
members the questions, and the instrument was not used beyond the one family. In this 
one family, nevertheless, three persons volunteered to, and did, answer the questions. 
The researchers working for the project in Nain during the follow-up period when the 
HE was used were quite young. They did not feel the questions themselves were 
inappropriate or should not be asked. They were concerned that it would be taken as 
a sign of disrespect if people their age asked questions that were so personal. 

4.4.1 Total Home Events (THE) Compared with Total Child Protection 
Events (TCPE) for Project Families Assessed by Both 

Although the 16 families assessed with the HE were not representative of the 
three sites, they appear to be relatively representative of the 32 families according to 
the Child Protection Events. The following two tables (Tables 4.16 and 4.17) are offered 
to show how the families that were assessed with the HE fared on the Total Child 
Protection Events (TCPE). First Table 4.9 gives the TCPE figures for the total sample 
of 32 families in both the year before the conference and in the year after and then 
Table 4.17 gives the TCPE for those 16 families which were also assessed with the HE 
for the year before the conference and the year after. 

Table 4.16 
Descri tive Statistics on Total Child .Protection Events Overall 

Min Max M 

Total Events Year Prior to Conference 32 o 21 7 7.28 5.4 

Total Events Year After Conference 32 o 18 2 3.66 3.51 
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Table 4.17 
Descriptive Statistics on Total Child Protection Events for Families who Had Home 
Events Measure Filled out on Them 

N Min Max Med Mean SO 

Total Events Year Prior to 16 0 18 7.5 7.88 4.53 
Conference 

Total Events Year After Conference 16 0 18 . 1.5 4 5.66 

As can be seen, the families that were assessed using the HE had on average slightly 
higher numbers of Child Protection Events occurring in their lives in both the year prior 
to their conferences and in the year after. Thus, the 16 families appear, at least 
according to the TCPE, to be fairly representative of the 32 families. 

4.4.2 Number and Roles of Persons Completing Home Events Measures 

Out of the 16 families participating in the Home Events, 19 individuals completed 
the instrument. As previously mentioned, the three Nain respondents were all from the 
same family; the five Port au Port respondents were from different families; and the 11 
St. John's respondents represented ten different families. For the purposes of the 
following analysis, only 16 of the instruments are used. In each case where more than 
one respondent from a family filled out the instrument, the one that was selected was 
from an informant other than the parent. 

As seen in the following table (Table 4.18), with the exception of one foster 
mother, all of the respondents were immediate or extended family. Mothers most 
commonly completed the questionnaire. 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 113 



Table 4.18 
R I f H oeo orne 

Mother 

E t R ven s espon en s 0 e erre d t t R f 

Role to Referred Person 

Referred Person 

Sibling 

Other Family 

Foster Family 

TOTAL 

dP erson ,y Ie b S·t 

Total 

11 

2 

1 

1 

1 

16a 

aThe three duplicate HE measures were filled out by an 'other' family member In one 
instance, a referred young person with the mother in a second, and by the mother and 
father in a third. 

4.4.3 Scoring the Home Events Measure 

The instruments were analyzed by computing two measures to reflectthe current 
level of abuse in the families: a Total Abuse Score and a Severity Score. Two 
measures were also computed to reflect the extent of change from a year prior to the 
interview: a Total Change Score and a Total Change in Severity Score. The first set 
of measures are used to estimate the amount and nature of abuse happening after the 
conference; and the second set of measures are used to gauge the amount and nature 
of abuse happening before the conference. 

The Total Abuse Score was calculated by adding the simple numerical value of 
the response. An answer of 'never' was scored as zero (O), 'rarely' was scored as one 
(1). 'sometimes' as two (2), and 'frequently' was scored four (4). Since there are 32 
items on the instrument the possible scores ranged from 0 to 128. In retrospect, we 
probably would have named this score the Conflict Score rather than the Abuse Score 
since it is clear that some families in year two could not be depicted as being involved 
with abuse but at the same time their score was not zero. For example, a single item 
like 'one family member is rude to another' . - a condition not unknown in families with 
a teen. - even if it is rated as rarely. would still give the family a score above zero. 
Having said that, however, the families with higher scores were clearly experiencing 
abuse. 

A Severity Score was calculated in order to identify the extent to which events 
most clearly Signaling abuse were currently transpiring in the families. The Severity 
Score includes such items as one family member forcing another to have sex, throwing 
a hard object at a family member, or actually hitting someone; and the Severity Score 
excludes items such as one member being rude or two people quarreling about money. 
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On the instrument, the eleven items that were included in this score are those 
numbered 14, 15, 16, 18,21,22,23,24,25,26. and 28. The Severity measure has a 
possible range from 0 through 44. 

The Total Change Score was computed by summing up the scores of the 
responses of each of the 32 items on the instru ment titled 'Change since one year ago'. 
The answers were weighted as follows: A response of 'not applicable' was coded as 
'missing', a response of 'lot worse' was weighted negatively as minus six (-6), 
'somewhat worse' as minus five (-5), 'about the same' as zero (0), 'somewhat better' 
as five (5), and 'lot better' as six (6). Thus, for the Total Change Score, the lowest 
possible and worst score was -192 and the highest possible and best score was 192. 
The abuse was said to be "substantiated" in the case of the HE if all¥ of the "severity" 
items was identified as occurring or having occurred at all - even if it was rated as 
"rarely". If the item was rated as 'never' occurring but was rated as having improved 
during the past year, it was assumed, for the purposes of this analysis, to have 
occurred in the year prior to the assessment. 

In order to assess the extent of change on Severity Score items, a Change in 
Severity measure was calculated, using the same eleven items most clearly indicating 
abuse. The Change in Severity measure has a possible range from -66 (the most 
negative and worst score) through +66 (the most positive and best score). 

4.4.4 Extent and Severity of Abuse and Change on the HE 

The following table (Table 4.19) gives descriptive statistics on the Home Events 
Scores. The table summarizes the scores indicating the Total Abuse in the family, the 
total score made up of severity items, and the percentage of the Total Abuse Scores 
that is comprised by the severity score. Likewise, the Total Change Score, the Total 
Severity Change Score and the percentage of the Total Change Score made up of 
severity items are included in the table. 
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Table 4.19 
Descriptive Statistics on Home Events Total Abuse, Severity, Total Change, and Change in 
Severity Scores (N = 16) 

~v~ ITEM • .. ' ..... ..--
'Y'OCU lV"'" 

Total Abuse 14 - 0 49 

Severity of Abuse Score 1 - 0 18 

% of Abuse Score Comprised of Severity - 19.55 (.1853) 0 51.43 Items 

Total Change Score 8.5 - -38 87 

Change in Severity Score 0 - -5 50 

% of Change Score Comprised of Severity - 18.57 (.1984) 58.62 Items 

4.4.4.1 Level of Home Events Appear Low After the Conference 

After the conference, the overall levels of Home Events appeared to be low. As 
seen in Table 4.19 above, the Total Abuse scores for the 16 families ranged from 0 to 
49, with the median score at 14. Thus, after the conference none of the families 
approximated the highest and worst possible score of 128, and although the median 
was positive (indicating the presence of some events at the midpoint), it was low. Those 
events which happened in the year after the conference, however, were not usually 
rare occurrences. Table 4.20 below shows that if an event took place, it was a rare 
event in only 46 out of 138 cases, that is one out of three times. 

Some of the events after the conference indicate abuse, but the large majority 
do not. As discussed previously, eleven of the 32 items are seen as clearly indicating 
abuse. Table 4.19 above shows that the percentage of the Total Abuse score made up 
of severity items ranged from 0 percent to just over 51 percent, with the average 
percentage at 19.55 percent (SD=.1853). The Severity measure shows a range from 
o through to 18, with a low median of 1.0. When only those eight families with a severity 
item are included, the median comes to eight (8), still considerably lower than the 
highest possible score of 40. Nevertheless, severity items as true of all events were 
more likely to "sometimes" and "frequently" occur than to be rare events (see Table 
4.20). 
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Table 4.20 
Frequency of the 32 Home Events Items After the Conference for 16 Project Families by 
Level of Occurrence and by Severity eN = 512) 

EVENT OCCURRED 
ITEMS 

NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY TOTAL 

Abuse 374 46 56 36 512 

Severity 138 14 17 6 175 

4.4.4.2 Little Negative Change Reported 

Overall, the families reported little negative change in regards to the Home 
Events, and where changes took place, more progress than regression was reported. 
Table 4.19 above shows that the lowest score was -38 (indicating regression by 38 
points) while the highest score was 87 (indicating progression by 87 points). The 
median of 8.5 was relatively small but positive. The median close to zero is a function 
of the large number of items on which no change took place, primarily because the 
event had not taken place in the prior year and was not taking place at the present 
time. 

Table 4.21 below shows the frequencies for total change in all items and for 
severity items only. The percentage expressed by the Severity items is the percentage 
of the total for that item (e.g., of the total of six times that 'a lot worse' was ticked on the 
HE form, one or 16.67 percent of these six items were comprised of Severity items). As 
can be seen by the table, in the majority of cases no change occurred, mostly 
explained by the fact that the event occurred in neither the present nor the past (359 
of the 512 items). In 64 instances, the level of abuse remained the same currently as 
in the prior year. When changes took place, nevertheless, they were three times more 
often in a positive than negative direction: in 21 instances, the situation became a "lot 
worse" or "someWhat worse" but in another 68 instances, the situation became a "lot 
better" or "somewhat better." 

When only severity items are taken into account, again more gains than losses 
are evident. According to the interviewees' retrospective assessment of Change in 
Severity, the range was again relatively wide from -5 to 50, with the median at 0 
(indicating no change). This median of no change can be accounted for by the fact that 
the large majority of severity items never occurred in the present nor the prior year (138 
out of 175). Table 4.21 shows that in 16 instances the status quo remained in effect but 
in another 24 instances, change occurred on severity items. I n all but three of these 24, 
the change was in a positive direction with the situation becoming "somewhat better" 
or a "lot better." 
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Table 4.21 
Change in Level of the 32 Home Events Items After the Conference for 16 Project Families by 
Severity (N = 512) 

CHANGE SINCE ONE YEAR AGO 
ITEMS 

Lot Some No ConflicU About the Some Lot T 
Worse what Violence Same: what Better 0 

Worse Before & Conflict Better T 
None After Violence A 

L 

Change 6 15 359 64 28 40 512 

Severity Only 1 2 - 16 9 12 40 
(%) (16.7%) (13.3%) (25.0%) (32.1 %) (30.0%) (7.8%) 

4.4.4.3 Bringing in Extended Family Did Not Destabilize Abuse-Free 
Situations or Contribute to Increased Severity of Abuse 

The above tables combine data from all families without indicating their 
congregation within individual families. The next table (Table 4.22) shows the individual 
families' Abuse Scores and Change Scores along side the Severity and Change in 
Severity Scores. A scrutiny of the cases showed that four reported no abuse in the 
current year, and no change from the prior year; thus, they saw the family as both 
currently abuse free and free of it in the past. Bringing the extended family into the 
planning process for these families did not upset a situation that had, according to the 
family member who filled out the HE, been keeping people safe. One family reported 
being currently free of any abuse, and this freedom represented only a slight 
improvement from the previous year during which time a family member had repeatedly 
called the police, but no other events were noted that year. After bringing the extended 
family into the planning process, even the calls to the police stopped in this situation 
and no other indicators of conHict or abuse occurred. These are not unimportant 
findings given the level of concern that many have expressed about involving families. 

Table 4.22 also shows thatthree families had Total Change Scores that changed 
in a negative direction, Le., the overall level of conflict/abuse increased. Despite this, 
the Severity Change Scores for these three families did not increase. This may reflect 
the long-standing clinical impression that an increase in conflict in families does not 
necessarily herald an increase in abuse. Even in the family with the highest HE score 
(49) for Total Abuse did not increase on the Severity items. Nonetheless, this family 
and one other one, in which there were some events occurring in the most severe 
categories, failed to register improvement on these same items. 
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Table 4.22 
Total Abuse, Total Change, Severity and Severity Change Scores for Project Families on Home 
Events Measure N= 16) 

Total Abuse % of Total Abuse Score Total Change % of Total Change Score 
Score Comprised of Severity Items Score Comprised of Severity Items 

17 0 0 0 

7 0 18 0 

11 18.18 48 10.42 

35 51.43 27 37.04 

11 0 -26 0 

32 37.5 45 13.33 

22 27.27 29 41.38 

0 0 0 0 

25 12 -10 0 

32 28.13 71 25.35 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 5 0 

24 45.83 87 58.62 

1 0 12 0 

49 14.29 -38 0 

0 0 0 0 

As can be seen from the above Table, Severity Items were identified as 
occurring in the year after the conference in eight of these 16 families. 

4.4.4.5 Families Show Declines on Severity of Abuse 

Once the four families without abuse reported currently or in the previous year 
are removed, 12 families remain (see Table 4.22). For eight of these 12 families, the 
abuse was seen as declining from the prior year; for one family, it was seen as staying 
the same; and for three of the 12 families, it was seen as worsening. The one case that 
stayed the same and two cases which improved did not have any reported Severity 
items. Among the other six families who progressed, Severity items remained after the 
conference but in all instances, positive change was recorded on the Severity items 
themselves. In one family (PAP02) a teen was described as sometimes breaking things 
but the positive change in household since the conference had eliminated a previous 
pattern in which pleas for help from police and child welfare, family members fleeing the 
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home in safety and other events related to high levels of conmct with this teen were 
commonplace. 

Among the three cases where the situation became worse, one of these families 
did not have any Severity items reported currently or in the year before. The 
deterioration in this family reflects an increase in the level of conflict between some 
members. In the other two worsening situations, Severity items were marked for the 
current time and no change on Severity items was evident. In other words, although 
these two family situations deteriorated, they did not deteriorate on the Severity items. 
Neither did they report any positive change on the Severity items. The individual who 
reported the most abuse was also the individual reporting the most regression (-38). In 
this family, an adolescent was continuing to abuse the mother. In another family the 
regression occurred on two items: an adult member of the immediate family becomes 
angry or upset when they drink or take drugs, a family member is in trouble with the 
police or child protection because of their violence. 

As reported earlier, of the 423 items that were ticked as being the same from 
one year to the next, 359 were marked as "Never" occurring leaving 64 items that 
involved conflict/violence that remained unchanged over both years. Sixteen of these 
64 were Severity items and they were all found in five of the families. One of these five 
families had eight unchanged Severity items, one family had three, two families had two 
Severity items unchanged and one family had one. Hence, severe abuse was found 
in a small number of families and these families tended to be the same ones where 
abuse was sUbstantiated through independent means. 

Table 4.21 shows that three Severity items were ticked as worsening. Two of 
these were in the same family and one was in a second family. The positive changes 
on all items took place in 11 families while positive changes on severity items took 
place in seven families. They ranged from one family that improved on only three items 
to one family that improved on 16 of the 32 items on the HE. The other five families 
showed 13, 11, 10, 9, and five positive changes respectively. Seven families showed 
positive change on Severity items including one family that changed positively on nine 
Severity items. The others had either three, two or one positive changes on these 
items. Five families had at least one item that got worse. Three items were Severity 
items (2 in one family and 1 in another). In the family with one severity item 
deteriorating, positive changes had occurred on 10 items two of which were severity 
items. Despite the positive changes this item was used to label the abuse as 
substantiated in the year after the conference even though the analysis of police and 
child welfare files failed to confirm that abuse had taken place. The other family had 
abuse substantiated through child welfare sources. 

The following two tables (Table 4.23 and 4.24) give the breakdown of the Total 
Abuse and Total Change for St. John's and the Port au Port. Only one family was 
assessed with the Home Events in Nain. Four St. John's families were rated as having 
little to no abuse and little to no change in that assessment, four were described as 
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undergoing moderate to high levels of positive change, and one was assessed as being 
considerably worse. Four of the five Port au Port families were assessed as having 
undergone an instance of abuse but at the same time as having undergone positive 
change, and one was assessed as becoming much worse. 

Table 4.23 
D . f St f f escrlp11ve a IS ICS on H ome E t T lAb yen S ota use S cores b S· ty Ite 

SITE N Med Range 

Port au Port 5 11 7 to 32 

St. John's 10 9 o to 49 

Table 4.24 
D . f St f f escnpllve a IS ICS on H orne yen s . ange EtCh S cores ,y Ie b S't 

SITE N Med Range 

Port au Port 5 29 -26 to 71 

St. John's 10 2.5 -38 to 87 

4.5 Medical and Educational Events 

These measures were intended for selective use as indicated by the situation. 
In the end they were used only each at the same site. One was administered when a 
medical person was participating in a conference as information provider in a situation 
of extreme physical abuse of an adult woman in a home, and the other was used in a 
situation where a great deal of concern had been expressed about the effect at school 
of a child's home situation. They were constructed similarly to the Child Protection 
Events and the Police Events by first culling the relevant literature and then consulting 
with persons knowledgeable about family violence and child abuse and neglect in the 
medical and educational fields. They were intended to be used in cases where ongoing 
monitoring or assessment were being provided by a health care professional or a 
professional who would have occasion to observe the student at school. While the 
instruments proved to be useful as educational tools, there were few occasions where 
the researchers felt it was appropriate to ask for a review of the medical and 
educational files. In addition, routine examination of these files for all families proved 
to be too demanding in terms of researcher time and the complications associated. 
Although they were approved for use by the Human Subjects' Committee, the additional 
consents necessary also proved to be highly time-consuming for the researchers. 
Especially since medical personnel were not routinely involved in the conferencing 
process, a whole new inquiry would have been necessary to find out who the family's 
physician was, where a family member might have been seen, and where the records 
were kept. While it would be highly relevant, medical information proved too difficult to 
get. In the case of educational information for reasons of confidentiality, we decided not 
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to approach schools unless the guidance counselor or a teacher was involved beyond 
the referral (e.g., as an information or support person at the conference). Because of 
the small sample, the findings from these two assessments are not reported. 

4.6 Events Summary 

The following two tables show the families who had at least one of the three 
sources of information about abuse (child welfare and police file reviews and the HE 
interviews indicating that abuse occurred in the family during the year prior to the 
conference (year One - see Table 4.25) and during the year after the conference (Year 
Two - see Table 4.26). 

Twenty of the 32 families had substantiated abuse in Year One (Table 4.25). 
Sixteen of these confirmations came from the child welfare files, four from police files, 
and nine from the Home Events interviews. Child welfare and police indicators of 
abuse/neglect overlapped only once suggesting that the work of these two groups 
occurred independently at least with these families. In the one overlapping confirmation 
between the police and child welfare. the respondent who was interviewed using the 
HE also said that abuse was occurring. In three instances. child welfare SUbstantiated 
abuse, but the family member did not report any abuse during the HE interview. In 
another instance, the HE indicated there was abuse occurring, and neither the child 
welfare nor the police files confirmed that view. In all of the other eight instances where 
the HE said there was abuse, it was supported by the child welfare file review that 
indeed abuse was occurring. The reader is reminded that the HE was used with seven 
other families in which none of these three indicators, including the child welfare and 
police files, said there was abuse occurring. 
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Table 4.25 
Combined Estimates of Abuse/Neglect Before the Conference (Year One) for 
FT' h' h t L to Iff 5 R rt dAb /N I t ami les In W IC a eas ne norma Ion ource epo e use eglec 

CHILD PROTECTION 
POLICE EVENTS HOME EVENTS EVENTS 

Yes No Yes 

No Yes NA 

Yes No NA 

Yes No NA 

No Yes NA 

No Yes NA 

Yes No No 

Yes No Yes 

Yes No NA 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes No NA 

Yes No Yes 

Yes No NA 

Yes No Yesa 

Yes No Yes 

Yes No No 

Yes No Yes 

Yes No Yes 

Yes No No 

No No Yes 
aNeglect only case. 

For Year Two (Table 4.26) the combined estimates of all official and unofficial 
sources of information including the child protection, police and home events found 
eleven of the families to have at least one indicator substantiating family violence during 
the year after their conference. This represents a decrease of nine families for whom 
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abuse or neglect was substantiated in Year One. Among the 11 families with abuse in 
Year Two, seven were also among the 20 with abuse in Year One. Of considerable 
interest is the fact that four of these 11 families with continued abuse were situations 
where a child/young person was abusing the mother. As mentioned previously, none 
of these cases were in Nain. In one case the social worker said that she thought the 
situation involved a child abusing the mother, but this was not substantiated from any 
source. In Nain, all four of the situations where abuse was substantiated in year two, 
each involved a parent/caretaker abusing or seriously neglecting a child/young person 
and/or abusing another adult in the home. Given the findings with the HE in Year One, 
there is good reason to believe that the number of substantiations in Nain, where only 
one family had this instrument filled out on their behalf, is under reported. Still the 
RCMP officer in that community said he was pleasantly surprised to discover the extent 
to which police involvement with project families had decreased when the police 
records were reviewed especially given the greater involvement of police in these 
matters in that community. 

Table 4.26 
Combined Estimates of Abuse/Neglect After the Conference (Year Two) in which 
a t L t 0 Iff S R rt d Ab /N I t eas ne norma Ion ource epo. e use eglec 

PERSON 
Child Protection 

Police Events Home Events 
Events 

1N01 Yes No Yes 

2N04 Yes Yes N/A 

3N06 No Yes N/A 

4N10 No Yes N/A 

5P06 Yes No Yes 

6P08 Yes No Yes 

7P10 Yes No N/A 

8S03 Yes No Yes 

9S08 Yes No Yes 

10S09 No No Yes 

11S11 Yes No Yes 

In the second to last family in Table 4.26, some items of high concern were 
noted on the Home Events measure: someone in the home had given another person 
welts or bruises but the person who had done that was no longer living in the home. 
Additionally, however, moderately high levels of conflicted behaviour were reported as 
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still going on in this home including both an adult and a young person engaging in 
intimidating behaviors (e.g., breaking things, throwing things [not at other people] and 
a moderately high level of shouting in the home). Interestingly, in this family it was 
reported that someone's behaviour when they drink or take drugs had greatly 
improved since the conference, and moderate levels of improvement in other areas 
were noted. 

In one St. John's family, there was no indication of abuse in Year Two taking 
place in either the child welfare files or from the Home Events measure that was filled 
out. The Police Events, however, showed a person convicted and incarcerated on a 
family violence related charge under the category of 'other'. It did not involve a child or 
an adult in the family in question and there were no child witnesses. The events were 
wholly unrelated to the reason for the referral and the subsequent implementation of 
the plan and the well-being of the family. The family was classified as not having abuse 
in the year follow up. 

In six families, the existence of abuse in the family in Year Two was confirmed 
from both child welfare sources and from a family insider through the Home Events 
measure. I n all six of these situations, the family insider while acknowledging some 
abuse also indicated major improvements in the their family at the same time. While not 
all of the abusive behaviors were halted, important reductions were indicated. 

As mentioned, Table 4.26 shows that in 11 ofthe 32 projectfamilies, at least one 
indicator of abuse/neglect was present during the year after the conference. In ten 
families, the abuse was substantiated by one of either child protection or by police but 
in only one was it confirmed by both. In each case where there was police 
substantiation, the child protection file did not indicate that abuse was substantiated 
during that year. As was the case in Year One, the child welfare files were concerned 
with direct abuse of a child as defined by the law and did not consider it their mandate, 
at least in these families, to go further once the police were active with a family in terms 
of an investigation or the laying of charges. Conversely, the police withdrew from 
families after child welfare was actively involved or once a referral had been made. The 
two agencies appear to have adopted an interdisciplinary triage in which they 
attempted not to duplicate the other's efforts. 

Despite its level of intrusiveness, the HE proved to be a useful tool and people 
who were interviewed appear for the most part to have answered the questions 
honestly. In addition, the items on the CPE are good indicators of abuse or neglect 
taking place. Analysis of the data showed that a high number of Child Protection Events 
was strongly associated with substantiated abuse coming from any source, Child 
Protection, Police, and Family (Le., Home Events). A Total Child Protection Events 
(TCPE) Score of five or greater in the year prior to the conference was highly correlated 
with substantiated abuse or neglect during that year (Eta = .764 for Substantiated 
Abuse) while any score of seven or over was highly correlated with substantiated abuse 
or neglect during the year after the conference (Eta = .943 for Substantiated Abuse). 
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4.6.1 Abuse by Young People and Abuse Against Mothers 

The profile of young people abusing others in the families is unsettling for a 
number of reasons. A closer look at the eleven families in which indicators suggest that 
abuse occurred during the year after the conference shows that five of these are 
characterized as a young person being abusive towards the mother. File analysis using 
the Child Protection Events measures indicated that in another family a young person 
was thought to be abusing the mother but this abuse was not sUbstantiated in the view 
of the worker, Le., it was not included in the number of families where abuse was 
substantiated, nor was it substantiated through police files or in the Home Events 
Measure. 

The number of families where this type of abuse was occurring after the 
conference raises questions about how abuse by a young person in the family is 
processed, as it is not always dealt with as abuse. This is explainable to some extent 
by the fact that legally no charge can be brought against a young person under the age 
of twelve. For youths over the age of twelve, a family member would have to have 
brought the charge to the authorities. This invokes its own complications both legally 
and psychologically for the family member who has been assaulted. The upshot is that 
the family is left with little leverage to carry out a plan with an aggressive young person. 
The FGC in situations of abuse by a young person requires high levels of cooperation 
between the Divisions of Youth Corrections, Child Welfare, the family and the court. 
Other studies in the province had pointed to the need for greater levels of cooperation 
between Youth Corrections and Child welfare (e.g., Burford & Stokes, 1995). 

In one such situation. the family member was unequivocal about the outcome 
for a teen: 

She's just completely out of control.. .. tears the house to pieces .... verbally 
abusive .... violent.. .. neighbors have complained .... No one did what they 
said they would do .... Good project if you can get people to cooperate. 
Everything is left up to us .... Department of Social Services won't step in 
and help out. If I want her out 1 have to call police, they won't help .... I·m 
not supposed to be responsible for her any more .... She's always at 
home. 

Besides having a violent teen in the home. the families most likely to show up 
on the "substantiated" list in Year Two were those either where the mother herself 
continued to be identified as the main abuser or where the mothers partner is the main 
abuser. These families included the most chaotic families referred to the project 
including those with higher Total Child Protection Events scores in both Year One and 
Year Two. The greatest decrease from Year One to Year Two in SUbstantiations are in 
those families characterized by "mother apologizes for behaviour of partner". "calling 
child welfare or police", "someone having to leave home". "mom observed as sad", 
"mom fearful", and other indicators of reduced abuse of the mother. If the family was 
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able to address all the violence that was occurring in the family at the conference, 
including the abuse of the mother and the mother's abuse of the children, when both 
were occurring, the family was less likely to show up on the "substantiated" list for child 
welfare, police and HEM in Year Two. Thus, these findings confirm the importance of 
addressing all forms of family violence at the conference. 

4.6.2 Abuse and Progress Reports 

Abuse in the families after the conferences would appear likely to affect 
paliicipants' perceptions of the progress taking place. Thus, the total abuse reports, 
that is those coming from the Child Protection, Police, and Home Events, were 
considered in relationship to the Progress Reports (discussed in the prior chapter). 
Because the Progress Report respondents often came from the same families, the total 
abuse reports and Progress Report data are considered first in terms of all 115 
respondents coming from 28 of the 32 families; and then these data are considered just 
in terms of the responses of the 24 mothers each coming from a different family. 
Mothers were selected for this comparison because they were likely to be well informed 
of their family's situation, represented different families, and were the immediate family 
member that most commonly completed the Progress Reports (see Table 3.7). 

Key variables from the Progress Reports were selected for the analysis: the 
extent to which plans were carried out, the extent to which people carried out their parts 
in the plans, and the overall perception of the impact of the conferences. The 
responses on these ordinal variables for the first or only Progress Reports were 
correlated (Spearman's) with the total abuse reports in the year before and after the 
conferences as well as the change from the first to second year. This analysis was 
carried out for all 115 respondents and then for the 24 mothers. The analysis yielded 
no or weak correlations between reports of abuse and these key Progress Report 
variables. 

These findings cannot be attributed to skewing by the families included in the 
analysis since the four families who did not take part in the interviews would not have 
tilted the sample toward the more or less abusive situations. Two of these families 
could be characterized as at the less abusive end, with zero TCPE reported in both 
year one and year two; and the other two could be viewed as more serious abuse 
situations with TCPE above the mean for both years. Three of the four families had 
abuse reported from at least one source in the year prior to the conference while only 
one did in the year after the conference. Of the additional four families to which the 24 
mothers did not belong, these as a group had a low rate of total abuse reported with 
only one family having such reported in the year prior to the conference and only one 
family (a different one) in the year after the conference, but their mean TCPE was only 
slightly below that for the total group. 

It is likely that the lack of correlation is a function of the instruments asking 
different questions and being applied in such a manner as to examine different time 
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intervals. As noted in Chapter 3, the first or only Progress Report interviews were held 
on average about 13 months after the conference but with a range from 4 to 27 months. 
The interviewee would have in all likelihood focused on what was transpiring at the time 
rather than reporting on developments for the one-year period after the conference. 

Further analysis of Child Protection Events alone, revealed for the mothers' 
responses a modest correlation (4 = .311, valid n = 23) between substantiated abuse 
in year one and completion rates of plans. In other words, if prior to the conference 
there was substantiated abuse, in the period after the conference, the mothers were 
more likely to indicate that plans had been completed "somewhat" or "completely." For 
the total group of 115, this positive correlation remained but was weaker. This positive 
association may be explained by the tendency to act if the situation, for which a 
conference plan was developed, was considered particularly grave by Children's 
Protection Services. 

Likewise, a moderately positive correlation (4 = .348, valid n = 23) was found 
between Children's Protection Services' view of whether change took place from year 
one to year two in regards to substantiated abuse and the mothers' responses on 
completion rates for plans (no correlation was found for the larger sample of 115). As 
would be expected, the mothers' reports of plans being carried out rose alongside of 
a reduction in substantiated abuse. 

We turn now to examining the data from the Looking After Children Assessment 
Records and then will revisit the Case Events alongside of these findings on child 
development. 

4.7 ·rhe Looking After Children Assessment Records 

The Looking After Children Assessment Records (LAC) were adapted for use 
in the study in consultation with a member of the United Kingdom Department of Health 
Working Party on Child Care Outcomes, the Chair in Child Protection at the School of 
Social Work at Memorial University, child welfare workers, the Local Advisory 
Committees (for the project), the site researchers, and project coordinators. As noted 
in chapter two, the instrument was pre-tested by a social work field student, on leave 
from her position as a child welfare supervisor, with young people receiving Children's 
Protection Services. 

The instruments consist of a Basic Fact Sheet for each child in question 
(covering demographic and background information) and a separate, age-appropriate 
instrument for each child. There are six different age-appropriate instruments including 
one each for: 
• Under one year; 
• One to two years of age; 
• Three to four; 
• Five through nine; 
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• 
• 

Ten through fourteen; and 
Fifteen and over . 

The section of the instrument dealing with actions to be taken was not 
incorporated since it would be regarded as an intervention in its own right and would 
have confounded the evaluation of the outcomes of the family group conference. 
Besides collecting basic facts, the instrument asks questions, depending on the age of 
the child, in the areas of Health, Education, Identity, Family and Social Relationships, 
Self-Care and Competence, Social Presentation, and Emotional and Behavioural 
Development. For reasons of both copyright restrictions and space limitations, the 
complete Looking After Children instruments do not appear in Volume II. For 
information on and examples of the instrument, see Looking After Children: Assessing 
Outcomes in Child Care (Parker, Ward, Jackson, Aldgate, & Wedge, 1991). 

The intent of using the instrument was to describe care practices associated with 
that well-being in a sample of children from project families, a child welfare comparison 
sample and a sample of children in the community who were not referred for a family 
group conference or were not involved with child welfare. Sampling for the two 
comparison groups met with numerous obstacles. On the Port au Port Peninsula 
referrals were received for both comparison groups. In St. John's, however, it proved 
impossible to get referrals for the child welfare comparison group. A small number of 
social workers did respond by contacting families, but the families were typically so 
concerned about saying anything about themselves or their children to a research 
project that they viewed as being associated with child welfare. Unlike their project 
counterparts who, once they were referred and had a chance to talk with the project 
coordinator, were able to separate the project from the child welfare office, the families 
approached for the comparison in St. John's evidently were not. The task of sampling 
in Nain was difficult for that reason but for an additional one too. Some families that 
started out as a comparison group family, ultimately were referred for a conference or 
were members of the extended family or network of the project families to such an 
extent that we could not include them in the comparison group. On the other hand, we 
were able to find families in the communities who were willing to participate in the 
study. These families were recruited by the researchers in the communities. In St. 
John's and the Port au Port Peninsula most of the community families came through 
the efforts of local schools. In Nain, the researcher approached families herself. 

4.7.1 Description of Children 

Before moving into a description of the families and young people who were 
assessed with the LAC, we first look at the children of the families who were referred 
to the Family Group Project. The following table (Table 4.27) shows that the 32 project 
families had a total number of 91 children under 18 years among them at or near the 
time of the family's conference. On average, the project families had three children (X 
= 2.84, .so. = 1.51), with the range running from one to seven children. 
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Table 4.27 
N b fCh'ld urn era I . E h P . ct F "I t T" ren In ac rOJe amJlya Imeo f C 1\ on erence 

Number of Children in 
Number of Families TOTAL # of Children Project Families 

1 Child in Family 5 5 

2 Children in Family 11 22 

3 Children in Family 8 21 

4 Children in Family 3 12 

5 Children in Family 3 15 

6 Children in Family 1 6 

7 Children in Family 1 7 

TOTALS 32 91 

A closer look (Table 4.28) shows who these 91 project children were by their age 
grouping, their gender, and the site where their family lived at the time of the 
conference. As can be seen, the overall number is balanced in terms of gender (43 girls 
and 48 boys), but females tended to be older as did the majority of the children in the 
referred families. Younger children are under represented in the sample. Families in 
Nain tended to have higher numbers of children which fits with the demographics of that 
community, and most aboriginal communities in the country, whose populations tend 
toward having greater proportions of children. 

Table 4.28 
Total Number of Children in Project Families at the Time of the Conference by Age, Gender and 
Site 

AGE Nain Port au Port 51. John's 

GROUP Females~ 
TOTAL 

Females Males Females Males 

Under 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

1-2yrs 2 2 1 1 0 5 11 

3-4yrs 4 4 0 2 2 3 15 

5-9yrs 8 4 2 3 2 5 24 

10-14yrs 4 7 2 " 6 4 26 

15 + yrs ? 3 4 1 3 1 14 

21 20 9 10 13 18 91 
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4.7.2 Project Children Who Had an LAC 

Project assessments were done either just before or just after the family's FGC. 
Consultation with experts on the LAC confirmed our impression that this could be done 
since the instrument is sensitive to changes in the child's development over time; 
hence, the answers would not be affected as long as it was administered at or about 
the time of the intervention. 

Although we hoped originally to assess every child under the age of 18 in the 
project families, this proved far too costly in terms of time once the realities of locating 
people, fixing times to meet and the time involved in filling out the assessments actually 
took. Researchers began to choose which children would be assessed. They were 
instructed to ensure that any child who was the subject of an abuse referral should be 
assessed. 

The following table (Table 4.29) shows the ages of children who were assessed 
using the LAC and those who were not assessed for all sites. Fifty of the 91 project 
children were assessed, and 41 were not. There were equal numbers of males and 
females included: 25 of each sex. The percentage of under 10 years of age for whom 
an LAC was completed (28 out of 51 or 55%) was close to that for those 10 years and 
older (22 out of 40 or 55%). At least one child in 21 of the 32 project families took part 
in this assessment. This included three of the 11 project families in Nain, six of the nine 
families on the Port au Port Peninsula, and all 12 project families in St. John's. 

Table 4.29 
Total Number of Children in Project Families at Time of Conference by Whether They Had an LAC 
Completed (N = 91) 

Male Female TOTAL 
AGE GROUP 

Yes LAC No LAC Yes LAC No LAC Yes LAC No LAC 

Under 1 year 0 0 0 1 0 1 

1 to 2 years I 6 2 1 2 7 4 

3 to 4 years I 5 4 2 4 7 8 

5to 9 years 8 4 6 6 14 10 

10 to 14 years 5 9 8 4 13 13 

15 + years 1 4 8 1 9 5 

TOTALS 25 23 25 18 50 41 
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4.7.3 Child Protection Services (CPS) and Community Comparison 
Groups 

The research design called for a pre- and post-assessment using the LAC with 
all children in the project. These were to be compared with pre- and post-assessments 
with samples of non-project children from two groups: (a) families being followed by 
Children's Protection Services and who did not have a family group conference (CPS 
group) and (b) families who were not involved with Children's Protection Services in 
each community (community group) . For the purposes of the CPS and community 
groups, the date of March 31, 1995 was picked to differentiate between pre- and post
administrations. This was the date when conferencing ceased in St. John's and on the 
Port au Port. 

The next table (Table 4.30) shows the total number of children who were 
assessed using the LAC by age group and sample. As can be seen in the table, the 
CPS group is the smallest since as reported above, most of the referrals for this sample 
could be obtained at only one site, the Port au Port Peninsula. Although it was hoped 
that we would get comparable numbers in each age group, and for each gender, as 
well as for each of the main sample groups (Project, CPS, Community), this proved 
impossible even in what was expected to be the easiest sample group, the community 
group, where we deliberately attempted to invite referrals for all age groups. Because 
of the low number of infant referrals the researchers sought community referrals from 
day-cares centres which accounts for the higher number in that comparison group. 

Table 4.30 
A dN b ~ges an urn ers 0 I ren. artlclpa mg m »y roup f Ch"ld P .. f . LAC b G 

I AGE II PROJECT I CPS II COMMuNI I Y LS 

Under 1 year 0 1 10 11 

1 to 2 years 7 5 16 28 

3 to 4 years 7 5 10 22 

5 to 9 years 14 8 13 35 

10 to 14 years 13 7 18 38 

15 + years 9 3 8 20 

TOTALS 50 29 75 154 

4.7.4 Who Filled Out the Looking After Children Assessments? 

The use of the LAC instruments required a major amount of preparation time to 
consult on the instruments, type and code them, and train the researchers in their use. 
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The administration time proved to be far in excess of what was hoped at the beginning. 
Filling out the instruments required multiple visits to the child's caretaker and multiple 
contacts to collateral sources. Such difficulties are evident in two researchers' 
recordings of their efforts to contact project mothers: 

I met with [the mother] a few weeks later - after showing up to her house for two 
appointments only to find her not home. I'm not sure if this is lack of interest, 
forgetfulness or what. In the meantime, I found that she was friendlier and less 
nervous this time around, although she still parted with information with great 
difficulty. We first went through the LAC's and grid forms. 

The whole month of September was very frustrating for me as I could not get 
any contact with [the mother] or her immediate family. Every time I called, [the 
mother] was either not at home or was too busy to see me. Then her phone was 
disconnected, so I went to her home a few times and left messages for her to 
call me. The children were usually at home with a babysitter. 

The response of a young person from the Nain project group may well indicate that 
some questions were not culturally appropriate: 

[The youth] was very shy and did not seem to care about anything. He did not 
speak much and would sometimes just shrug his shoulders when I asked him 
a question. He said he had no idea what he is good at, and no idea what he 
would like to do in the future. 

With a St. John's project family, a researcher reported that the length of the forms was 
problematic and that attempts to shorten the interview through using already available 
information only bred distrust: 

About half-way through the interview, the father became somewhat concerned 
about the number of forms I had brought with me for them to answer questions 
on, even though I had explained all of this at the onset and at that time he 
seemed fine with my explanation. He couldn't quite understand why the same 
ones had to be done again [for the post-conference assessment], and was 
suspicious about where I had obtained my information on the forms for which 
there was already information recorded (e.g., the plan list on the back of the 
Progress Report, parts of the Basic Facts Sheet). I told him that I had obtained 
the information from their file which was locked securely in a file cabinet in my 
locked office Downtown - and that only I had the key. I also explained that as 
soon as I left their home, I would be returning to the office to remove their names 
from any of the forms. I showed him that there was no possible way that 
anybody would know who they were. He seemed somewhat appeased by this, 
but not entirely certain. He wanted to then know how I got his phone number. I 
reminded him that I had access to their file and the number was in it. 
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Moreover, some of the questions were difficult for interviewees to comprehend, a 
problem compounded by the length of the forms. One researcher summed up in her 
Reflective Notes her experience filling out the LAC with a mother in the community 
group: 

When completing the forms, I did experience some difficulty. The Mom 
quit school at a young age due to the birth of her first child which caused 
some confusion in the questions. It was only the questions that were not 
clear and specific that we had trouble with. The Mom would look at me 
and say 'what does that mean?' I would then paraphrase and she would 
laugh and say 'Ohl' then answer the question. We both enjoyed filling out 
the forms and we completed them in one visit. It was long and tiring but 
we shared casual conversation and laughter throughout completing all 
the forms. She did not seem to get anything from the assessment and 
appeared uninterested in the questions, no thought was put into the 
answers. They were answered spontaneously. She informed me at the 
end that if she did not know me she would never complete this 
assessment with a stranger. I apologized and said I was 'sorry' and she 
laughed and said 'no problem.' Overall, it was enjoyable but the time it 
took was not impressing to her. 

Although the forms were generally found to be too long, families did not 
necessarily find the process offensive and some looked forward to the researcher's 
return visits. This appeared to be particularly the case on the Port au Port Peninsula. 
A case in point is recorded in a researcher's description of her interview with a CPS 
group family: 

All three children appear to be bright and very friendly. The girls were very 
outgoing as well as curious as they would continue to ask me questions about 
what I was doing, who I was, did I have any children, etc., and they would bring 
things (toys, books, etc.) over to show me and tell me about them. They were 
also very eager to answer any questions I would ask about them, and seemed 
to enjoy the attention. 

At this rural site, mothers often wished to confide in the researcher their personal 
difficulties. For instance, a mother from a comparison group confided about the abuse 
that she was suffering from her husband, and a mother from the other comparison 
group recounted her recent ''flashbacks'' of childhood abuse by a relative. At the other 
project sites, though, some family members appreciated the visits and the assistance 
that at times was provided. An example is a project family where the researcher went 
with the mother to seek additional food money from the Department of Social Services. 

Nevertheless, all of the researchers came to have either mixed or negative 
feelings about the instruments and their use in the study. Although able to easily form 
a warm rapport with families, one researcher found some questions objectionable and 
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'classist' in their assumptions and she would either not ask those questions or found 
she had to give elaborate explanations of the item before she could ask the caretaker, 
usually the mother. The researchers in Nain were the most adamant that the 
instruments were, on the whole, not appropriate for use with Inuit families. They felt 
embarrassed to ask such questions to family members. 

Our experience with the instruments can largely be explained by the fact that the 
majority of the instn.lments were filled out with the mothers of the children. In those 
instances where the forms were filled out by either a foster carer or by a teen, the 
experience confirmed that the instruments work better for children in care or who can 
speak for themselves. The instructions to the researchers included the following: "The 
person/s interviewed will vary by the age of the child and his/her living situation. With 
children under 10 years, complete the LAC with the main caregiver/s for the children . 
. . . For ages 10 through 14, interview separately the main caregiver/s and the young 
person; and for ages 15 through 17, interview the young person." The interviewers 
followed these instructions as carefully as they could, the main exceptions being for 
teens who did not want to answer the questions by themselves. 

Only one form was 'filled out per child at each assessment time although some 
children were re-assessed. The following tables (Tables 4.30 through 4.33) identify the 
number of administrations of the LAC for each of the three sample groups. In addition, 
the tables provide the number of administrations for each of the six age groups and the 
main person who was involved in filling out the instrument. In terms of LAC's with at 
least some usable information on them, a total of 189 were completed: 75 for the 
project group, 84 for the community group, and 30 for the CPS group. These included 
42 post-test LAC's which had matched pre-test LAC's. As the three tables show, 
mothers most commonly filled out the LAC for the younger children while the young 
people usually completed the LAC for themselves or with assistance. 

Table 4.31 
Project Families· LAC Done B~ (N. = 82) 

Done By Under 1 Y ,.. Years 3 - 4 Years 5 - 9 Years 
10 -14 15 Years 
Years Plus 

Mother 0 11 8 16 6 1 

Foster Carer 0 0 1 6 0 3 

Young Person 0 0 0 0 6 10 

Other 0 2 4 2 5 1 

TOTALS 0 13 13 24 17 15 

aSeven Instruments that were partially filled out had to be omItted for certaIn analyses from the project 
group leaving a final N of 75 (39 pre-tests, 36 post-tests). Of the 36 post-assessments, 26 were matched 
second assessments, nine were one-time only assessments and one youngster was assessed twice but 
both came after the family's conference. 
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Table 4.32 
Community Group. - LAC Assessment Done By (N = SSa) 

Done By U .nor 1 1 .? v~ :J 10 -14 15 Years .. Years Plus 

Mother 5 17 10 14 19 3 

Father 2 2 0 0 0 0 

Young Person 0 0 0 0 i 0 7 

Other 3 2 1 i 3 0 

TOTALS 10 ~ ?? In 

aFour Instruments were omitted from certain analyses leaving a usable N of 84 which consisted of 42 pre 
tests and 42 post tests. The post tests consisted of 12 youngsters who were matched to pre-tests and 
30 who had one-time only assessments. 

Table 4.33 
CPS Group - LACs Done By N= 33a

) 

'" A av, ~' Done By ~ Ius 

Mother 0 4 5 5 0 0 

Foster Carer 0 0 0 2 1 0 

Other 1 1 2 3 6 3 

TOTALS 1 5 7 10 7 3 

~ree Instruments were dropped from certaIn analyses because of missIng data leaving a usable N for 
this group of 30. This consists of 12 pre-tests and 18 post-tests. The 18 post-tests consist of 12 
youngsters whose assessments are matched with pre-assessments and 6 one-time only assessments. 

Examples of the various formats that LAC completion could take is illustrated by 
the researchers' reflective notes. Sometimes the mother was the primary respondent 
but with assistance from the father: 

Community group: While Mom and Interviewer completed the forms, Dad played with 
their one-year old daughter, and would now and again help 
answer some of the questions. This couple are proud of and 
enjoying their roles as parents which is still fairly new. 

In other cases the young people filled out their own forms: 

Project group: I went to the ... Group Home to complete LAC forms and Home 
Events with the oldest son .... He said the good thing about living 
at the Group Home is the food. 
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The young people often required or wanted assistance in answering the questions 
whether by caregivers or friends: 

CPS group: The two foster girls completed their own assessments with their 
foster mom sitting in to help with any questions the girls may be 
unsure of. 

Project group: The younger [developmentally delayed] daughter is living with a 
foster family which consists of three other teenaged girls. The map 
and grid were completed with foster mom as she felt that the 
young girl would not understand well enough to be able to 
complete it. The young girl did however answer many of the 
questions in the Basic Facts and LAC forms. 

Community group: On my first meeting with the young person, I suggested to her that 
we do the interview alone because of some of the questions it 
entailed and that it would probably be uncomfortable having 
someone else there. But she told me that it would make no 
difference to her whether or not her mother was present, so she 
was invited to sit in. This turned out to be okay as it gave me a 
clearer picture of the closeness and openness of the mom and 
daughter as I asked the questions. 

Community group: On my first visit to do this interview, myself, the young person and 
a friend of hers met together. The young person and her friend 
wanted to do the interviews together like they had for the pre-test. 

In another instance, the oldest child assisted the mother in filling out the forms for 
younger siblings: 

Project group: Completed some forms with [the mother] and [oldest daughter] ... 
. When I asked [the mother] what the baby ate, she answered, but 
then asked [her oldest daughter], because she said that [her 
daughter] usually feeds the baby. 

And at times it would appear that the parents would have benefited from more aid as 
in the case of a developmentally delayed couple: 

Project group: The interview was marked by confusion on both their parts and 
mine. They didn't always understand the questions, and 
sometimes no matter how many times I reworded and gave 
examples, their responses seemed to indicate that they hadn't 
[understood] what I meant. In this situation I was required to guess 
(or deduce) what they really meant based on the stories they told 
me or examples they gave. One question that really threw them 
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was from the LAC - "does the child deliberately hurt self'. The 
father said "oh yes all the time". I was sure this wasn't the case, so 
I reworded and explained that "deliberately" means "on purpose". 
He still maintained that yes, the child always hurt himself on 
purpose because "you know what youngsters are like, always 
getting into something." 

4.7.5 Tabulating Well-being Scores Using the LAC 

As indicated in its name, the intent of the instrument is to advance "looking after 
children" in such a manner as foster their development. In other words, the LAC was 
designed for assessment and planning, particularly for children in the care of the state, 
rather than for research purposes. The LAC documents in depth outcomes in important 
developmental areas for children; and as a consequence, the rich data provided are 
useful for guiding practice and policy but cumbersome to reduce for quantitative 
analysis and comparison. To assess with sensitivity children's development as they 
mature, the LAC has separate forms for six different age groups. From a data analysis 
perspective, however, these separate forms fragment the data and reduce sample 
sizes. As children enter a new age group, a different form must be administered and, 
thus, pre and post comparisons are impeded. Moreover, as discussed below, the 
number of developmental areas and number of items vary depending on the age group 
and the questions yield mainly nominal and ordinal data; the result is yet to further 
confound comparison across ages. 

In order to manage the extensive and intricate data, two main strategies have 
been adopted in this chapter: 

(1) calculating summary scores of well-being for groups of children; and 

(2) reporting well-being findings for individual children. 

Although fraught with measurement issues, the first strategy permits comparison of 
progress across groups to gain a wider view while the second strategy balances these 
global estimates with a closer look at the changes for individual children. In addition, 
the findings are checked against those from the Case Events instruments reported 
earlier in this chapter. In our opinion, these combined approaches provide some useful 
insights into the effects of conferencing and more generally about outcomes for children 
under the auspices of child welfare. To understand, though, the course of 
developments for individual children and their families, we recommend qualitative 
analysis that integrates the information from a number of sources. This strategy has 
been used in the next chapter in various case examples. 

To generate estimates of well-being, the approach used by Nutter (1997) served 
as a reference although some modifications are noted. Summary measures were 
generated by using only the measures of progress at the end of each section in the 
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LAC (Health, Education, etc.). This was done by simply weighting the item according 
to its rank. For example. at the end of the Health section for the age 3 - 4 group the 'first 
item is: "The child is normally well. The forced choice responses are (in order): 
"Normally well"; "Sometimes ill"; "Often ill"; "Frequently ill". Each response has an 
explanatory note to aid rating. The items were scored Normally well = one; Sometimes 
ill = 2; Often ill = 3; and Frequently ill = 4. The answer for the item is summed with 
those for the other items in the Health Section to produce a Health sub-score. The 
sums of each of the sections (Health, Identity, etc.) were aggregated to create a Total 
Well-being Score (Outcome). These scores make it possible to compare the 
youngster's development with those of other youngsters in the same age category. By 
contrast to the approach used by Nutter (1997). lower scores are associated with 
greater well-being and higher scores are associated with the absence of indicators of 
well-being. 

Some items required altering in order to produce a rank order. For example, item 
two in the Health Section for the 10 - 14 age group says: "The young person's weight 
is within normal limits for his/her height." The possible answers are "Seriously 
underweight"; "Within Normal Limits"; "Seriously overweight." 'Within Normal Limits" 
was weighted as one while both the other items were weighted as three. 

The lowest and highest possible scores for a section and for Total Well-being 
differ among age groups; hence, any attempt to establish a normative well-being must 
take that into account. The differences in the number of items between certain age 
groups (i.e., different number of questions in the same section for different age groups), 
and the differences in the number of sub-categories (e.g., the younger age groups do 
not have a section titled "Self-care Skills") make it impossible to render a Total Well
being score for a child that is comparable across the age-categories without 
standardizing the scores. 

The following Table 4.34 shows the minimum and maximum possible Total Well 
Being Score and minimum and maximum scores for each of the sections of the 
instrument for each age grouping. In general, the possible Total Well-being scores rise 
with age although this is not the case for all separate developmental areas (e.g., 
education). 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 139 



Table 4.34 
Total Possible Well Being and Devel ....... I1!:1',ital Area Scores on LAC by Age Group 

AGE GROUPING 

AREA Under 1 to 2 3 t04 5 to 9 10 to 14 
1 Yr. Yrs. Yrs. Yrs. Yrs. 

15 + 

Min 6 5 6 5 6 6 
Health 

Max 22 19 22 19 23 23 

Min 5 4 5 3 4 4 
Education 

Max 18 15 19 12 14 14 

Min 2 3 4 4 4 4 
Identity 

Max 8 12 14 12 14 14 

Family & Social Min 3 2 4 5 6 6 

Relationships Max 10 13 14 18 22 22 

Min 1 1 2 3 3 3 
Social Presentation 

Max 4 4 8 12 12 12 

Emotional & Behavioural Min 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Development Max 8 8 7 7 7 7 

Min 1 1 1 1 
Self Care Skills 

Max 4 3 3 3 

Total Possible Well Being Min 19 17 24 23 25 25 
Score Max 70 71 88 83 95 

4.7.5 Pre and Post Administrations of the LAC 

For the purpose of evaluating outcomes, the pre- and post-administrations of the 
LAC are compared. This section examines the scores for all children in the three 
groups, and the next section focuses on only those children who had a pre-test 
matched with a post-test. 

The following three tables summarize descriptive statistics for the pre- and post
assessments by age group for all children from the three samples (Project in Table 
4.33, Community in Table 4.36, and CPS in Table 4.37). The findings should be 
weighed cautiously because of the small samples in each age group. They should not 
be used for comparing pre- and post-test administrations within a group because ofthe 
inclusion of children who did not have matched LAC's. These figures are used here 
instead for comparing the scores from the three different groups. 
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As would be expected, the community group children had lower and, thus, better 
Total Well-being scores than either of their counterparts involved with child welfare. 
This was the case for all age groups whatever the test period. Leaving aside the CPS 
group with particularly small samples, the variability in scores for the community group 
was far less than that for the project group during the pre-test and post-test, although 
both groups evinced variability among the post-test older adolescents. A comparison 
ofthe Project and CPS groups shows that the two sets of children had relatively similar 
scores for most age groups during the pre- and post-tests. 

The numbers in this table do not match up exactly with the numbers of LACs 
administered (see Table 2.2 in Chapter Two) because certain cased are omitted 
because of missing data on individual items. 

Table 4.35 
Descriptive Statistics on Pre and Post Project LAC Total Well-being Scores (Outcome) by age (N 

34 6 32.33 29 2545 

5-9 10 14C 27.9 28.21 20-36 

10-14 13 39.77 41 3148 

15+· 4 34 38.56 2341 

"Contains 4 children matched with Pre-tests one unmatched child. 
bContains 4 children matched with Pre-tests and one unmatched child. 

22-35 7.37 5.61 

6.03 5.82 

32-56 4.44 13.08 

27-53 8.08 7.5 

"Contains 9 children matched with Pre-tests two of whom are matched in age group 3 - 4, one child who was 
assessed twice but both assessments were after the conference, and 3 other unmatched children. 
dAll three children are matched with Pre-tests. 
·One pre and one post assessment are omitted from this analysis because Total Well Being Score could not be 
calculated owing to missing data on some items. 
(Contains six children who are matched with Pre-tests, four of whom are matched in age group 10 - 14, and 3 
unmatched children. 

The following table (Table 4.36) summarizes the pre and post community LAC 
Total Well-being scores by age grouping. The numbers in this table do not match up 
exactly with the numbers of LACs administered (see Table 2.3 in Chapter Two) 
because certain cased are omitted because of missing data on individual items. 
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Table 4.36 
Descriptive Statistics on Pre and Post Community LAC Total Well-being Scores (Outcome) by Age 

.M Pre .M Post X Pre X Post 
MiniMax 

Under 1 6 4 17.8 1 0 

1-2 10 11a 17.9 19 14-26 

3-4 5 6b 24.8 27 20-28 

5-9 11 3c 21.8 23.67 17-25 

10-14 7d 13e* 

15+f 3 59 

Totals 42 42 

alncludes five that are matched to age group under one year 
blncludes one case that is matched. 
clncludes one case that is matched. 
dOne case is omitted from these calculations due to missing data. 

MiniMax .s.o Pre .s.o Post 

17-19 0.82 

18-24 3.25 1.79 

24-30 3.03 2 

22-25 2.6 1.53 

1.38 2.88 

elncludes two matched cases and one more that is matched to age group five - nine and one case is 
excluded because of missing data. 
r-rwo cases are omitted (one each from Pre and Post) because of missing data. 
90ne case is matched to the age group 10 - 14. 

Table 4.37 
Descriptive Statistics on Pre and Post CPS Group LAC Total Well-being Scores (Outcome) by Age 

.M Pre .M Post X Pre X Post 
MiniMax MiniMax .s.o Pre .s.o Post 

Pre Post 

Under 1 NA 1 NA NA NA 20 NA NA 

1-2 2 3 24 21 23-25 18-26 1.41 4.36 

3-4 2 5" 28 28.4 26-30 26-35 2.83 3.72 

5-9 2 5b 25 29.6 25 26-34 0 3.78 

10-14 5 2 39.6 37 29-61 36-38 13.56 1.41 

15+ 1 2 NA 36.5 38 31-42 NA 7.78 

12 18 
two matched cases with one from the 1 - 2 age group. 

bContains two matched cases with one from the 3 - 4 age group. Three cases were dropped from this 
analysis because of missing data. 
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4.7.6 Matched Pre and Post Looking After Children Assessments 

In order to assess the effects of the conference, next the scores for children with 
both a pre- and post-LAC are compared within the project group and then between the 
project group and the two comparison groups. The following table (Table 4.36) shows 
the number of these assessments where a match was made between the assessment 
of a child at the beginning of the project and a follow-up with that same child. The 
project group had the greatest number of children with pre- and post-test LAC's and the 
CPS group had the fewest. The 26 project children with matched LAC's represent 
under one-third of the 90 project children and, thus, the findings need to be approached 
with caution. In terms of age, the matched-LAC sample includes all age groups except 
for the under one year, but this was the project group with only one child at the time of 
the conference (see Table 4.27). From Table 4.39, the fifteen and over group would 
appear to be the second least represented age bracket, but this is offset by the fact that 
four fourteen-year olds entered the oldest age bracket at the time of the post-test. 

Table 4.38 
N b f Ch"ld urn ero I ren WI "th P t LAC M t h b G re-pos aces)y rou p 

AGE GROUP PROJECT COMMUNITY CPS TOTALS 

Under one year 0 2 0 2 

One to two years 4 3 1 8 

Three to four years 6 1 2 9 

Five to nine years 7 1 1 9 

Ten to fourteen years 7 4 0 11 

Fifteen and over 2 1 0 3 

TOTALS 26 12 4 42 

Twelve of the children/young people represented in the 42 matched 
assessments, straddled age groupings between their first and second assessments. 
These included two project youngsters who were four at the first assessment and five 
at the second time, and as noted earlier, four who turned fifteen years of age. One 
project youngster in the 5 - 9 year group was assessed twice but both were after the 
family group conference. This youngster is excluded from the 'matched pairs'. Two 
youngsters from the child welfare comparison group also straddled age groups: One 
two-year old turned three and a four-year old turned five. Likewise, in the community 
comparison group two children turned two, a nine-year old turned ten, and a fourteen
year old turned fifteen, thereby placing them in the next highest age-grouping for 
comparison. As discussed further below, some of these changes complicates 
aggregate comparison of the data since the number of sections and the number of 
questions in sections changes in some age categories in order to take account of the 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 143 



needs of the developing child. For the purposes of counting the number of individual 
children in an age grouping (e.g., in Tables 4.34. 4.36, 4.37), the child/young person 
is counted in the lower age grouping but when counting the number of administrations 
of the LAC by age group, the individual is counted twice. 

4.7.6.1 Dates in Administration of Matched Pairs 

Because the time period between the pre- and post-tests could affect the scores, 
the differences are examined for each group. The following table (Table 4.39) shows 
the number of months between first and second administration of the LAC for the 
matched pairs in the three sample groups. On average, the CPS group had the fewest 
months between administrations (X = 10.25) and the community group had the greatest 
number (X = 15.5). In making comparisons, a few administrations were quite close for 
the CPS group and the project group, but both their medians fall at the one-year period. 

Table 4.39 
Months From Pre-test to Post-Test in Matched LAC Pairs for Project (n=26), Child 
Protection Services n=4 and Communi n=12 

Sam Ie Grou Min Max Mdn 

Project 6 12 4.3 

CPS 4 4 13 12 4.27 

Communi 12 12 19 16 12 & 19 2.94 
aOates of administration for one pre-test and one post-test of different (non-matched) 
youngsters are miSSing both from the same site. The missing pre-test is for one youngster in 
the age 1-2 group, and the missing post-test is for a youngster in the age 5-9 group. 

No discernable relationships were found between Total Well Being Score and 
the number of months that had elapsed between the pre and post administrations of 
the LAC. This finding fits with the researchers' impressions that if things did not start 
getting better soon after the conference for a child or a family, they were unlikely to 
then improve without another conference taking place. Conversely, if positive 
developments occurred right away and goals were achieved, the gains were more likely 
to persist into the follow-up no matter how long in-between. 

4.7.6.2 Changes in Matched Pairs 

The following table (Table 4.40) shows the standardized pre and post Total Well 
Being scores from the LAC individual Project children who had matched pre and post
LAC assessments. The table also gives an indication of the change from pre to post, 
expressed as a percentage (% of Change Score). The percentage of Change Score is 
calculated as the difference of the pre- and post-test scores divided by the pre-test 
score and, thus, permits comparison across age groups with their different possible 
Total Well Being scores. The table then summarizes the other measures of change that 
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have been discussed previously in this chapter. These include the Total Child 
Protection Events (TCPE) scores for the year before the family's conference (Year 
One) and for the year after the conference (Year Two); the family's Home Events (HE) 
Abuse Score and Change Score. Finally, the table indicates whether the family is one 
in which there was substantiated abuse, as evidenced from the review of the child 
welfare and police 1ile reviews and from selected items on the Home Events Measure, 
during either the year before the conference or during the year after. A 'yes' answer 
beside a Person # does not mean that particular child was abused. It means that abuse 
was confirmed to have occurred in the family. This section discusses the changes in 
LAC's from pre to post periods; the review of the Case Events findings in relation to the 
LAC's is delayed until section 4.7.8 after the LAC's have first been considered on their 
own. 

Three things need to be noted about the table. First, certain scores in the list of 
pre and post matched scores have placed by them a letter in superscript. These 
indicate that the score was calculated despite some questions not being answered in 
the scale; in other words, there are missing values which would affect the total score 
by at least one point. The two post-tests that are indicated with the letter "c" result in 
the amount of positive change in these two assessments being greater than they 
actually are. The five items indicated with a I'd" result in the amount of negative change 
from pre to post appearing to be greater than it should be which is explainable in each 
case by pre-tests that are lower than they would be if all items were filled in. The item 
indicated with a "e" shows that the post-test under estimates the amount of negative 
change for this young person. Finally, the youngster with an ''f' beside both the pre- and 
post-tests is under estimated on both counts but would still tilt in the balance of positive 
change having occurred. Taking into account all of these cases with missing data, the 
balance is slightly towards overestimating the amount of negative change during the 
post-period for project children. 

Secondly, the post-test scores that are enclosed in parentheses 0 show those 
children and young people whose post-tests occurred in the next oldest age group. Two 
four year aids turned five between their pre and post assessments and four of the 
young people who were 14 years of age at the time of their pre assessments turned 15 
by the time their post assessment occurred. This movement into a higher age bracket 
does not affect the scores as a whole for the four young people since the same items 
on measures of progress are asked whether they are in the 10-14 years and 15+ years 
groups (the differences in forms would be in the series of questions leading up to the 
measures of progress). Such is not the case for the two four year aids on graduating 
to the 5-9 years form whose items differ to some extent in both content (especially in 
the area of education but only to a limited degree in other areas) and number. As a 
consequence of the latter difference, their possible minimum and maximum scores for 
individual developmental areas and for Total Well-being declined to some extent and, 
thus, tilt the analysis toward a finding of progress. If only numbers are considered, the 
impact on the Total Well-being score, nevertheless, should be slight for two reasons. 
First, the two age groups' minimum scores have a difference of one point and the 
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maximum scores have a difference of five points (see Table 4.34). Second, one of 
these children with a lid" by its pre-LAC score is skewed toward a negative finding and 
this is balanced out by the lower post-LAC score rendered by moving into the 5-9 years 
group. 

Finally, the effect of post-testing should be noted. Especially at one site, the 
research participants said they liked chatting with the researcher and looked forward 
to her visits. While the LAC proved to be onerous to administer, it should also be noted 
that some participants were more candid in admitting to problems, or deficits, with their 
child on this instrument than they had been initially. Hence, one should be cautious and 
take only large increases or decreases in Total Well-being scores as evidence of 
change. Smaller changes in a negative direction are quite possibly related to comfort 
with the researcher and greater openness. The instrument quite clearly lends itself to 
relationship building if its use is paced for comfort and reflection. 

Moving now to the findings, the percentage of Total Well-being change scores 
from the pre- to the post-test reveal that out of the 26 project children with matched 
LAC's: 16 progressed, nine regressed, and one remained constant. This can be 
discemed despite some missing data for sub-area questions. 
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Table 4.40 
Project Group Children: Total Well-Being Scores - Raw Score and % of Change in Matched LAC Scores from 
Pre to Post with Family's TCPE and HE Scores and Substantiated Abuse (N = 26 Matched Pairs) 

Pre Post 0/0 of TCPE Family's Family' Substantiated 
LAC LAC Abuse2 

Age Person Well Well Change HE sHE 
Group2 ID 

Being Being Score Year Year Abuse Change Year Year 
Score Score (LAC) One Two Score Score One Two 

a 32.39 26.76 17.38 1 2 0 0 No No 

1-2 b 25.35d 30.99 -22.3 5 0 0 0 Yes No 

Yrs. c 36.62 26.76 26.92 11 15 114 87 Yes Yes 

d 28.17 26.76 5.01 18 2 50 48 Yes No 

e 51.14 38.64 24.44 10 7 154 27 Yes Yes 

f 31.82 32.95 -3.55 9 1 22 18 Yes No 

3-4 g 32.95 25 24.13 7 0 4 12 Yes No 

Yrs. h 28.41 28.4 0 0 0 0 0 No No 

I 34.09d -42.2 -23.7 5 4 76 -10 Yes Yes 

j 42.05 -37.4 11.18 1 2 0 0 No No 

k 43.37 37.35 13.88 10 7 154 27 Yes Yes 

I 38.55 28.92 24.98 11 15 114 87 Yes Yes 

m 43.37 38.55 11.11 1 2 0 0 No No 

5-9 
n 38.55 37.35 3.11 11 15 114 87 Yes Yes Yrs. 

0 36.14d 43.37 -20 5 4 76 -10 Yes Yes 

p 25.30d 37.35 -47.6 18 2 50 48 Yes No 

q .1 26.51 -10 14 18 78 29 Yes Yes 

r 42.11 33.68c 20.02 11 15 114 87 Yes Yes 

s 5O.53d 58.95 -16.7 5 4 76 -10 Yes Yes 

t 43.16 -41.1 4.89 5 4 76 -10 Yes Yes 

10 -14 u 37.89 (41.05)8 -8.34 11 15 114 87 Yes Yes Yrs. 

v 42.21 36.84 12.52 10 7 124 71 Yes Yes 

w 44.21 (37.89)C 14.3 7 0 4 12 Yes No 

x 45.26 -55.8 -23.3 8 8 184 -38 Yes Yes 

15+ y 43.16 35.79 17.08 8 8 184 -38 Yes Yes 

Yrs. z 41.051 28.4i 30.77 6 7 22 18 Yes Yes 

2Determlned from anyone of the three sources: child protection, police, home events. 
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The following two tables show the Total Well Being Scores for individual children 
with matched pre and post LAC assessments by age group and the percent of change 
score for the community group (Table 4.41) and the CPS group (Table 4.42). Items 
marked with an asterisk (*) have at least one missing item from the calculation of the 
score and are therefore lower than they should be by at least a score of one. And 
numbers in parentheses were administered using the instrument from the next oldest 
age group. The missing data should somewhat tilt the Community group toward 
negative change but to no greater degree than the Project group. The mix of missing 
data and change in age group should balance out the CPS group findings. 

As true of the Project group, the children in the two comparison groups evinced 
change from the pre to the post-test. Unlike the Project group, greater proportions fell 
back than advanced in their development. Out of the 12 Community group children, 
four progressed, five regressed, and three held still; out ofthe four CPS group children, 
one progressed and three regressed. 

Table 4.41 
Community Group Children: Changes in Matched LAC Scores from Pre to Post by Age Group (N 
= 12) 

Age Person 10 Community Pre Well Community Post Well Percent of Change Score Group Being Score Being Score 

a 28.57 -26.76 6.34 
Under 1 

b 24.29* -26.76 -10.17 

c 36.62 33.8 7.7 
1-2 d 25.35 25.35 0 Yrs. 

e 25.35 25.35 0 

3·4 f 31.82 31.82 0 Yrs. 

5-9 g 20.48* -32.63 -59.33 

Yrs. h 27.71 26.51 4.33 

1 28.42* -35.79 -25.93 
10 -14 j 29.47 30.53 -3.6 Yrs. 

k 27.37 34.74 -26.93 

15+ Yrs. I 25.26* 13.68* 45.84 

Person 'g' having serious medical problems at the post-test time 
Person 'j' having some problems with weight and not finding school challenging enough 
at post-test 
Person 'k' experiencing serious social skills deficits which had become worse by the 
post-test 
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Person 'I' while there were multiple missing items from each testing time, improvement 
was noted in Education for this young person. This case was omitted from total 
calculations but was used to compute area scores where data were filled in. 

Table 4.42 
CPS Grou Children: Chan es in Matched LAC Scores from Pre to Post b 

Age Group 

Under 1 

1 2 Yrs. 

3 - 4 Yrs. 

5 - 9 Yrs. 

10 - 14 Yrs. 

15+ Yrs. 

Person 10 CPS Pre Well 
Being Score 

CPS PostWeH 
Being Score 

Percent of Change 
Score 

~--~-~~-. -----.. -~-----.,-. -----------, 
! .~;Sy;:.\. '~v.!\ l '''V,::Z· . ~ 
~~~~~ 

a 32.39 -39.77 -22.79 

b 30.68 29.55 3.68 

c 34.09 -34.94 -2.49 

d 30.12* 39.76 -32.01 

Person 'a' this child showed serious deterioration between testing times in capacity to 
thrive, communicate and in connections to family 
Person 'd' despite missing items in the pre-test, deterioration in other areas (e.g., social 
skills, family) was noted 

Table 4.43 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the percentages of change 
for all three groups. The outcome scores were first standardized by dividing the score 
by the maximum possible score for a particular age group. Compared with the 
community and CPS groups, the project group had the greatest proportion of children 
who progressed, the largest mean percentage of positive change, and a slightly smaller 
mean percentage of negative change than the community group and similar mean 
percentage of negative change to the CPS group. More children in the community 
group had scores that did not change from the pre to the post assessment. These 
findings on change need to be placed within the context of the children's Total Well
Being Scores. Compared with the project and CPS groups, the community group 
overall started with better scores and held onto to their better scores, and therefore the 
community children presumably had less room for growth. Nevertheless, the community 
children had a greater proportion of cases of negative change as compared with the 
project children but not with the CPS children. Although scanty, the data suggest that 
after the conference, the project children progressed at a faster rate than their 
community and CPS counterparts but not to such as an extent as to overtake the 
community children. 
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Table 4.43 
Comparison of Percentages of Change in Matched LAC Scores from Pre to Post for 
P . t C 't d CPS G rOJec, ommunHY, an roups 

GROUP Direction of f MEAN MIN MAX so. 
Change 

Project + 16 16.36 3.11 30.77 8.36 

- 9 -19.49 -3.55 -47.63 12.79 

0 1 - - - -
Community +a 3 6.12 4.33 7.7 1.7 

- 5 -25.19 -3.6 -59.33 21.57 

0 3 - - - -

CPS + 1 - - - -

- 3 -19.1 -2.49 -32.01 15.1 

0 0 - - - -
aOne case IS omitted - a 15+ year old with multiple missing items on both tests. 

4.7.6.3 Changes in LAC Area Scores of Matched Youngsters 

Next we compare the change for the children in each of the developmental areas 
examined by the LAC. The following tables (Tables 4.44 - 4.46) show the changes in 
the Area Scores of the LAC for Project, CPS and Community children respectively. 
Again, the numbers vary because of missing data in some sections. To present this 
information a new variable Area Change Score (ACS) was calculated by first 
standardizing the pre and post Area Scores. This was done by dividing the score for 
an area (e.g., Health) by the maximum possible score in the age group for that area 
(see Table 4.34) and then subtracting the standardized post-Area Score from the 
standardized pre-Area Score for each of the matched pairs. This allows for comparison 
across age groups. A positive ACS would represent a progression in development, a 
negative ACS would represent a regression. and a zero for the ACS would represent 
no change. The larger the ACS, the greater is the amount of change with the possible 
change running from 0 up to around +.75 (for positive change) and around -.75 (for 
negative change) with some differences in the highest possible score (in either 
direction) because of the differences in the number of questions in a particular area 
across age groups. By taking this approach, we are presenting a conservative 
representation of the changes between pre- and post Area Scores and any error would 
be in the direction of eliminating wide fluctuations in the estimate of change. For the 
analysis, simple frequencies were then tabulated along with measures of central 
tendency. 
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Table 4.44 
LAC Area Change Scores {Standardizedl for Matched Project Children 

Area Score Direction of Change l f MEAN MIN MAX SO 

+ 6 0.0481 0.04348 0.0526 0.01 

Health - 7 -0.10387 -5263 -0.2174 0.066 

No Change 9 - - -
+ 10 0.21227 0.05263 0.52632 0.1575 

Education - 10 -0.15714 -0.0714 -0.3571 0.1036 
! 

No Change 6 - - - -
+ 11 0.19589 0.07143 0.41667 0.1012 

Identity - 7 -0.0952 -0.0714 -0.1667 0.041 

I No Change 6 - - - -
+ 13 0.1128 0.04545 0.36364 0.091 

Family & Social - 7 -0.0682 -0.0556 -0.091 0.014 Relationships 

No Change 6 - - - -
+ 6 0.25 0.08333 0.5 0.1581 

Social 8 -0.1667 -0.0833 -0.5 0.1477 Presentation -
No Change 11 - - - -

Emotional & + 7 0.2372 0.125 0.57143 0.1844 

Behavioural 
5 -0.1929 -0.14286 -0.2857 0.07 

Development -
No Change 3 - - - -

+ 5 0.3167 0.25 0.3333 0.037 

Self-care Skills - 1 - - - -
No Change 10 - - - -

When the proportions of positive, negative, and no change are compared, it 
appears that the greatest progress was made in the areas of Identity, Family & Social 
Relationships, and Emotional & Behavioural Development (see Table 4.47). More 
interesting is to examine the area change scores with the two comparison groups. The 
Family and Social Relationships area showed the highest ACS mean, the least 
negative change, and the most positive change for project children than for either of the 
other two groups. 

One should bear in mind that there were more teens in the project sample than 
in the other two. In the Education Area Score, negative change, when it occurred was 
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almost exclusively for teens (n = 6) and in the 5 - 9 year old group (n = 2) but positive 
change was distributed throughout all the age groups represented. This area showed 
the greatest negative change for an individual and the highest positive change for an 
individual as compared with the community and CPS children. In the Emotional & 
Behavioural Development Area, negative change when it occurred was spread across 
the age groups but positive changes (n = 11) were registered only in the 1 - 2, 3 - 4, 
and 5 - 9 age groups. None of the teens (n=4) had scores that moved in a positive 
direction from the pre to the post assessment. Three children's scores did not change. 
In the Family and Social Relationships Area, seven children evidenced no change and 
they were spread across age groups. The children who changed in a negative direction 
were over represented in the lower age groups with one in the 1 - 2 group, two in the 
3 - 4 group and three in the 5 - 9 group. The other 13 children all changed in a positive 
direction and are represented across age groups. Nine children had no change in their 
Health Scores but six got worse. Three of these children were in the 5 - 9 age group 
and three were in the 10 -14 group. Positive changes were spread across age groups. 
No discernable patterns were evident in the Identity Area Scores where both negative 
and positive changes were spread across age groups. Ten of the 16 children whose 
Self-care Skills Area Scores were usable, did not change from pre to post. Only one 
child registered negative change (a 5 - 9 year old) and five children improved, three of 
whom were in the 5 - 9 group. No 15+ year olds filled out this section well enough for 
it to be used. The Social Presentation Area scores were interesting in that of the six 
children whose scores improved, three of them were in the 1 - 2 year age group while 
two were 5 - 9 and one was 15+. Eight children's scores worsened. Four of these 
children were in the 10 - 14 age group and three were between 5 and 9 years of age. 
One was 3 - 4 years of age. 

The next table (4.45) shows the ACS for the matched Community children. 

As shown in earlier in Tables 4.40 and 4.41, for the most part, these community 
children were assessed as having fewer deficits than their project counterparts, hence, 
the lower Means overall. Interestingly, deterioration between the pre- and post-tests are 
registered, overall, in the areas of Identity, Family & Social Relationships and Self-care 
Skills. While it was tempting to attribute the positive changes in the Project Children's 
Area Change Scores to the Family Group intervention, an examination of the 
community children's scores begs the question of why some deteriorated. The most 
likely answers are that this instrument is sensitive to large scale changes in 
development and that in "normal" families some variation is registered, in this case 
particularly for teens. Too, the sample is small and not random. For the most part 
community children's scores started out positive and remained so. Educational 
improvements were noted for four children under the age of four, but the older groups 
were split between improvement and negative change: one 5 - 9 year old deteriorated 
and one improved and one 10- 14 year old got worse and one 15+ year old improved. 
In the Emotional and Behavioural Development area, six children under nine years of 
age stayed the same (they had positive scores to begin with) and three children's 
scores became worse. This included one child in the 5 - 9 age group and two in the 10 
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-14 group. One child in this latter age group improved. In the Family & Social 
Relationships area, 8 children showed no change and three got worse. The latter 
children included two children in the under one age group and one child in the 5 - 9 age 
group. In the Health area, only one child's scores became worse between the pre- and 
post-test and that child was in the 10 - 14 age group. Four children stayed the same 
and four improved including the two children under the age of one at the time of the first 
testing. In the Identity area, the two children who were under one year of age at the 
time of the pre test also showed more negative scores by the post test as did three 
other children: a 3 - 4 year old, a 5 -9 year old and a 10 - 14 year old. Five children 
showed no change and one child in the 10- 14 age group improved. Only five children 
had completed Self-care Skills sections so Eta was not computed. Three children 
showed no change and one 3 -4 year old and one 5 - 9 year old became worse. In the 
Social Presentation section, eight children showed no change, one 10 - 14 year old 
became worse and two children improved. The latter included one 5 - 9 year old and 
one 10 - 14 year old. 
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Table 4.45 
LAC Area Change Scores (Standardized) for Matched Community Children 

Area Score Direction of Change f MEAN MIN MAX .so 
+ I 4 0.0472 0.04545 0.0526 0 

Health - 1 - - - -
No Change 4 - - -

+ 6 0.0761 0.05263 0.14286 0.061 

Education - 2 -0.1845 -0.0833 -0.2857 0.1431 

No Change 3 - - - -

+ 1 - - - -

Identity 5 
-0.1285 

-0.0714 -0.25 0.073 - 7 

No Change 5 - - - -
+ 0 - - - -

Family & Social - 3 -0.0852 -0.0556 -0.1 0.026 Relationships 

No Change 8 - - - -
+ 2 0.125 0.08333 0.16667 0.059 

Social Presentation - 1 - - - -
No Change 8 - - -

Emotional & + 1 - - - -
Behavioural 

3 -0.1429 -0.1429 -0.1429 0 Development -
No Change 6 - - - -

+ 0 - - - -
Self-care Skills - 2 -0.2917 -0.25 -0.3333 -0.06 

No Change 3 - - - -

The next table {Table 4.46} shows the ACS for the matched CPS group children. 
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Table 4.46 
LAC Area Change Scores (Standardized) for Matched CPS Children 

Area Score Direction of Change f MEAN MIN MAX .so. 
+ 0 - - - -

Health - 3 -0.10526 -0.0526 -0.1579 0.053 

No Change 1 - - - -

+ 2 0.13597 0.10526 0.1666 0.043 7 
Education 2 -0.20833 -0.0833 -0.3333 0.1768 -

No Change 0 - - - -
+ 1 - - - -

Identity - 3 -0.16269 -0.0714 -0.3333 0.1479 

No Change 0 - - - -
+ 0 - - - -

Family & Social - 3 -0.0794 -0.0556 -0.1111 0.029 Relationships 
No Change 2 - - - -

+ 1 - - - -
Social 1 Presentation - - - - -

No Change 2 - - - -
+ 2 0.3482 0.125 0.5714 0.3157 Emotional & 3 

Behavioural 
Development - 0 - - - -

No Change 1 - - - -
+ 0 - - - -

Self-care Skills - 2 -0.4583 -0.25 -0.6667 0.2946 

= 
No Change 1 - - - -

Although the data are scant, they suggest that the Project children made more 
gains relative to those achieved by the Community children. Table 4.45 shows that the 
Project Group made progress relative to the Community Group in five areas: Identity, 
Family & Social Relationships, Social Presentation, Emotional & Behavioural 
Development, and Self-Care Skills. They made fewer gains relative to the Community 
Group in two areas: Health and Education. It should be remembered, however, that the 
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Project children had a lot of "catch up" still needed to attain the levels of development 
of the Community children. 

Table 4.47 
Looking After Children Area Change Frequencies for 26 Project Children and 12 Community 
Children with Pre- and Post-Test Scores 

AREA SCORE DIRECTION OF CHANGE PROJECT COMMUNITY 

f % f % 

+ 6 0.27 4 0.44 

Health - 7 0.32 1 0.11 

No Change 9 0.41 4 0.44 

+ 10 0.38 6 0.55 

Education - 10 0.38 2 0.18 

No Change 6 0.23 3 0.27 

+ 11 0.46 1 0.09 

Identity - 7 0.29 5 0.45 

No Change 6 0.25 5 0.45 

+ 13 0.5 0 0 

Family & Social - 7 0.27 3 0.27 Relationships 

No Change 6 0.23 8 0.73 

+ 6 0.24 2 0.18 

Social 
8 0.32 1 0.09 Presentation -

No Change 11 0.44 8 0.73 

Emotional & + 7 0.47 1 0.1 

Behavioural 
5 0.33 3 0.3 Development -

No Change 3 0.2 6 0.6 

+ 5 0 0 0 

Self-care Skills - 1 0.06 2 0.4 

No Change 10 0.63 3 0.6 

t!ate. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. The number of children per 
area varies because of missing data and because the area of self-care skills was not applied to children 
under 3 years. 
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4.7.7 Comparison Between the All Project Children's Area Scores and All 
CPS and Community Children's Area Scores 

A closer look at the areas in which the young people in the Project differed, or 
did not, from their CPS and community group counterparts can be seen in the following 
tables (Table 4.46 through Table 4.52). Because the following tables do not contain 
children with matched LAC only, the pre and post scores for each group do not lend 
themselves to understanding change that occurred from pre to post period. The data 
do make it possible to compare the pre-tests for the three groups and the post-tests for 
the three groups. 

The first table (Table 4.46) shows the aggregated and unstandardized Health 
scores for pre and post project children ('matched' and 'unmatched' LAC's both 
included) compared with the means for CPS and community groups. Interestingly, this 
is the single table where the discrepancy between children being followed by child 
welfare (project and CPS groups) and the community group does not grow visibly wider 
in favour of the community children as age-grouping increases despite the somewhat 
higher scores for the CPS group children in the two older age levels. It may point to the 
candour of young people in all three groups in self-reporting some of their own risky 
behaviours (smoking, alcohol use and diet) since the involvement of young people in 
filling out their own forms is greater in the two older age groupings. It is also tempting 
to point to the possibility that the generally more even scores in Health are an artifact 
of (still) universal health care benefits to Canadian children, but the numbers in the 
sample are quite small to do anything other than point future researchers to this 
pattern. 
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Table 4.48 
Looki After Children Well-Bei Scores for Health 

Age Pre Mean: Post Mean: Pre Mean: Post Mean: 
Group Project Project CPS CPS 

Under 1 

1 -2 
Yrs. 

3-4 
Yrs. 

5-9 
Yrs. 

10 - 14 
Yrs. 

15 + Yrs 

___ ~ ____ ~ ~_~_~ __ ~_""",,,.¥N~_N_ ~~ ~~_""".~""",«~_~ ~ ~,,~ ~." .. 

~~i; 'i);, ~t~ '~f-': 
, -_______ ~~ ______ n_~_ .. ____ _ 

5.33 
(0=6) 

5.38 
(0=8) 

5.60 
(0=5) 

6.80 
(0=5) 

(SQ=1.30) 

6.00 
(0=4) 

6.00 
(0=4) 

Pre 
Mean: 

6.17 
(0=6) 

(SQ=.41) 

5.40 
(0=10) 

4.91 
(0=11 ) 

6.20 
(0=5) 

(SQ=.45) 

5.45 
(0=11) 

4.67 
(0=3) 

The next table (Table 4.47) shows the scores for Education. The discrepancy 
between the children in families who have come to the attention of child protection, both 
project and non-project children, and those who have not is quite visible in the older 
age groups. By the time children get to the 10 - 14 year age group, the gaps are ones 
that would be quite difficult to eliminate without sustained measures being undertaken. 
The scores for the young people being followed by child welfare (project and CPS 
groups) indicate serious lags in school progress in all four of the outcome areas 
including the match between performance and potential, the acquisition of special skills 
and interests, the range of activities the child is participating in both in and out of 
school, and the amount of attention being given to the young person's educational 
planning by those responsible. 
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Table 4.49 

Age 
Group 

Under 
1 

1 -2 
Yrs. 

3-4 
Yrs. 

5-9 
Yrs. 

10 - 14 
Yrs. 

15 + 
Yrs 

After Children Well-Be 

Pre Mean: 
Project 

Children 

Post Mean: 
Project 

Children 

Pre Mean: 
Child 

Protection 

Post Mean: 
Child 

Protection 
__ ~¥ _______ ...,-~ _____ ~~~ -",..".... __ 0_~ "0_:_., __ ~_~_.~~_~~"~ 

\'-~;'", .,~~y; \'" ~i ~/~, 

--------------------
4.43 
(n=7) 

4.00 
(n=1) 

4.75 
(n=4) 

Pre Mean: 
Community 

4.30 
(n=10) 

Post Mean: 
Community 

4.36 
(n=11) 

Table 4.48 presents the scores for Identity. This section was of particular interest 
especially the question about the child's knowledge of their family of origin. The 
discrepancy between the child welfare children (project and CPS group) and community 
comparison families is, similar to Health, less noticeable in this table among the older 
age groups. The exception is the children in the older CPS group but this finding is 
probably a function of the low numbers. 
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Table 4.50 

Age 
Group 

Under 
1 

1 -2 
Yrs. 

3-4 
Yrs. 

5-9 
Yrs. 

10 -
14 

Yrs. 

15+ 
Yrs 

Pre Mean: 
Project 

Children 

Post Mean: 
Project 

Children 

Scores for Id 

Pre Mean: 
Child 

Protection 

Post Mean: 
Child 

Protection 
~ ~~~"',.,..,""~ ~~~~ _____ ~_,..,.,..,.> __ ~ __ ~~ __ A~ __ ~~_ ~~_ ~ _~, __ " ~~ "_ 

~¥,;, ,~¥~:. \\1:" \~{':' 

----~-------.-......., ............. ---.......... ""-.. ~---

4.20 
(0=5) 

3.20 
(0=4) 

3.00 
(0=1) 

3.00 
(0=4) 

Pre Mean: Post Mean: 
Community Community 

Grou Grou 

2.00 2.20 
(0=6) (0=5) 

3.00 3.00 
(0=10) (0=11 ) 

Table 4.49 shows the LAC scores for Family and Social Relationships. 
Unsurprisingly, the discrepancies in the 10 - 14 and 15+ age groupings for the child 
welfare groups (both project and CPS group) as compared with the community group 
are quite obvious. The scores indicate serious problems in the family and social 
relationships area. The scores in this area overlap with those in the Emotional & 
Behavioural Development area (reported below) especially with respect to the young 
person's ability to make stable relationships with others of the same age. The number 
of so-called "Beyond Parental Control" young persons in the project group contained 
some young people who had also alienated their peers. The other responses that are 
noticeably different for the two child welfare groups as compared with the community 
young people are those having to do with attachment and continuity of care. Those 
young people involved with child welfare who have long histories of being in foster care 
have greater deficiencies, as would be expected, than the community comparison 
children. 
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Table 4.51 

Age 
Group 

Under 
1 

1 -2 
Yrs. 

3-4 
Yrs. 

5-9 
Yrs. 

10 - 14 
Yrs. 

15 + 
Yrs 

Scores for Fami and Social Relationshi 

Pre Mean: 
Project 

Children 

Post Mean: Pre Mean: 
Project Child 

Children Protection 

Post Mean: 
Child 

Protection 
~-..,,--~~~-----~~~~-~--~~,-~~--~,,!1;<"--~_~'~_ -~-~ 

, ' 

'~.r'; ~ ''',,! :,'if:: ~'-+t ¥ 

, , 

-.---"""-~-~----------

4.43 
(n=7) 

4.40 
(n=5) 

6.00 
(n=1) 

4.00 
(n=4) 

Pre Mean: 
Community 

2.00 
(n=6) 

3.75 
(n=8) 

Post Mean: 
Community 

Grou 

2.80 
(n=5) 

4.00 
(n=11) 

Table 4.50 shows the LAC scores for Social Presentation where the 
discrepancies noted in the previous tables are still evident but less obvious for the older 
groups. 
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Age 
Group 

Under 
1 

1 -2 
Yrs. 

3-4 
Yrs. 

5-9 
Yrs. 

10 -14 
Yrs. 

15 + 
Yrs 

Pre Mean: 
Project 

Children 

Post 
Mean: 
Project 

Children 

Scores for Social Presentation 

Pre Mean: 
Child 

Protection 

Post Mean: 
Child 

Protection 
_~_,~ __ *-..~_~_~~ ____ ~,, __ ~~~_ ,..~_~.,.~"' w ,,~"" __ ~~~ ~_~ __ ~ ______ ~ 

, . 

~ '~~" ~! ~::, -.~~ 
_' _____ :.L~ __ .:: ____________ • 

1.86 
(0=7) 

1.20 
(0=5) 

1.00 
(0=1) 

1.75 
(0=4) 

Pre Mean: 
Community 

Group 

1.00 
(0=5) 

Post Mean: 
Community 

Group 

1.20 
(0=5) 

As one would expect, however, the discrepancies are again evident in the 
following table (Table 4.51) which shows the scores for Emotional & Behavioural 
Development. 
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Table 4.53 

Age 
Group 

Under 1 

1 -2 
Yrs. 

3-4 
Yrs. 

5-9 
Yrs. 

10 -14 
Yrs. 

15 + Yrs 

Children Well-MD,n" Scores for Emotional & Behavioural lAv.:olnru'nA 

Pre Mean: Post Mean: Pre Mean: Post Mean: Pre Mean: Post Mean: 
Project Project Child Child Community Community 

Protection Grou 
___ ~, y.~ __ y ~~ __ ~"""'"'" ___ "'""'~_~ -. ~_~ ____ ''"7'~ _~ ______ ~_ 

~(t! \\,,;' /:1;, ·~~f;. 

~~ ________ ~"""~ ____ R __ ~ _______ ~ ____ ~ 

1.17 
(0=6) 

1.40 
(0=5) 

One wonders why the scores for Self-care skills in the following table are not 
more discrepant between the groups (see Table 4.51), but the number of items that 
make up this score and the small number of respondents in each category offer the 
most likely explanation. 
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Table 4.54 
"' ..... ' ... ,. After Children Well-Bei 

Age 
Group 

Under 1 

1 -2 
Yrs. 

3-4 
Yrs. 

5-9 
Yrs. 

10 -14 
Yrs. 

15 + Yrs 

for Self-Care Skills 

4.7.8 Child Abuse and the Looking After Children Assessments 

The tables above underscore that stopping the abuse or neglect of a child is one 
thing, but reconciling the increasing gap between these children and their community 
counterparts by the time they hit the 5 - 9 age group, or certainly by the time they get 
to be adolescents, can be a monumental undertaking. 

Consider for example the individual project children whose scores changed in 
a positive direction (See Table 4.40). The large majority of the children in the project 
families, as would be expected - including those that we would term as successes. -
appear on this measure to require further intervention. Again. this is hardly surprising 
given the discrepancy between the Means for the Community group and both of the 
other groups (Project and CPS) to start with, but the mandate of child protection 
typically ends with ameliorating the immediate threat to the child's well-being. In the 
meantime, huge developmental gaps, which contribute directly to expressions of 
problems in the future, have accrued in many of these children's lives. This is a clear 
reminder that with the type of families and children which were taken into this project, 
intervention does not begin and end with a single family group conference, and it 
would be ill-advised to expect families, or professionals, to be able to solve problems 
as a result of one meeting that have developed, in most cases, over a period of years. 

A final examination was made with the matched project children of the interplay 
between the overall scores rendered by the LAC and the other estimates of abuse that 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 164 



were used. Earlier Table 4.38 listed these scores for each of the project children with 
matched pre- and post- LAC's. The following tables (Table 4.53 and 4.54) show the 
associations for these children. 

Table 4.55 
Association Between Selected Instruments for LAC ... rnl"'t"1' P.hilrir,)n 

Pre LAC Well 
Being Score 

Post LAC Well 
Being Score 

% of Change 
Score (LAC) 

TCPE 

Year 
One 

Year 
Two 

Family's HE 
Abuse Score 

Family's HE 
Change Score 

Substantiated 
Abuse Year 1 

Pre LAC 
Well 

Being 
Score 

Post 
LAC 
Well 

Being 
Score 

.671"" 

%of 
Change 
Score 
(LAC) 

.4090
" 

TCPE 

Year Year 
One Two 

-0.17 0.231 

-0.23 0.08 

0.186 

~~;;=;~~is:=:i~~ at the 0.01 level l:l-tBne!o 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveIIL-I.C2I1C:U 

Family's Family' 
HE sHE 

Abuse Change 
Score Score 

.508"" -0.219 

.502- -.399" 

-0.059 0.354 

0.343 .59e-

.623-

0.06 .417" 

0.135 0.349 

-0.1 0.1 

.669"" 0.222 

0.364 .732" 

.6030
" .825** 

0.122 

For the LAC, a number of correlations proved significant. As would be expected, 
pre- and post-LAC Well-Being Scores were highly correlated (.671, Spearman). In other 
words, children who started with poor development continued to still lag in development 
after the conference. This finding again raises the questions about the withdrawal of 
services in matters of child protection. In Year One, families where there were more 
developmental issues being unattended were more likely to be also the same families 
where the abuse and neglect were likely to be acted on officially or to be perceived by 
family members or authorities as constituting abuse. In Year Two in those families 
where the source of the abuse was no longer present or the events had been halted, 
i.e., no more abuse, the deficits are still there. While hardly surprising, this does tend 
to confirm a central principle that underlies the LAC: that the absence of necessary 
amounts and/or types of parenting at particular times in a child's life is likely to show up 
as a serious deficit later on, even after the hazardous events or 'causes' may no longer 
be present. 
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The correlations between the LAC Well Being Scores and the Percentage of 
LAC Change Scores are also expected. In this case, the correlations can be attributed 
to the lack of independence between the two measures. Not surprisingly, the pre- Well 
Being Scores were positively and significantly related to the Percentage of LAC Change 
Scores (.409, Spearman). Thus, those children with the greater developmental delays 
before the conference tended to be those who made the greater gains after the 
conference because they had the greatest room for growth. Likewise unsurprisingly, 
post-LAC Well-Being Scores were inversely related to the Percentage of LAC Change 
Score (-.287, Spearman). This meant that those children who developed the fastest 
were those who had the better post-conference LAC scores. 

Moving to correlations between the LAC and other instruments, some significant 
associations were found. These were found between the LAC and the Home Events 
but not the Child Protection Events. The analysis with the Total Child Protection Events 
yielded only weak associations, indicating that children's level of development was not 
reflected in the abuse and neglect items taken from the Child Protection files. For the 
LAC, the associations that particularly stand out are with the Home Events (HE). The 
pre- and post-LAC scores correlate significantly with the family's Home Events scores 
(.508, and .502 respectively, Spearman). The negative association between post-LAC 
Well Being Scores and the HE Change Score (-.399, Spearman), nevertheless, 
suggests that after the conference children were progressing. This was true even in 
most Project families where some abuse occurred after the conference. Thus, LAC 
scores improved along with positive change on the HE. This lends some credibility to 
both instruments as measures of progress. 

When all measures of substantiated abuse (CPE, PE, and HE) are combined, 
one significant association is found with the LAC. This is between the pre-LAC Well 
Being Score and Substantiated Abuse in the year after the conference (.417) but not, 
as we would have expected, in the year before the conference. The higher LAC Well 
Being Scores from the pre-assessment period were associated with greater likelihood 
of substantiated abuse during the year after. But the higher scores in the post
assessment year were not associated in this same way. This again underscores the 
fact that halting the abuse does not necessarily improve (lower) the scores on this 
instrument in the short run. Deficits in parenting and other problems continue to 
manifest themselves. 

Table 4.53 also shows some significant correlations between measures other 
than the LAC. The Home Events measure interacts significantly with both the post Total 
Child Protection Score (.542, p = >.05, Pearson) but not the pre-score (.343 Pearson). 
This is noteworthy because these observations were made independently from one 
another, lending support for the use of the Child Protection Events measure as an 
efficient and non-intrusive (since it comes from a file analysis) indicator of abuse while 
the Home Events is considerably more reflective but intrusive (since it is long and the 
questions which must be asked in vivo are also quite personal). The Home Events 
Change Score interacts significantly with both the pre (.596, p = > .01, Pearson) and the 
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post (.623. p = >.01 Pearson) Total Child Protection Events. The correlations between 
the Child Protection Events and Substantiated Abuse are not surprising since 
'substantiated abuse' is one of the items on the Child Protection Events measure. This 
item. however. was not the only indicator that went into the final estimate of the abuse 
in families. The correlation between the Events measure and Substantiated Abuse was 
slightly stronger in Year Two (.732. p = >.01 Pearson) than it was in Year One (.669, 
p = >.01 Pearson). 

4.7.9 Summary: Looking After Children Assessments 

These instruments do not lend themselves easily to the task of evaluation 
research. They require generous amounts of time to elicit the rich detail contained in 
them, and they assume that all the information is useful for future monitoring and 
intervention. For our purposes they proved far too intrusive to use as anything other 
than a very global comparison of project children with a child welfare comparison group 
from mainly the Port au Port and a community group from the three project sites. 

They are highly useful for organizing all the information that is known about a 
youngster around a developmental context and thereby lend themselves to enhancing 
the understanding of other research 'findings for the individual children and families. 
Clearly, the development of many of the project and CPS group children and young 
people is highly compromised. This is apart from the question of whether the neglect 
or abuse that may have contributed to the problems and their development in the first 
place is recent, continuing or has a high potential for happening again. Although the 
findings suggest that the project children made some developmental gains after the 
conference. by the time many of these youngsters moved into latency and adolescence 
there were wide gaps in their educational successes and their control over their own 
behaviours. What has been evident in this follow-up study is the number of instances 
where once the hazards are removed, so are the services, leaving the families and the 
young people wondering how they are now supposed to get over the problems they 
have while at the same time continuing to go to school, and function in their social lives. 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 167 

r 
I 



Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 168 




