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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to determine if demographic differences existed between cases of child
abuse and neglect which were reported to authorities and substantiated following investigation and
those cases which were reported and not substantiated. A data set containing records of 12,616
incidents involving 10,476 children reported as abused or neglected during 1991 was obtained from the
Montana Department of Family Services.

Seven different types of abuse and neglect were considered including physical abuse, emotional abuse,
sexual abuse, physical neglect, emotional neglect, educational neglect, and medical neglect. The
demographics of each of these was examined using the variables of gender, age, ethnicity, source of the
report and relationship of the perpetrator to the victim.

The study found that overall 37.9% of the reported incidents of abuse or neglect were substantiated.
Significant trends relating age and gender to reporting and substantiation rates were uncovered. The
likelihood of substantiation of abuse and neglect varied based on the type of abuse or neglect and the
victim's race, the relationship of the victim to the referral source, and the relationship of the perpetrator
to the victim.

It was determined that there were demographic differences between cases of abuse and neglect which
are reported and substantiated and those which are reported and not substantiated. These findings
supported existing literature in some instances and contradicted it in others.

This study was conducted in part as a pilot for later research using expanded data bases.
Recommendations for changes in certain data collection procedures are discussed as are suggestions for
using the findings to screen reports of abuse and neglect.
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ABSTRACT

. The purpose of this study was to determine if demographic
differences existed between cases of child abuse and neglect
which were reported to authorities and substantiated following
investigation and those cases which were reported and not
substantiated. A data set containing records of 12,616
incidents involving 10,476 children reported as abused or
neglected during 1991 was obtained from the Montana Department
of Family Services.

Seven different types of abuse and 'neglect were
considered including physical abuse, emotional abuse, sexual
abuse, physical neglect, emotional neglect, educational
" neglect, and medical neglect. - The demographics of each of
these was examined using the variables of gender, age,
ethnicity, source of the report and relationship of the
perpetrator to the victim.

The study found that overall 37.9% of the reported
incidents of abuse or neglect were substantiated. Significant
trends relating age and gender to reporting and substantiation
rates were uncovered. The likelihood of substantiation of
abuse and neglect varied based on the type of abuse or neglect
and the victim's race, the relationship of the victim to the
referral source, and the relationship of the perpetrator to
the victim.

‘ It was determined that there were demographic differences
between cases of abuse and neglect which are reported and
substantiated and those which are . reported and not

substantiated. These findings supported existing literature

in some instances and contradicted it in others.

This study was conducted in part as a pilot for later
research using expanded data bases. Recommendations for
changes in certain data collection procedures are discussed as
are suggestions for using the findings to screen reports of
abuse and neglect.
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CHAPTER 1
ORIENTATION OF THE STUDY

Introduction

Nationwide in 1963, 150,000 incidents of suspected child
abuse or neglect weré reported to authorities (Martin &
Besharov, 1991). By the 1late 1980's, that number had
increased to 2,400,000 (Daro & Mitchell, 1990, cited in U.S.
Advisory Board on Child Abuse and Neglect [USABCAN], 1990).

The 16-fold increase in reports of maltreatment coincided with

the implementation of mandatory reporting laws. The majority

of reports were made by medical, educational, law enforcement,
child care, and social service professionals who are
statutorily. required to report suspicions of neglect or abuse
(American Humane Association [AHA], 1988).

Following receipt of reports of suspected child abuse or

neglect, local child protective services investigate the

allegations in an attempt to verify the maltreatment.

Historically, between 40% (AHA, 1989) and 53% (National Center
on Child Abuse and Neglect [NCCAN], 1988) of the reported

incidents of abuse have been substantiated as a result of

investigations by loéal child protective services. The’

. remainder of cases, between 47% and 60%, were thus

unsubstantiated.
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Most available research has attempted to describe the
population in which child abuse or neglect is substantiated.
There is little information available on those families in
which abuse 1is reported, but not substantiated. It is
proposed that this thesis will attempt to answer the question:
What are the differences between cases in which child abuse or
neglect are reported and substantiated and those cases in
which maltreatment is reported.but not substantiated?

The research was conducted in conjunction with the
Montana Department of Family Services (DFS),. the agency
responsible for child protective services in the state. The
data was taken from the 10,476 incidents of abuse and neglect
investigated by DFS in 1991. Following invesfigation, abuse
and neglect ailegations were substantiated in 4059 or 38.7% of
the cases. A substantiated case is one in which DFS has been
able to collect enough evidence through investigation to
determine that the alleged abuse actually occurred. Included
in the DFS data base was information on the type of abuse or
neglect (sexual, physical, emotional, educational or medical)
and demographic information on both the victim and the alleged

abuser as well as the identity of the reporting source.

Purpose

The purpose of this research was twofold. The first was
to develop a basic understanding of the characteristics of and

differences between substantiated and unsubstantiated cases of

U N N A |
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3
differences between substantiated and unsubstantiated céses of
reported  child abuse and neglect in an effort to lay a
foundation for further research. This study provides a basic
demographic describtion of each of these‘groups, highlighting
their similarities and differences.

A second purpose was to develop‘information that will be
of value in both the investigation and prevention of child
abuse and neglect. A better understanding of the differences
bethen substantiated and unsubstantiated reports may assist
child abuge and neglect investigators in the development of
more efficient screening'methods. Enhanced understanding of
céses in which abuse or neglect is not substantiated may place
social workers and therapists in a better position to assist
these families following an-investigation.

It should be noted that lack of substantiation does not
necessarily equate with absence of abuSe'or neglect. An
unsubstantiated case is one in which DFS investigators ﬁave
failed to find sufficient grounds to prove that abuse or

neglect are present.

Theoretic Rationale

Systéms theofy' proposes that the family is an open,
social system. It functions not as a discrete, autonomous
unit, but rather in the context of the ofher systems with
which_it co-exists. Researchers at £he Marlborough Family

Service in London, England, described child abuse in a family
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...families do not exist in isolation: They have

their own contexts, involving relatives and friends,

the neighborhood, and indeed the wider social and

political setting. Child abusing families often
demonstrate this, having unparalleled powers to

recruit and to keep engaged significant groups of
professionals from a wide variety of disciplines.

Child abuse in a systems framework is therefore

defined as an event which is related to the structural

requirements and interactional patterns of the family
and the wider network as it becomes involved. (Asen,

George, Piper, & Stevens, 1989, p. 46)

Bronfenbrenner (1979) described the effect of
interlocking systems on individual development from an
ecological viewpoint. He proposed that there are four basic
systems which affect the development of a child. The
'microsystem is the child's pattern of activities and relations
in a given setting, for example, the family or school. The
mesosystem is made of interactions between the child's various
microsystems such as between family or school or friends. The
exosystems are those systems which affect the child, but with
which the child has no direct contact, such as a parent's
employer. The macrosystem refers to the culture as a whole
and its belief systems. Garbarino (1977a) suggested that the
ecological viewpoint is a valuable model for describing child
abuse. He proposed that abuse is a pathological adaptation by
both caregiver and child which is created by a coming together
of forces within a microsystem.

Belsky (1980) and Seibel (1990) expanded the work of
Bronfenbrenner, by suggesting a slightly different ecological

model to explain child abuse. Belsky posited a four-part

framework including, the micro, .exo, and macro systems and
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framework including, the micro, exo, and macro systems and
" adds ontogenic development. Onfogenic development includes
all of the characteristics which an abuser brings into the
relationship with the child. These characteristics might
include poor health, physical disability, lack of education or
abusive experiences in childhood.'

Garbarino (1977b) suggested that child abuse occurs when
stresses within the family microsystem reach a critical mass;
Garbarino (1977a, 1977b) and Belsky (1980) both pointed to a
linkage between these stresses and isolation of the famiiy
microsystem from other micro, meso, and exo support systems in
families where abuse occurs.

This study attempts to desc;ibe patterns relating to
child abuse and negleqt within and among these systems. The

relationship of the abuser and victim is a description of the

microsystem. The relationship of the reporter to the victim -

may describe either an interaction involving a microsystem
(i.e., family .or school) and a exosystem (child protective
serﬁices)_or two exosystems (i.e., a therapist and child
protective serviceé). Ethnicity may bé one indicator of a
large macfosystem's influeﬁces on substantiaﬁionuof child

abuse and neglect.

Nominal Definitions

There are a number of distinct approaches used to define

maltreatment of children (Graham, Dingwall, & Wolkind, 1985).
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For the purpose of this paper, definitions were derived from

the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services National
Incidence Study of 1986 (NCéAN, 1988) and the American Humane
Associatioh's National Study on Child Neglect and Abuse

-Reporting (AHA, 1984). Following is a list of.definitions

used for this study.

Types of Abuse and Neglect

Physical Abuse: Action toward a child "resulting in

physical injury or potential physical injury to the child. .

This can range from shaking a child. or twisting a limb to

cuts, burns, broken bones, internal organ or brain damage.

Emotional Abuse: Includes three subcategories: (a) close
confinement such as tying, binding, or confining a child to an
enclosed area as a means of punishmenf; (b) verbal or
emotional assault such as habitual patterns of belittling,
denigrating, scapegoating, rejecting, or threatening with
physical or sexual assault or abandonhent; and (c) other or
unknown abusebwhich includes attempted or potential physical
or sexual éssault, intentipnal withholding of food, shelter,

or sleep as. a punishment; or economic exploitation.

Sexual Abuse: Includes three sub—categoriés:, (a)

intrusion which is actual penile penetration;
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b) molestation with genital contact where genital contact has
occurred but there is no indication of intrusion; and

(c) Other or unknown which includes ﬁnspecified’acts not known

to have involved the genitals such as fondling of breasts or-

buttocks, or exposure.

Physical Neglect: Includes abandonmént, expulsion from

the home without other arrangements for care being made;
éustody—related inattention to a child's needs, inadequate
supervision, and inattention or inédequate nutrition,

clothing, hygiene, safety, or welfare.

Emotional Neglect: Includes inadequate nurturance or .

affection, chronic or extreme spouse abuse, permitted drug or

alcohol abuse, permitted maladaptive behavior, such as .

delinquency, refusal or delay of psychological care, and

" neglect of developmental or emotional needs.

Educational Neglect: Includes permitted chronic truancy,

failure to ehroll, and inattention to special educational

needs.

Medical Neglect: Refdsal of health care or delay in .

seeking health care.

Fatality: A death resulting from abuse or neglect.
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Other Definitions

Report: Information received by DFS alleging that a
child has been the possible victim of abuse or neglect. A

report may be submitted by someone mandated by law’to report
suspicions such as mental health workers, medical service
suppliers, educators, child care providers, or law enforcement
personnel. A report may also come from the general public

such as concerned neighbors or relatives.

"Investigation: The process used by DFS to determine the

ﬁeracity of reported incidents of child abuse or neglect.
This process.?aries based on jurisdiction and nature of the
report. The investigation usualiyireSults.in'a finding that
the report of abuse' or neglect was substanﬁiated or

unsubstantiated.

Substantiated: Reported cases in which the investigation

has uncovered sufficient evidence to determine that the abuse

or neglect has occurred are classified as substantiated.

Unsubstantiated: Reported cases in which the

investigation has not wuncovered sufficient evidence to
determine that the abuse or neglect has occurred are
classified as unsubstantiated. Unsﬁbstantiated does not mean
that abuse or neglect have no£ occurred, only that
insufficient . evidence of the allegations is available to

substantiate the report.

Ll il




CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

A review of literature was conducted to explore the extent

to which the subject of reporting and substantiation of child

"abuse and neglect has 'been researched. . The review is
presented in two sections. The first section describes the
research literature and its content. The second section is

an examination of émpirically derived descriptions of abusers,
victims, and reporters.  From this review of literature, a
' set of hypotheses was developed. These hypotheses are
enumerated following the‘second section' of the literature

review.

Section 1. Research Literature

Quantitative research on child abuse reporting and
substantiation is limited. While there are gntire journals
dedicated to the study of thg maltreatment of children, little
attention is given to these initial stages of intervention by
child protective services.

One area of focus includes several. studies which explore
variables that wafféét. the vdlidity of reports and

substantiation. Flango (1991) looks at means'of increasing




Ll il

[ I

i)

i

10

substantiation rates through the use of central registrieé and
through the development of risk-assessment models. Thoennes
& Tjaden (1990) looked at the effect of custody disputes on
sexual abuse allegations and found that only 50% of such
allegations were substantiated. Zuravin & Watson (1987) found
that anonymous reborts were less likely to be substantiated
than those filed by professionals. Knudsen (1989) looked at
the affects that rebéated complaints inyolving the same
children over a period of years and nonreporting of known
' cases had on research. He found that the lack of réporting df
many known cases of abuse and duplicate reporting of others
should be cause for skepticism about child abuse statistics
and the adequqcy of interventions.

l Eckenrode, Munsch, Powers, and Doris (1988) review a
number of variables invdlved in the substantiation of sexual
abuse reports in New York State. Eckenrode et al. fécused on
'substantiated cases but makes no mention of the demographic
features of those whose cases were not substantiated. Johnson
and Showers (1985) réviewed 616 cases of children admitted to
a Columbus, Ohio; hospital with injuries believed to be the
result of abuse. They found that mothers wére the most
frequent perpetrators.of abuse. Johnson and Showers research
also reported that males constituted more than half of the
abusers. Types of injuries varied with age and réce, but not

the sex of children.
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Faller (1985) outlined problems which exist in the
reporting to and invespigations by child prbtéctive sefvices.
She reports that in 1980, 47% of reports by professiogals were
spbstantiated -as compared to only 35% of the feports by

nonprofessionals.

Section 2. Characteristics of Abuse and Neglect

Several publicationS‘desdribe fepo;ted.and substantiated
. incidents of abuse and neglect. These publications were
compiled by the American Humane Association (AHA, 1984, 1988,
'1989) and the National Committee for the Prevention of Child
Abuse (Daro & Mitchell cited in USABCAN, 1990) as well aé
various governmental agencies such as the National Center on
Child Abuse and Neglect (1988) and the Montana Department of
Family Services; ' The National Center on Child Abuse and

Neglect Study of National Incidence (1988) reached the

following conclusions regarding trends in the characteristics
of maltreated children and their families. Except where

noted, the following statistics are derived from that source.

Gender of Child
1. Females are more likely to be abused than males.
2. Females are abused more than neglected, while among
males the rates are similar. /
3. Females are sexually abused nearly 4 times the rate_of

males.

4, Females experienced more injuries than males.
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Age of Child
' 1. Maltreatment, overall, increases reliably up through
age 8.
| 2. Children'0—2 years olq and 15-17 experienced somewhat
more abuse than neglect.

3. For those older than 2 and under 15 abuse exceeded
neglect.

4 .Fatalities most often occur in the wunder 6 age

category.

Child's Ethnicity

The characteristic of race was not related to the type

or severity of maltreatment.

Gender of Perpetrator (AHA, 1988)
1. Ail'maltreatment types: Males 46.7%, Feﬁale 53.3%
2. Physical Abuse: Males 50.5%, Females 49.5%
3. Sexual Abuse: Males 82.4%, Females 17.6%

4. All Neglect: Males 30.3%, Females 69.7%

5. Emotional Maltreatment: Males 42%, Females 58%

Relationship of Perpetrator to Victim (AHA, 1588)

1. About 80% of all abuse perpetrators fall into the
"Parent" category; that is, natural, step, of foster parents.
About 7% are other relatives,‘and abouﬁ 12% are unrelated.

2. About 42% of sexual abuse is commitfed by parents,
about 23% by other reiatives and 35% are unrelated.

3. About  92% of neglectors are parents.
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Family Size

v

There was no relationship between number of children in

a family and the type or severity of abuse.

Type of County

There was no relationship between type of county (rural,

urban or Major urban) and the type or severity of abuse.

Source of Report (AHA, 1988)
1. Self (victim or perpetrator) 2.0%

2. Relatives, friends or neighbors 32.3%

3. Medical personnel _ 11.2%
4. School personnel, 16.3%
5. Law‘enforcement . | 13.0%
6. Child care providers ' 11.4%
7. Anonymous 9.4%

8. Other (includes landlords

clergy and others not classified) 2.3%

Conclusion

The existing literature provides detailed information on

~

cases where maltreatment of children is substantiated. It

‘supplies-no empirically based description of the differences

between substahtiated and unsubstantiated cases of child abuse

and neglect. Insufficient information is available in the
literature to indicate if there are specific significant

differences in the various demographic attributes of these two
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possible outcomes of _iﬁvestigations by child_ protéctive
services. |
Given that no basis has been found in tﬁe'literature té
assume that there are demographic differences between
substantiated and unsubstantiated cases of child abuse and

neglect, the following hypotheses were tested.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1

There is no demographic difference between cases in which
child abuse or neglect was repofted and substantiated and
those in which such Dbehavior was reported and not

substantiated.

Hypothesis 2

There is no demographic difference between cases in which
" physical abuse was reported and substantiated and those in

" which it was reported and not substantiated.

' Hypothesis 3

There is no demographic difference between cases in which
physicél abuse was reported and substantiated and those in

which it was reported and not substantiated.

Hypothesis 4

There is no demographic difference between cases in which
emotional abuse was reported and substantiated and those in

which it was reported and not substantiated.
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Hypothesis 5
There is no demographic difference between cases in Which
physical ‘neglect was reported and substantiated and thoée in

which it was reported and not substantiated.

Hypothesis é

There is no demographic difference between cases in which
emotional neglect was reportéd and substantiated and those in

which it was reported -and not substantiated.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS

Introduction

The‘data for this study was provided by the Montana
Department of Family Services. The sample included 10,476
incidents of child abuse or neglect investigated during

calendar year 1991.

Data Collection

Suspected incidents of child -abuse and neglect were.

reported to the local county DFS office. 'Investigations were
conducted to determine the validity of the allegations. Each
DFS office had autonomy to determine the method of
investigation to be used in that county. DFS investigators
throughouf the state have recéived uniform trainiﬂg conducted
by the state DFS (see Appendices A aﬁd B). Among training

materials was the Protocol Notebook for Child Welfare Workers

(Bertsche, Francetich, & Horejsi, 1985) which was prepared by

" the Department'of Social Work at the University of Montana for
DFS. The protocol is a description of the steps that should
be taken by DFS workers in various situations as they

investigate reported abuse. The protocol contains 14 stages




L, B S 1 Ll N 5 )

L

17,
of investigation and intervention. It prgvides intervieﬁing
information and possible dialogues to be used, depending on
the circumstaﬁces'of the investigétion and type of abuse or
neglect being investigated. Andther_manuai used in training

was entitled Step by Step: Sixteen Steps Toward Legally Sound

Sexual Abuse Investigations (Hindman, 1987)} : Hindman.

described legally sound techniques for investigating abuse.

Based on these guidelines, a decision was reached as to.

whether there existed sufficient evidence of abuse or neglect
to require further intervention or the filing of criminal
charges (see_Appendix c). Following thé investigation, a
réport was sent to the state DFS. These reports contained
information about the incident, the participants and whether

the local DFS was able to substantiate the report.
Variables

Each report described the type of abuse or neglect
involved and whether the maltreatment had been substantiatéd,
Categories included: physical abuse, sexuai abuse, emotional
.abuse, physical 'neglect, emotional neglect, educatiénal
neglect, and medical neglect. The reborts described the age,
- sex, and ethnicity of the victim and the relationship of the
abuser. The source of the original report was also
categorized. The repbrts were maintained in a discrete rather
than cumulative form in the DFS computer which méans'that each

of the variables from a particular investigation remained
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linkéq to that case. Below is a complete listihg.of the
variables that were considered. Appendi# D is a copy of the
report form used by DFS.

1. Type of Abuse or Négleét:

Physical abuse Emotional neglect
Emotional abuse Medical neglect
Sexual abuse Educatiohal‘neglect

Physical neglect

2. Case Determination:
Substantiated Unsubstantiated

3. Gender of Child"

4. Age of Child: For purposes'of this study, the
variable of victim's age was organized by combining children
into groups based on the age of the child at the time of the
investigation. Each group consists of all children
whose ages fall within a 2-year block. For example, all of
the children under the age of 2 are in the group identified as
0-1. All of the children who were either 10 or 11 years old
at the time of the investigafion are in the 10-11 group.

5. Ethnicity of child:

Caucasian . Vietngmese/Cambodian

Black Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian Hispanic

(see Appendix E)

Alaskan Native Other or unknown
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6. Relationship of Referral Source to Child:

Mother : Youth court

Father Human)soéial services

Self School

Sibling ' Hospital staff

Other relative ' Other medical professional
Neighbor ' Residential staff

Child care provider Legal guardian

Attorney Economic assistance

Law enforcement Other

7. Relationship of Perpetrator to Child:
‘Parent ther caretaker
Other household member Licensed/registered'care provider
Caretaker substitute School

Other

- Delimitations

Because this study was based on a sample drawn from
reports originating in the state of Montana, it is not
possible to generalize its findings to specific populations

outside of Montana or the nation as a whole.

Limitations

This . study was limited by ‘the fact that it relies on
" investigations by .DFS to substantiate abuse and neglect.

There was no way to determine whether abuse or neglect has
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occurred in those families in which it was not substantiated.
It follows then, that some families which contributed to the
descfiption of the unsubstantiateds may have maltreatea their
children. The study was also limited by the fact that not all
cases of child abuse were reported to the authorities.
Without being able to draw a sample from the total population
of abusers, it was impossible to know if the descriptions
resqlting from those in&estigated by DFS were representative
of the total population.

The study was also limited by certain deficiencies in the
data collection. For example, the data included a category

defined as relationship of perpetrator. One of the options

for reporting was parent, but it was not possible to determine

from thé data whether the parent was a mother or a father,
stepfather'or stepmother, or foster parents. Data on other
family characteristics were not available. The researcher was
limited to information required on DFS reborts and was unable

to seek additional data.

Analysis

The data contained in each of these cases was transferred
from DFS in Helena to the Montana‘State University computers
iﬁ Bozeman (see Appendix F). The methodology was similar to
that which was used by Johnson and Showers (1985) in their
study on injury variables in child abuse. Chi-square methods

were employed to test differences between substantiated and
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unsubstantiated reports based on the variables outlined above
and to test each of the null hypotheses. The average
percentage of cases that were substantiated or unsubstantiated
in a given category was used as the expected value for that
category. For example, in the category of Physical Abuse
Reports by Female Victim Age, the overall percentage of cases
which were reported and substantiated was also the expected
value against which the substantiated cases for various age
groups were compared. The overall percentage of substantiated
cases 1in this category was 32.7; therefore, the expected
percentage for females 14 and 15 years old was also 32.7. The
actual percentage for substantiated cases in this age group
turned out to be 42.3%. The difference between the expected
value and the real value was tested using chi-square. This

test determined that the difference between the actual 42.3%

differs significantly at alpha <.5 from the expected 32.7%

given the overall number (n) of cases for this subcategory.
A minimum expected value of 5 in any given cell was

required to avoid distortion (Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 1974).

Significance

P-values represent the degree to which the differences
between the expected values and the actual data may be
attributed to chance. The level of significance or alpha was
established at .05. This means that the null hypotheses wete

rejected if the difference between the variable and the
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~expected value happening by chance were less than 5%. The
actual possibility of the differences occurring by chance is
represented in the tables by the p-value. A p-value of .05
"indicates that fhere‘is a 5% possibility that the difference
between the actual and expected values'happened by chance.
A p-value of .50 indicates that there is a 50% possibility
that the differences can be attributed to chance. A p-value
of .00 indicate§ that there ‘is no possibility that the

differences can be attributed to chance.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Introduction

. The findings of this study 'are' presented in seven
~sections. The first section is a.generaliéed description of
child abuse and neglect reporting and substantiation ‘in
Montana during 1991. The second section describes and
analyzes the overall demographic factors in order to respond
to the first null hypothesié which posited that there are no
demographic differences between cases in which abuse or
neglect is repérted and subsfantiated aﬂd‘thoée in which abuse
or neglect are reported and not substantiated. The remaiﬁing
five sections describe the attributes of the various types of
abuse and neglect in response to the remaining null hypotheses
which étate fhat there were no demographic differences between
substantiatéd and unsubstantiated cases of physical abuse,
emotional abuse, sexual abuse, physical neglect, and emotional
neglect. Each section consists of an examination of the
differences between substantiated and unsubstantiated reports
based on gender, age, ethnicity, relationship of the refe?ral
source to thé‘alleged victim)‘and relationship of the reportéd

1
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perpetrator to the alleged victim. Tables describing
educational and medical neglect are found in Appendices G and

H.

Statistics

Chi-squares were used to determine whether the measured
value for each demographic attribute within a variable differs
significantly from the average substantiation rate for that

variable.

Significance

Probability (p) values represent the degree.to which the
differences between the expected values and the actual data
may be attributed to chance. The level of significanée_or

alpha has been established at .05.

Findings

During»qalendar year:1991, 12,616 repbrts of child abuse
and neglect involving 10,475 children were investigatediby the
Montana Department:of Family Services (DFS). Of thgse cases
4,776 or 37.9% were substantiated, while 7,840 or_62.1% were
unsubstantiated when the investigations were closed (see Table

1).
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Table 1. Findings by Ccategory

Type of Substantiated UnsubstantiatedffChi- Total

Abuse or Square

Neglect Cases |Percent Cases Percent P Cases Percent

Physical ,

Abuse 966**| 32.6 1,998 67.4 .0001 2,964 23.5

Emotional

Abuse 710%**| 53.1 626 46.9 .0001 1,336 10.6
||sexual :

Abuse 484 37.1 819 62.9 .5939 1,303 10.3

Physical .

Neglect 1,988 34.7 3,734*%%| 65.3 .0001 5,722 45.4

Emotional ‘ ’ ’

Neglect 423*%x| 54,7 ‘ 350 45.3 .0001 773 6.1

Medical | - ' ‘

Neglect 118 35.1 218 64.9 .3200 . 336 2.7

Educational

Neglect 87**%| 47.8 95 52.2 .0074 182 1.4

Total 4,776 37.9 7,840 | 62.1 ‘ ' 12,616 |100.0

** Significantly greater than expectéd at alpha < .01
% Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05

The volume of reports ranged from 5,722 cases of alleged
physical neglect down to 182 cases of educational neglect.
Substantiation rates ranged from a low of 32.6% for physical

abuse to 54.7% for emotional neglect.

Hypothesis 1 - Overall Abuse and Neglect

The first null hypothesis stated that there is no
difference between cases in which child abuse or neglect is
reported and substantiated and those in which suchﬁbehaviqr is
reported and not substéntiated. An evaluation of the data
regaraing abuse - and neglect was conducted in order to

determine if there were differences between substantiated and
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unsubstantiated cases based on age, gender, or race of the
the the referral source, or the

victim, identity of

relationship of the perpetrator to the victim. . Chi-square
formulae were used to determine whether substantiation rates
for categories within these independent variables differed

significantly from the average or mean substantiation rate for

that variable.

Gender

The individual children reported were fairly évenly
divided by gender. Of those included in reports 5,036'or
48.1% were male and 5,439 of 51.9% were female. However, 1990
census daté indicates that 51.5% of the children in Montana

under age 18 were and only 48.5% were (U.S. Bureau of Census,

1991) When this was taken into account,

(see Appendix I).
there were Significantl? (p = .0001) more female victims than
would have been expected. The substantiation rate for males

was 38.1% and 39.3% for females (see Table 2).

Table 2. Overall Abuse and Neglect Reports by Gender

Gender Substantiated Unsubstantiated Total
Cases Percent Cases Percent Cases |Percent
Male 1,920 38.1% 3,116 61.9% 5,036| 48.1%
Female 2,138‘ 39.3% 3,301 60.7% 5,439| 51.9% -
Total 4,058 38.7% 6,417 61.3% 10,475|100.0%
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Cases with female victims were most 1likely to be
substantiated when they involved emotional abuse, emotional
neglect, or educational neglect. All three ﬁad substantiation
rates at or above 50%. Physical abuse arnd physical neglect
were least likely to be substantiated for female victims (see
Table 3).

Table 3. Reported Cases of Abuse or Neglect
With Female Victims

TYPE OF || substantiated Unsubstantiated||Chi- ‘ Total
ABUSE OR Square

NEGLECT Cases |Percent || Cases Percent|| p Cases |Percent
Physical

Abuse 476 32.8 976%%| 67.2 .0001 1,452 22.2
Emotional

Abuse 390**| 54.3 328 45.7 .0001 718 11.0
Sexual

Abuse 362 38.4 580 61.6 1.0000 942 14.4
IPhysical

Neglect 954 34.5 1,815%*%] 65.5 .0001 2,769 42.3
Emotional ‘

Neglect 218**| 55,9 172 44.1 .0001 390 6.0
Medical

Neglect 69 39.2 107 60.8 .9087 176 | 2.7
Educational

Neglect 49% 50.0 49 50.0 .0254 98 1.5
Total 2,518 38.5 4,027 61.5 6,545 |100.0

*% Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* gignificantly greater than expected at alpha < .05

Cases with male victims were also least likely to be
substantiated for physical abuse and physical neglect. Cases
of emotional abuse and emotional neglect were substantiated

significantly more often than expected (see Table 4).
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TYPE OF Substantiated Unsubstantiated|[Chi- Total
ABUSE OR - - 1|Square :
NEGLECT Cases |Percent || Cases |Percent P Cases |Percent
Physical ’
Abuse 490 '32.4 1,022%*] 67.6 .0001 1,512 25.0
Emotional
Abusge 320%*| 51.8 298 48.2 || .0001 - 618 10.2
Sexual .
Abuse 122 33.8 239 66.2 .1991 361 5.9
Physical ' .
Neglect 1,034 35.0 1,919*% | 65.0 .0148 2953 48.6
Emotional .
Neglect 205**| 53.5 178 46.5 .0001 383 | 6.3
Medical
Neglect 49 30.6 111 69.4 .1012 160 2.6
Educational|| _
Neglect 38 45.2 46 54.8 .1581 84 1.3
llTotal 2,258 37.2 3,813 62.8 6,071 [100.0

*% Significantly greater than expected at aléha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05

Age

Each age group consisted bf‘all children whose ages fell
within a 2-year bléck. 'There were 367 cases}in which the age
oﬁ the victim coﬁld not be determined or was reported
improperly. | |

The total number of reports by group tended to decrease
-as the children grew older.

for abuse or neglect of chiidren in-the 0-1 group and only 487

cases for the 16-17 group (see Table 5).

There were 1,494 investigations
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Table 5. Overall Abuse and Neglect Reports by Age

Age Substantiated | Unsubstantiated|Chi- Total
Square
Cases Percent Cases Percent P Cases Percent

0-1 . 531 35.5% 963**| 64.5% | .0052 1,494 14.8%
2-3 539 36.9% 923 63.1% || .0849 1,462 14.5%
4-5 538 | 40.2% 801 | 59.8% || .4346 1,339 | 13.2%
6-7 . .482 37.2% 812 | 62.8% || .1815 1,294 12.8%
8-9 461 38.9% 723 | 61.1% .9315 1,184 11.7%
10-11 420 | 39.0% 658 61.0% .9503 1,078 10.7%
12-13 413* | 42.6% 557 57.4% .0288 970 9.6%
14-15 _7 373**{ 46.6% 427 53.4% .0001 800 | 7.9%
16-17 200 41.1% 287 58.9% .3990 487 4.8%
Total 3,957 39.1% 6,151 | 60.9% |f. 10,108 |100.0%

*% Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05

Census figures compiled ink 1990 .revealed that the
populations in the 0-1 and 14—15.age groups were similar and
that size of the group did not account for the decreases (U.s.
Bureau of Census, 1991). The ‘trend in the rate of
substantiation was directly opposite. As the age of the child
increased, the percentage of-substantiations also increased.
The number of unsubstantiated cases for children under the age
of 2 was significantly'greater than expected. Tﬁe number of\
substantiated cases in the 12-13 age group was greatér than
expected. The‘number of substantiated cases‘in‘the 14-15 age

group was also greater than expected.
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Ethnicity

Ovér 80% of the victims for whém ethnicity was reported
weré}CaucaSian. Native American children made up only 8.9% of
the total population under the age of 18 (U.S. Censué Bureau,
1991), yet accounted for 16.3% of the total reported incidents
(see Table 6). The substantiated cases were greater than
expected for Native Americans. All others fell within
expected ranges.

It should be noted that DFS grouped Vietnamese and
Cambodians together in one_categbry. In tables throughodt
this study, the Vietnamese/Cambodian group will be identified
as Vietnamese. In the same way, Pacific Islanders ére grouped

with the Asians throughout this sfudy.

‘Table 6. Overall Abuse and Neglect Reports by Victim's

Ethnicity
ETHNICITY Substantiated Unsubstantiated |[Chi- Il Total
OF Square
VICTIM Cases Percent|| Cases Percent . P Cases Percent
Caucasian 2,765 38.8 4,366 "61.2 ©.0537 7,131 80.2
Native |- \
American 668**|46.0 783 54.0 .0001 || 1,451 16.3 .
Hispanic 59 34.7 111 65.3 .1920° 170 1.9
Black 38 41.3 54| 58.7 .8661 92| - 1.0
Agian 10 35.7 18] 64.3 .7954 1 28 | 0.3
Vietnamesel} 3 30.0 71 70.0 || N/A 10 0.1
Alaskan 5 |71.4 2| 28.86 N/A 7] a1
Total ; 3,548 [39.9 5,341 60.1 8,889 | 100.0

** Significantly greater than expécted at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cell in this row

Ll
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Referral Source

Data was available on 19 different reporting sources (see

Table 7). Of those categories which identify‘a relationship.

between alleged victim and referral source, educators had the

largest representation at 14.8%, followed by neighbors with

12.8%, and law enforcement with 10.5%. Réelatives of the'

alleged victim filed 19.8% of the reports, while mothers filed
5.i%, fathers filed 4.3%, self (the victims) filed 2.5%,
siblings filed .8%,'and other relatives filed 7.1%. The
largest single category of referral source was "Other,"
indicating either a source not included on the investigation

forms or that the information was not.availéble.

Reports filed by’ foster parents had the highest

“substantiation‘rate at 71.9%. This was significantly above
the éxpected substantiation rate of 38.7%. The lowest
substantiation rate was that of reports filed by fathers.
Only 19.3% of the reports filed by this group were
substantiated which is significantly below the expected rate.

Referrals from the alleged victim (self) and from law
enforcement were both substantiated at a rate .greater than
expected. Educators, child care providers, and attorneys all
had rates higher than expected. Other felatives,:neighbops,
and the category of "other" had lower tﬁan'expected rates of

substantiation.
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Table 7. Overall Abuse and Neglect Reports by Referral Source
Referral Substantiated Unsubstantiated|[Chi- Total
Source - Square

Cages Percgnt Cases Percent P . Cases Percent

JIMother 213 40.0 319 60.0 .5559 532 5.1

||rather 89 | 19.s 365%*| 80.4 | .0001 454 | 4.3
Self 133#%*|-50.2 132 49.8 .0002 | é65 2.5
Sibling 42 47.2 47 | 54.5 .1246 89 .8

Jiother .

Relatives 248 33.2 500%*| 66.8 .0021 748 7.1
Neighbor 442 32.9 901**l 67.1 .0001 1,343 12.8
Child Care ‘ 7 .

Provider 136* 45.3 164 | 54.7 .0215 300 | 2.9
Foster
Parent 23*%| 71.9 °] 28.1 .0002 32 .3
Attorney 32% 52.5 ‘29 47.5 .0380 61 .6
Law
Enforcement 707**%| 64.6 388 35.4 .0001 1,095 10.5
Youth Court 41 32.9 44 | 52.1 .0903 | 85 .8
Human
Services 166 36.2 293 63.8 .2860 459 4.4
Educators 640%* 41.2 914 58.8 .0472 1,554 14.8
Hospital S
Staff 95 36.7 164 63.3 .5460 259 2.5

|lother .

Medical 121 42.3 165 57.7 .2333 286 2.7
Residential ‘
staff i1 39.3 17 60.7 1.0000 28 - .3
Legal .
Guardian 2 100.0 . 0 0.0 N/A 2 .0

llEconomic
Assistance 10 [ 23.8 32 76.2 .0683 42 .4
Other 908 31.9 1,934**| 68.1 .0001 2,842 27.1
Total 4,059 38.7 6,417 61.3 10,476 |100.0

*%* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01

* sSignificantly greater than expected at alpha < .05

N/A = Expected value < 5 for at least one cell in this row
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Perpetrators

| Eighty-five percent of the alieged perpetrators fell into
the parent category. Only 37.6% of the allegations against
parents were substantiated (see Table 8). Statistics were not
collected regarding fhe exact relationship 6f the perpetrator
to the victim, making it impossible to determine if the
"parent" was a mother, father, or stepparent.

Caretaker substitutes had a higher than expected rate of
substantiation at 57.1. The other caretakers, other household
members, and the "other" category also had significantly
higher than expected rates of substantiation.

Table 8. Overall Abuse and Neglect Reports by Perpetrator's
Relationship to Victim

Perpetrator| Substantiated Unsubstantiated |[Chi- Total Percent
Square of

Cases |Percent| Cases Percent P Cases Total

Parent 3,344 37.6 5,552 62.4 w1717 8,896 85.0

Other

Caretaker 242%% 45.2 293 54.8 .0008 - 535 5.1

Other

Household

Member 182%% 45.5 218 54.5 .0022 400 3.8

Licensed

Care .

Provider 19 37.3 32 62.7 1.0000 51 .5

Caretaker

Substitute 36%* 57.1 27 42.9 .0022 63 .6

School 2 40.0 3 60.0 N/A 5 .0

Other 232%% 45.0 - 284 55.0 ‘.0004 516 4.9

Total 4,057 38.3 6,409 61.2 10,466 |100.0

** Significantly greater than ekpected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 for at least one cell in this row
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sSummary
Significant differences exist between substantiated and
unsubstantiated reports of child abuse and neglect based on

the demographic attributes contained in those reports.

Gender: There was a significant difference in the ratio
of male to female victims based on the representation in the
general population. Emotional abuse and emotional neglect
were most likely to be substantiated for girls, while physical
abuse and physical neglect were most 1likely to be

substantiated for boys.

Age: As the age of the victim increased, the number of
reports filed decreased. As age increased, the substantiation

rate increased.

Ethnicity: Cases involving Native American victims were
substantiated more frequently than expected. Native American
Hvictims were overrepresented based on the size of the Native
American population in the state. Caucasians were

underrepresented.

. Referral Source: Substantiation rates varied greatly

depending on the source of the report.

Perpetrators: Parents constituted the.largest group of

alleged perpetrators, but four other groups had higher rates

of substantiation.
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Significant demographic differences'weré found between
cases in which physical abuse was reported and substantiated
and those in w@ich it was reported and not substantiated.

Therefore the first null hypothesis was rejected.

Hypothesis 2 - Physical Abuse

The second hypothesis stated that there is no demographic
. difference'between.cases in which physical abﬁse is feported
and substantiated and those in which it was reported ahd not
substantiated. '

Physical abuse is an action toward a child resulting in
physical injury or potential physical injﬁry to the child.
This can range from shaking a child or twisting é limb to
cuts, burns, broken bones, internal organ, or brain damage.

There were 2,964 reports of physical abuse invesﬁigated in
1991. Of these, 966 or 32.6% were substéhtiated.n

An evaluation of the data regarding physical abuse was
conducted in order to determine if there wefg'differences
between substantiated and unsubstantiatéd cases based on age,
gender or race of the victim, the referral source, or the

relationship of the perpetrator to the victim.

Gender

Female victims accounted for 51% of the physical abuse

reports and male victims for 49% (see Table 9). There was not
a -significant difference in rate of substantiation based on

gender.

| R .
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Table 9. Physical Abuse Reports by Gender
Gender Substantiated Unsubstantiated || Total
Cases Percent Cases Percent Cases |Percent
Male 490 32.4% 1,022 67.6% 1,512| 51.0%
Female 476 32.8% 976 67.2% 1,452 49.0%
Total 966 32.6% 1,998 67.4% 2,9641100.0%
Age

Reports involving children under the age of 4 were least
likely to be substantiated for both males and females. The
14-15 age group had the highest substantiation rate for both
~genders. Reports involving children over 10 years of age weré
much more 1likely to be substantiated than those involving
younger children (see Tables 10 and 11).

Physical abuse of males in the 2-3 age group was
significantly more likely to be substantiated than it was for
their female counterparts. The opposite was true for females
in the 14-15 and 16-17 age groups for which reports were
significantly more likely to be substantiated than would be
expected when compqred to males of the same age (see Table

12).

L

4 I 1)
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Table 10. Male Physical Abuse Reports by Victim Age

' Age ‘ Substantiated Unsubstantiated Chi- Percent
Square |[Total of -

Cases Percent Cases Percent he) Cases |Cases
0-1 35 | 20.6% 135%%| 79.4% .0012 || 170 | 11.7%
2-3 62 25.7% 179* | 74.3% .0295 . 241 16.6%
4-5 67 33.3% 134 66.7%" .8595 201 13.8%
6—7 54 30.5% 123 69.5% .6274 177 12.2%
8-9 »h 50 30.3% 115 69.7% .6035 165 11.4%
10-11 62 37.6% . 103 62.4% .1906 165 | 11.4%
12;13 60 37.3% 101 62.7% .2273 lel 11.1%
14-15 ’ 56%* 49.1% ’ 58 | 50.9% .0002 © 114 7.8%
16-17 26 44.1% ‘ 33- 55.9% .0787 .59 | 4.1%
Total 472 32.5% 981 | 67.5% 1,453 (100.0%

**Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05

Tablenll. Female Physical Abuse Reports by Victim Age

Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated Chi- Percent
- Square || Total |of
Cases Percent Cases Percent || p Cases |Cases
0-1 32 17.8% 148**|82.2% ‘ -0001 180 12.9%
2-3 . 34 |23.0% 114% |77.0% .0149 148 | 10.6%
4-5 44 [28.6% ' 110 71.4% .3143 154 11.0%
6-7 46 29.3% 111 70.7% .4104 157 11.2%
8-9 ‘ 32 |28.6% . 80 [71.4% - .4062 112 8.0%
10-11 54* [41.5% 76 58.5% .0399 130 9.3%
12-13 76* 140.4% 112 59.6% .0292 188 13.5%
14-15 88**|42.3% 120 57.7% .0040 208 | '14.9%
16-17 50* 138.9% 69 58.0% .0386 119 8.5%
Total 456 32.7% 940 67.3% 1,396 [100.0%

**Significantly greater‘than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
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Table 12. Substantlated Cases of Phy51ca1 Abuse by Gender
Compared by Age

FEMALES MALES  ° |chi-
: Square
Age Substantiated Substantiated Total
' Cases Percent Cases Percent )

" 0-1 32 [17.8% 35 |[20.6% |[[1.0000 67
2-3 34 |23.0%8 || 62+*[25.7% || .0099 96
4-5 ' 44 |28.6% 67 |33.3% | .0576 111
6-7 46 ~ |29.3% 54 [30.5% .6030 100
8-9 32 [28.6% 50 |30.3% .0864 || 82

10-11 54 |41.5% 62 |37.6% .6483 || 116

12-13 76 |40.4% 60 |37.3% | .1346 136

14-15 88%*42.3% || . 56 [49.1% .0051 || 208

16-17 50%* |38.9% 26 |44.1% .0052 || 119

Total 456 |32.7% 472 [32.5% || 7 928

**Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05

Ethnicity . .

Cases involving physical abuse shoﬁed no significant
differences from expected values based én'ethnicity. Of the
-cases with male victims, 87.1% involved Caucasian children-as
did 84.6% of the cases with female victims (see Tableé 13, 14,
and 15). This Eompares with 80.2% overall (see Table 6).
There was a corresponding decline in the percentage of reports

which involved Native American children for both genders.-
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Table 13. Male Victim's Physical Abuse by Ethnicity

ETHNICITY : chi- | Percent
OF Substantiated Unsubstantiated Square of
MALE Total |Total
VICTIMS Cases Percent|| Cases Percent || P Cases Casges
Caucasian 373 32.6 772 | 67.4 .8663 || 1145 87.1
Native
American 32 27.4 85 72.6 .3292 117 8.9
Hispanic 11 44.0 ‘ 14 56.0 1.000 25 1.9
Black . 4 26.7 11 73.3 N/A 15 | 1.1
Asian 2 | 33.3 || 4 66.7 || N/a 6 | .5
Vietnamese 3 50.0 3 50.0 || N/A 6 .5
Alaskan || O 0 0 0 | w/a o | o
Total 425 32.3 889 67.7 1314 100.0

*% Significantly greater than expected at élpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

Table 14. Female Victim's Physical Abuse by Ethnicity

ETHNICITY ‘ Chi- . Percent
OF i Substantiated Unsubstantiated |Square of
FEMALES Row Total
VICTIMS Cases Percent| Cases Percent P Total |Cases
‘Caucasiah 351 33.4 701 66.6 .6694 ]l 1052 84.6
Native ‘ |
American 45 27.8 117 72.2 I 2107 162 13.0
Hispanic 7 50.0 7 50.0 .2735 14 | 1.1
Black 2  20.0 8 80.0 .6037 10 .8
Asian 2 40.0 3 60.0 N/A 5 | .4
Vietnamese 0 0 0 | O N/A .0 0
Alaskan 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0
Total 407 32.7 836 67.3 “ 1243 ]100.00

* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* ° Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells ‘in this row
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Table 15. Substantiated Cases of Physiéal Abuse by Ethnicity
Compared by Gender ’

ETHNICITY FEMALES MALES
OF Chi- '
VICTIM Substantiated - Unsubstantiated ||Square ||Total
Cases Percent Cases Percent P ||Cases
Caucasian 351 33.4 ' 373 | 32.6 .8504 724
Native ] ‘ . ‘
American 45 27.8 ‘ 32 37.8 .1185 77
Hispanic 7 50.0 [ 11 | 24.0 .5393 || 18
Black 2 20.0 4 26.7 7 N/A 6
Asian 2 40.0 2 | 33.3 N/A 4
Vietnamese o] 1 o0 3 50.0 N/A 3
Alaskan 0 0 0 0 . N/A 0
Total 407 32.7 425 32.3 | 832

* % Significantly greater than expected at élpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected. at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

Referral Source

Fathers were the least substantiated reporters of
phys;cal abuse fér victiﬁs of both genders. Neighbors also
had substantiation rates under 20%. Law enforcement reports
had a significantly higher than expected number of
substantiated cases for both maleswand'females. Educators did
better than expected in reporting cases involving females,
while hospital staffs did better than expected when reporting
cases involving males (see Tables 16 and 17). There were
significantly more substantiated cases involving females

reported by éducators than there were for males.
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Table 16. Reporters of PhYsigal Abuse of Male Victims
REFERRAL Substantiated ||Unsubstantiated||Chi- Percent
SOURCE Square ||Total of

|[Cases Percent||Cases .Percent P Cases Cases
Mother 37 34.9 69 65.1 | .6545 106 | 7.0
Father 11 13.1 73%* 86.9 .0002 84 5.6
Self 17 45.9 20 11.3 .1130 37 2.4
Sibling 4 44.4 5 55.6 N/A 9. .6

Other . . : ‘ ,
Relatives 24 28.2 61 71.8 .4811 85 .1 5.6
Neighbor 32 ' 19.6 131**| 80.4 .0007 163 | 10.8
Child Care
Provider 20 40.0 30 60.0 .3187 50 3.3
Foster ’

Parent 4 80.0 1 20.0 N/A 5 .3
Attorney 3 "25.0 9 75.0 N/A 12 .8
Law i |
Enforcement 44%* 42.7 59 ' 57.3 .0330 103 6.8
Youth Court -7 63.6 4 36.4 N/A 11 .7
Human .Services 29 36.7 50 63.3 .4851 79 5.2
Educators 103 37.9 169 62.1 .0626 272 18.0
Hospital '

Staff 24*%* 54.5 20 45.5 .0029 44 2.9

Other
Medical 10 26.3 28 73.3 .5299 38 2.5
Residential .
staff 0 o] 1 |100.0 N/A 1 .1
Legal )

Guardian 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0
Economic . ) ‘
Agsistance o] 0 0 0 N/A 0 0

lother 121 29.4 290 70.6 .2189 411 27.2
Total 490 32.4 1,022 67.6 1,512 |100.0

*% -

Significantly greater than expectéd at alpha < .01

* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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Table 17. Reporters of Female Victims of Physical Abuse
REFERRAL Substantiated ||[Unsubstantiated||Chi- Totél Percent
SOURCE - - - Square of

‘ Cases Percent||Cases Percent P Cases Cases
Mother 35+ | 46.1 41 53.9 | .0194 76 5.2
Father 8 15.1 "45*%*| 84.9 .0093 53 3.7
Self 28 41.8 39 58.2 .1506 67 4.6
Sibling 4 33.3 8 66.7 1.0000 12 .8
Other

Relatives 22 28.2 56 71.8 .4570 78 5.4
Neighbor 25 18.7 109**| 81.3 .0007 134 9;2
child care 10 25.0 30 75.0 .3776 40 2.8
Provider .

Foster

Parent 3 50.0 3 50.0 N/A 6 .4
Attorney 1 33.3 2 66.7 N/A '3 .2
Law

Enforcement 47**%| 45,2 57 54.8 .0097 104 7.2
Youth Court 7 36.8 12 63.2 1.0000 19 1.3
Human Services 19 34.5 36 65.5 1.0000 55 3.8
Educators 142#*%] 41.4 201 58.6 .0009 343 23.6
Hospital ]

Staff 14 36.8 24 63.2 .7204 38 2.6
Other-

Medical 10 32.3 21 67.7 1.0000 31 2.1
Residential

Staff 1 16.7 5 83.3 N/A 6 .4
Legal

Guardian 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0
||Bconomic ) '

||Assistance 0 0 5 100.0 N/A 5 .3
Other 100 26.2 282*% 73.8 .0069 382 26.3
Total 476 32.8 976 67.2 1,452 100.0

*
Tk

N/A =

* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01l

Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

L
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Table 18. Substantiated Cases of Physical Abuse

Compared by Sex of Victim and Referral Source

RELATIONSHIP

FEMALES MALES
OF Chi-
REFERRAL Substantiated Substantiated ([Square |[Total
SOURCE TO
JIVICTIM Cases |Percenti||Cases Percent P Cases
Mother 35 46.1 37 ~ 34.9 ||1.0000 -72
Father 8 15.1 11 13.1 .6907 19
Self 28 41.8 17 49.9 .1130 45
Sibling 4 33.3 4 44.4 N/A 8
Other . )
{{Relatives 22 28.2 24 -28.2, {{11.0000 | 46
Neighbor 25 18.7 32 19.6 .4908 57
lChild Care 1. -
Provider 10 25.0 20 40.0 .1172 30
Foster
[lrarent 3 .. | s50.0 4 80.0 N/A 7
Attorney 1 33.3 3 25.0 N/A 4
Law .
Enforcement 47 45,2 44 42.7 .7314 91
ll¥outh Court 7 36.8 7 | e3.8 N/A 14
Human Services]||. 19 34.5 29 36.7 2293 48
Educators 142** 41.4 103 37.9 .0081 245
Hospital
Staff 14 36.8 24 .54.5 } .1695 38
Other ’
Medical 10 32.3 10 - 26.3 |{1.0000 20
Residential
Staff 1 16.7 0 0 N/A 1
Other 100 26.2 121 29.4 .1203 221
Total 476 32.8 490 32.4 966

*k Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01

* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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Parents were most often the alleged perpetrators of

physical abuse.

Parents were listed as the suspected abuser

in 83.7% of the cases involving females and 80.7% of the cases

involving males.

category for both genders (see Tables 19 and 20).

Table 19.

Physical Abuse of Male Victims Compared by
Perpetrator Relationship ,

Other caretakers were the second highest

PERPETRATOR'S Substantiated ||[Unsubstantiated|Chi- Total Percent
RELATIONSHIP Square of

TO VICTIM Cases Percent|(Cases Percent P Cases Cases
Parent * 375 30.8 843 62.2 .2132 1,218 80.7
Other . :

Caretaker 54 39.1 84 60.9 .1159 138 9.1
Other ‘
Household 35 - 39.8 53 60.2 .1793 88 5.8
|IMember

Licensed

Care

Provider 5 35.7 9 ] 64.3 N/A 14 .9
Caretaker ‘

Substitute - 4 - 40.0 6 60.0 N/A 10 .7
School 1 50.0 1 50.0 N/Aa 29 .1
Other 16 40.0 24 60.1 .3987 40 2.6
Total 490 32.5 1,020 67.5 1,510 100.0

k%

Significantly greater .than éxpected at alpha < .01%

* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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Table 20. Female Cases of Physical Abuse Compared
by Perpetrator Relationship

PERPETRATOR'S Substantiated [|[Unsubstantiated||Chi—- Total Percent
RELATIONSHIP : - Square of

TO VICTIM Cases |Percent||Cases |Percent| p Cases |Cases
Parent 385 31.7 828 68.3 .4067 1,213 83.7
Other

Caretaker 39 "36.8 67 63.2 .4535 106 7.3
Other ’

Household 37%% 50.0 37 50.0 .0026 74 5.1
Member ]
Licensed

Care -

Provider 4 30.8 9 1 69.2 N/A 13 .9
Caretaker i
Substiitute 0 0 4 - 100.0 N/A 4 .3
School , 0 0 0 0 N/A 0

Other 4 11 28.2 28 71.8 .6501 || -39 | 2.7
Total 1 476 32.9 - 973 67.1 : . 1,449 (100.0

** Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

Summary

Significant differences existed between substantiated and
unsubstantiated reports based on the demographic attributes’

contained in those reports.

‘Gender: There was a significant difference in the ratio
male to female victims as compared to the representation of

each gender in the general population.

Age: As age increased, the substantiation rate increases
for both sexes. Physical abuse was -more likely to be

substantiated for younger boys and for older girlsf
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Ethnicity: Cases involving Native American victims
represented a lower proportion of the total physical abuse
cases than of all abuse and neglect cases together. Caucasians
were represented at a rate higher than expected based on their

proportion of all abuse and neglect cases.

Referral Source: Substantiation rates varied greatly

depending on the source of the report.

Perpetrators: Parents constituted the largest group of

alleged perpetrators, but other household members had a
significantly greater rate of substantiation for cases
involving female victims.

Significant demographic differences were demonstrated
between cases in which physical abuse was reported and
substantiated and those in which it was reported and not
substantiated. Therefore, the second null hypothésis was

rejected.
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Hypothesis 3 - Emotional Abuse

The third null hypothesis posited that there is no
demographic difference between cases in which emotional abuse
is reported and substantiated and those in which it is
reported and not substantiated.

Emotional abuse includes three subcategories: (a) Close
confinement such as tying, binding, or confining a child to an
enclosed area as a means of punishment; (b) verbal or
emotional assault such as habitual patterns of belittling,
denigratiﬁg, scapegoating, rejecting, or threatening with
physical or sexual assault or abandonment; and (c) other or
unknown abuse which includes attempted or potential physical
or sexual assault, intentional withholding of food, shelter,
or sleep as a punishment, or economic exploitation. There
were 1,336 cases of physical abuse reported in 1991. Of that
number, 710 or 53.1% were substantiated.

' An evaluation of the data regarding physical abuse was
conducted in order to determine if there were differences

between substantiated and unsubstantiated cases based on age,

gender, or race of the victim, the identity of the referral -

source, or the relationship of the perpetrator to the victim.
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" - Gender

There were significantly more reports of female
emotional abuse than male. The chi-square p for this
. comparison was .0068. The overall substantiation rate of

53.1% was second only to the substantiation rate for emotional

neglect. Of the reports invo1ving male victims, 51.8% were
substantiated. The rate for female victims was 54.3% (see
Table 21).

1

Table 21. Emotional Abuse Reports by Gender of Victim

Gender Substantiated Unsubstantiated || Total
' Cases Percent Cases Percent Cases |Percent
Male 320 51.8 298 48.2 - = 618 46.3
Female 390 54,3 328 45.7 718 | 53.7
Total 710 | 53.1 626 | 46.9 1,336 [100.0%
Age

There was a'major difference in the reporting trends of
emotional abuse between males and femaleé. The percentage of
the total reports filed for this category remained fairly
constant across the age groupé. For example, the. category
Females 2-3 contained 11.3% of all emotional abuse feports for
females, and the category Females'16—17.cohtained 11.2%.

The percentage of total emotional abuée reports for boys
‘trended consistently lower, from 14.6% for the 2-3 age group

to 5.1% for the 16—17_group.(see Tables 22 and 23).
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Table 22. Male Emotional Abuse Reports by Victim Age
Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated Chi- Total Percent
- Square of
Cases Percent Cases Percent P Cases Cases
0-1 20 43.5 26 54.3 .3194 46 7.8
2-3 32 37.2 54%*%* 62.8 .0088 86 14.6
4-5 57 58.8 40 41.2 .2109 97 . 16.4
6-7 45 50.0 45 50.0 .7985 90 15.2
8-9 39 55.7 31 44.3 .6037 70 11.8
10-11 49%* 65.3 26 - 34.7 .0269 75 12.7
12-13 26 53.1 23 46.9 |[1.0000 49 8.3
14-15 26 54.2 22 45.8 .8651 48 8.1
16-17 26 43.3 17 56.7 .4494 30 5.1
Total 307 51.9 284 48.1 591 100.0
*% Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
Table 23.. Female Emotional Abuse Reporﬁs by Victim Age
' Chi-
Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated Square (|Total Percent
Cases Percent éases Percent P Cases gises
0-1 21 45.7 25 54.3 1.0000 46 6.6
2-3 37 46.8 42 53.2 1.0000 79 11.3
4-5 -39 55.7 31 44.3 .1183 70 10.0
6-7 44 51.2 42 48.8 .3635 86 12.3
8-9 51* 60.0 34 40.0 .0112 85 12.2
10-11 51** 67.1 25 32.9 .0003 76 10.9
12-13 44 47.3 49 52.7 .8353 93 13.3
14-15 56%%* 65.1 30 34.9 .0005 86 12.3
16-17 38 48.7 40 51.3 .6735 78 11.2
Total 381 - 54.5. 318 45.5 699 100.0

*%k Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
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The substantiation rates for female victims aged 10 and 11
were higher fhan expected for both genders. Additionally, the
substantiation rates were higher.than expected for females in
the 8-9 and 14-15 age:groups. The 10-11 females had the
highesf substantiation rate at 67l1%, while the males 2-3 had
the lowest at 37.2%. | |

Emotional abuse of bqys aged 4 and 5 was significantly
more likely to be substantiated th;n it was for girls the same
age. Not only were there significantl? more . cases .of
emotional abuse reported for older girls than boys, but the
substantiation rate was also significantly higher for females
in the 14-15 and 16-17 age groups (éee Table 24).

Table 24. Substantiated Cases of Emotional Abuse
Female Compared to Male by Age Group

FEMALES MALES Chi-

Age Substantiated Substantiated Square |[[Percent
Cases Percent Cases Percent P ‘ggses
0-1 21 45.7 20 43.5 .7029 41
2-3 37 46.8 32 . 37.2 .8604 69
4-5 39 - 55.7 57*% | - 58.8 _{l .0050 96
6-7 44 51.2 45 50.0 .3054 89
8-9 51 60.0 39 55.7 | .8920 90
10-11 51 67.1 49 65.3 .4327 100
12-13 44 47.3 | 26 | 53.1 || .2564 70
14-15 56% 65.1 26 54.2 .0252 || 82
16-17 38%%* 48.7 13 | 43.3 | .0092 51
Total | 381 54.5 307 . 51.9 , 688

* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05 .
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Ethnicity

Caucasian victims were significantly overrepresented fbr
both'genders in reports of physical neglect at alpha <.01. .
The p was .0001 for the 90.1% of cases which the Caucasian
boys represented and the 89.3% which the Caucasian girls
represented. These were measured against the overall‘rate
80.2% for all types of abuse and neglect cases involving
Caucasian victims. Native American children were. identified
as victims.significantly less often than expected at the same

alpha level and p (see Tables 25 and 26).

Table 25. Cases of Emotional Abuse by Male Victim's Ethnicity

ETHNICITY Substantiated Unsubstantiated ||Chi- Total [Percent
1|OF MALE — Square of
VICTIMS Cases - Percent Cases Percent P Cases |Cases
Caucasian 259 ~ 53.6 224 46.4 1.0000 483 | 90.1
-||Native .
American 14 . 48.3 15 51.7 .7055 29 5.4
Hispanic 7 ¢ 58.3 5 41.7 1.0000 12 2.2
Black : 3 42,9 4 57.1 N/A : 7 1.3
Asian 1 50.0 1 50.0 N/A . 2 .4
Vietnamese 0 0 0] 0 N/A 0 0
Alaskan 3 100.0 0 0 " N/A ‘ 3 .6
Total 287 53.5 249 | 46.5 : 536 100.0

* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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Table 26. Cases of Emotional Abuse by Femalé.Victimﬁs

Ethnicity

ETHNICITY Substantiated Unsubstantiated |{[Chi- | Total |Percent|
||OF FEMALE - Square of
VICTIMS Cases  |Percent Cases Percent P Caseg |Cases
caucasian 296 | s54.3 249 45.7 | 1.0000 545 89.9
Native ) . 7
American 25 50.0 25 50.0 .6395 50 | 8.2
Hispanic 3 42.9 4 57.1 N/A 7 1.1
Black 6 85.7 1 14.3 N/A 7. 1.1
Asian 1 100.0 0 0 NA | 1 .2
Vietnamese|| 0 0 0 0 N/A - o| o
Alaskan o - 0 0 0o - N/A 0 0o

Total 331 54.3 .| 279 45.7 Al s10! 100.0

* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

Referral Source

Siblings had the highest rate of substantiation for both
genders. Every time a sibling reported that a brother was
being emotionaliy abused, the report was substantiated. When
a sibling reported that a sister was the victim of emotional
abusé, 85.7% of the incidents were' substantiated. Only 2 of
the 21 incidents reported by siblings were not substantiated
following investigation.

Law enforcement had a significantly higherﬂfhan;expected
rate of substantiatioﬁ than expected for both‘sexes. Of 133
reports filed by léw‘ enforcement, 99 were substantiated.
Fathers once again had a significantly lower rate oﬁ

substantiation than expected (see Tables 27 and 28).
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Table 27. Reporters of Emotional Abuse of Male Victims
||[Referral Substantiated ||Unsubstantiated|chi— Total | Percent
Source Square of

Cases Percent{/Cases Percent P ases|Cases

Mother 29 63.0 || 17 37.0 || .1722 || 46 7.4
Father 10 30.3 23%* 69.7_‘ .0209 ‘ .33 5.3
Self 13 54.2 11 45.8 {|1.0000 24 3.9
Sibling 7 100.0 0 0 N/A 7 1.1
Other , :
Relatives 22 48.9 23 51.1 .7986 . 45 7.3
Neighbor 41 45.1 50 54.9 || .2294 91 14.7
Child Care . il
Provider 6 46.2 7 53.8 ||1.0000 13 2.1
Foster 7
Parent 3 75.0 1 25.0 N/A 4 .6

|attorney 4 66.7 2 33.3 N/A 6 1.0
Law .
Enforcement 45* 67.2 22 32.8 .0174 - 67 10.8
Youth Court 3 50.0 3 - 50.0 N/A 6 | 1.0
Human Services 11 50.0 11 50.0 [1.0000 22 3.6
Educators 55 56.1 43 43.9 .4620 98 15.9
Hospital ,
staff 2 25.0 6 75.0 N/A 8 1.3
Other

"{IMedical 6 54.5 5 - 45.5 {|1.0000 11 1.8
Residential
Staff (o} 0 0 o] N/A 0 0.
Legal . .
Guardian 2 100.0 o] 0 N/A 2 .3
Economic : ‘
Assistance 0 0 1 100.0 N/A 1. .2
Other 61 45.5 73 - 54,5 || .1642 134 21.7
Total 320 51.9 [ 297 " 48.1 618 100.0

*k
*
N/A

| Significantlj greater than expected at alpha < .01
Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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Reporters of Emotional Abuse of Female Victims

Table 28.
REFERRAL Substantiated }/Unsubstantiated|Chi- Total |Percent
SOURCE - —~|Square of
Cases |Percent||Cases Percent P Cases |Cases
Mother 17 65.4 9 34.6 || .3484 26 3.6
Father 13 37.1 22 62.9 .0618 35 4.9 I
Self 25 49.0 26 51.0 ,5376 51 7.1
lsibling 12% 85.7 2 14.3 || .0365 14 ] 1.9
Other )
Relatives 43 58.9 || 30 41.1 .5015 73 10.2
Neighbor 42 49.4 43 . 50.6 .4261 85 | 11.8
Child Care i
||[Provider 5 50.0 5 50.0 }{{1.0000 10 1.4
Foster ‘ ‘
Parent 3  100.0 o - o N/A 3 .4
Attorney 3 50.0 3 50.0 || N/a 6 .8
Law oo
Enforcement 54%% 81.8 12 18.2 .0001 66 9.2
Youth Court o] 1 100.0 'N/A 1 .1
Human Services 7 31.8 15 68.2 || .0571 22 3.1
Educators 82 56.6 63 43.4 .6448 145 20.2
Hospital : )
Staff 6 46.2 7 53.8 .7556 13 1.8
Other
Medical 4 50.0 4 50.0 N/A 8 1.1
Residential . ]
Staff 4 T 66.7 2 33.3 N/a 6 .8
Legal
Guardian 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0
'Economic o
Asgistance 0 0 2 100.0 N/A 2 .3
Other 70 46.1 82% 53.9 .0500 152 | 21.2
Total 390 54.3 || 328 45.7 718 100.0
* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
. N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

)|
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Only 23 out of 68 cases of emotional abuse reported by
fathers were substantiated by DFS investigations. For females
the only reporting category with a lower rate than fathers was
human services. This category which includes counselors had

a substantiation rate of only 31.8%

Perpetrators

Licensed care .providers, other caretakers, and other
household members were the perpetrator categbries with the

highest percentages of substantiated reports (see Table 29).

Table 29. Cases of Emotional Abuse Compared by Perpetrator‘

Relationship
Chi- i
Perpetrator Square
Relationship Substantiated Unsubstantiated‘ Total
Cases Percent||cases Percent‘ P Cases Percent
Parent 583 ' 51.0 561 49.0 || .1368 1,144 85.7
Other . . : ) ]
Caretaker , 69%* 67.6 33 32.4 .0047 102 7.6
Other .
Household
|[Member 30 - 66.7 15 33.3 .0967 45 3.4
Licensed
Care ]
Provider 9 8l1.8 2 18.2 .1096 11 .8
Caretaker ‘ " : ’ .
Substitute 2 28.6 5 71.4 N/A 7 5
School o | o 1 100.0 | N/A 1 .1
Other 17 68.0 8 ‘ 32.0 .1996 17 1.9
Total 710 53.2 625 46.8 1,335 100.0

Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly, greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row




L - JLLL L

L34

Ll

56
‘Parents were the alleged perpetrators in 85.7% of the
reported incidents of emotional abuse. Fifty-one percent of
the reports in which parents were the alleged ébusers were

substantiated.

Summary

Significant differences existed between substantiated and
unsubstantiated reports of emotional abuse based on the

demographic attributes contained in those reports.

Gender: There was a significant difference in the ratio
of male to female victims as compared to the representation of

each gender in the general population.

Age: Emotional abuse was more likely to be substantiated

for younger boys and‘for older girls.

Ethnicity: Cases involving Native American victims
represented a lower than expected proportion of the total
emotional abuse cases. Caucasian victims were reported at a

rate higher than expected.

Referral Source: Substantiation rates varied greatly

depending on the source of the report.

Perpetrators: Parents constituted the largest group of

alleged perpetrators. Siblings had a significantly greater

rate of substantiation for cases involving female victims.
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Significant demographicidifferences were demonstrated
between caséé in which emotional abuse was reported and
substantiated and those in which it was reportéd

and not substantiated. The third null hypothesis was rejected.

Hypothesis 4 - Sexual Abuse

The fourth’ null hypothésis posits that there is no
significant demographic difference between cases in which
sexual abuse is reported and substantiated and those in which
it is reported and not substahtiated.

Sexual abuse was divided into three subcategories:_(a)
Intrusion, which was actual penile penetratian; (b)
molestation with génital contact, where genital contact had
occurred, but there was no indication éf intrusion; and (c)

other or unknown which includes unspecified acts not known to

L L | N

have involved the genitals sucH as fondling of breasts or

buttocks.or exposure. There were 1,303 reports alleging
sexﬁal abuse of children investigated during 1991. ‘Of this
total,>4é4 or 37.1% were substantiated and 819 or 62.9% Qere
not.

An evaluation of thé data regarding sexual abuse was
cbnducted in order:to‘determine if there were differences
between substantiated and uﬁsubstantiated cases based on age,
gender or race of the victim, the identity of the refef;al

source, or the relationship of the perpetrator to the victim.
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Gender
| ‘There were almost 3 times as many sexual abuéé cases
involviﬁg female victims as males. Of the 0942 reports
involving female victims, 362 or 38.4% ‘were substantiated.
There were 361 reports involving male victims of which 122 or

33.8% were substantiated (see Table 30).

Table 30. Sexual Abuse Reports by Gender

Gender Substantiated Unsubstantiated' ‘ Total
- Cases |Percent Cases Percent cases |Percent
Male 122 33.8 || 239 66.2 || 361| 27.7
“Female | 362 38.4 580 61.6 || 942 72.3°
Total 484 37.1 819 62.9 1,303|100.0%
Age

The rate of substantiation tended to increase for both
genders with age. For males the rafé of substantiation for
the 0-1 age éroup was 21.4%. The rate for the 16-17 age group
was 70.0%. For females the rate of Substaﬁtiatipn for the 0-1
age group was 11.4% with only 31 out of 35 cases not
substantiated. For the feﬁale 14-15 age categof?,‘59.8% or 64
out of 107 reports were substantiaped (see Tables 31 and 32).

Reportéd incidents of males peaked in the 6-7 ége groué
with 70, while the 4-5 and 8-9 age groups had 68 repor;s.
These three male age categories accounted ' for more

substantiated cases than the other six age groups combined.
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Table 31. Sexual Abuse Reports by Male Victim's Age
Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated Chi- Total Percent
: Square of
Cases Percent Cases Percent P |Cases Cases
0-1 3 21.4 i1 78.6 .4726 14 4.0
2-3 13‘ o 31.7 ‘ 28 ‘ 68.3 1.0000 41 11.8
4-5 23 33.8 " as 66.2 |1.0000 68 19.7
6—7 25 35.7 45 64.3 .8738 || 70 20.2
8-9 . | 15 22,1 ) 53 77.9*% || .0492 68 19.7
10-11 9 27.3 24 | 72.7 | .s197 || 33 | 9.5
12-13 12 52.2 | 11 47.8 | .1077 23 | 6.6
14-15 11 57.9 8 42.1 | .0s517 19 5.5
16-17 7 70.0 : 3 ‘ 30.0 N/A 10 2.9
Total V118‘ - 3401 228 65.9 _ || 346 100.0

*% Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

Reportéd incidents for girls péaked in the 10-11 age
group with 144. The female 10-11, 12-13, and 14-15 age
categories accounted for only 41.1% of the reports but
accounted for over half of the total substantiations. Cases
involving girls in the 0-1 and 2-3 age groups 'were
substantiated significantly leés frequently than expected.
Cases ‘involving girls in the 12-13 "and 14-15 were

substantiated at a ‘significantly higher rate than expected.
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Table 32. Sexual Abuse Reports by Female Viétim's Age

Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated Chi- Total Percent 
Square of
Cases | Percent Cases Percent P Cases Cases

0-1 4 11.4 . 31%*=* 88.6 || .0020 35 3.9
. 2-3 20 - 122.0 T1*% 78.0 I -0021 I 91 iO.l

4-5 38 32.2 80 67.8 «2128 118 13.1

6-7 38 | 33.0 77 67.0 | .2073 || 115 | 12.7

8-9 39 37.1 66 | 62.9 ' .9025 105 11.6 ||
10-11 49 34.0 95 66.0 .3448 144 16.0
12-13 62 51.7*%* 58 48.3 | .0033 120 13ﬁ3
14-15 64 59.8%%* 43 40.2 | .0001 107 11.9.”
16-17 31 46.3 36 53.7 ".2174 67 7.4
Total 345 38.2 557 61.8 902 100.0

* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or meore cells in thig row
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Ethnicity
Race was not a significant independent vériable in sexual
abuse cases (see Tables 33 and 34).

Table 33. Cases of Sexual Abuse of Males. by Ethnicity

ETHNICITY || Substantiated 1| Unsubstantiated ([[Chi- Total |Percent
OF Square : -
VICTIM Cases Percent Cases Percent P Cases |Cases
Caucasian 97 36.3 170 63.7 .7998 267 | 88.4
Native ’ )
American 10 37.0 17 |} 63.0 1.0000 27 8.9
Hispanic 0 0 7 | 100.0 N/A 7 2.3
Black 0 0] 1 100.0 N/A 1 .3
Asian 0 0 0 o " N/A 0 0
Vietnamese 0 0. 0 0 N/A 20 0
Alaskan 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 o}
Total 107 35.4 195 . 64.6 | 302 | 100.0

* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

Table 34. Cases of Sexual Abuse of Females by Ethnicity

ETHNICITY Substantiated Unsubstantiated |{|Chi- Total |Percent
OF ‘ Square . of
VICTIM Cases Percent Cases Percent P Cases |Cases
'Caucasian 294 40.7 428 59.3 .5637 || 722 89.9
Native “ .

‘American 17 27.0 46 73.0 .0550 63 7.8
Hispanic 4 44.4 -5 .| s55.6° N/A 9 1.1
Black 1 50.0 1 50.0 N/A 2 .2
Asian 2 40.0 3 60.0 N/A .5 .6
Vietnamese 0 0 0 0 N/A o | o
Alaskan o 0 2 100.0 N/A 2 .2

Total - 318 39.6 || 485 60.4 ‘y 803 100.0

T Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* - Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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Referral Source

.Sexual abuse of males was reported by the victims'
mothers more often than any othe; identified source. The only
‘éategory that differed‘ffom the expected rate for males was
other relatives. For this cafegory only 3 out of 25 reports
or 12.0% were substantiated. of poésible interest, only 3 out
of 17 male sexual abuse cases reported by human services

workers were substantiated (see Table 35).

Sexual abuse of females was reported by educators more -

often than any other identified source. Mothers .were the
secona‘highest identified source, followed by 6ther relétives,
law enforcement, and human services. _Reports filed by girls
(self) claiming to have been abused had a significantly higher
than average rate of substantiaﬁion at 62.2%. Law enforcement
referrals on female‘victims also had a‘significantly higher
than expected rate of substantiation at 58.5%. Only 2 out of
20 female sexual abuse cases reported by child care providefs
were substantiated, a rate significanfiy lower than expected
(see Table 36). |

Over 27% of all reports of sexual abuse were filed by the

miscellaneous categofy titled "Other."
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Table 35. Reporters of Sexual Abuse of Male Victims

REFERRAL Substantiated |[Unsubstantiated|{Chi- Total |Percent
{|SOURCE . 1Square || of
Cases Percent|Cases Percent P Cases |Cases

Mother 27 42.9 36 57.7 || .1656 || 63 17.5
Father 6 37.5 10 62.5 [11.0000 16 4.4
self 3 50.0 3 | 50.0 N/a 6 1.7
Sibling 0 0 3 100.0 N/A 3 .8
Other

Relatives 3 12.0 22*%* 88.0 .0364 25 6.9
Neighbor 6 26.1 17 73.9 || .5744 23 6.4
‘child Care

Provider 4 | 44.4 5 55.6 N/A 9 2.5
Foster .

Parent 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 o]
Attorney 0 0 1 100.0 N/A 1 .3
Law )

Enforcement 10 50.0 10 50.0 .1952 20 5.5
Youth Court 1 33.3 2 | 66.7 N/A 3 .8
{|Human services 3 17.6 14 82.4 || .2595% 17 4.7
Educators 10 26.3 28 73.9 .4215 38 10.5
Hospital o

Staff 9 | 60.0 6 40.0 .0612 15 4.2
Other
||[Medical 5 26.3 14 73.7 .6548 19 5.3
Residential ‘ .

staff 2 66.7 1 33.3 " N/A 3 .8
Legal ’
Guardian 0 0 4] -0 N/A 0 0
Economic ’ )
Assistance 1 100.0 0 0 N/A 1 .3
Other 32 32.3 67 67.7 .8380 99 27.4
Total 122 33.8 || 239 66.2 361 100.0

* %

Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01

* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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Table 36. Reporters of Sexual Abuse of Females
REFERRAL Substantiated |[Unsubstantiated|{Chi- Total {Percent
'SOURCE - Square of
Cases Percent|/Cases Percent P Cases |[Cases
Mpther 42 42.0 58 58.0 .5239 100 10.6
|lFather 9 37.5 15 62.5 |[1.0000 24 2.5
Self 23%% 62,2 14 37.8 .0051 37 3.9
sibling 3 | 30.0{ 7 | 70.0 |1.0000 10 1.1
llothex
Relatives .19 27.5 50 72.5 .0833 69 7.3
Neighbor 7 | 24.1 22 75.9 || .1651 29 3.1
Child care .
Provider 2 8.3 22% % 91.7 .0048 | 24 2.5
Foster .
Parent 5 71.4 2 28.6 N/A 7 .7
Attorney 5 62.5 3 37.5 N/A 8 .8
|| Law .
Enforcement 38%*%* 58.5 27 41.5 .0014 65 6.9
||xouth .court 3 27.3 8 72.9 N/A 11 1.2
Human Services 24 38.7 38 61.3 |[1.0000 62 6.6
Educators 63 43.2 83 56.8 .2734 146 15.5
Hospital |-
Staff 11 *37.9 ;8 62.1 ||1.0000 29 3.1
Other .
Medical 24 44.4 30 55.6 .4393 54 5.7
Residential -
Staff 1 20.0 4 80.0 N/A 5 .5
Legal
Guardian o | 0 0 0 N/A 0 0
Economic
Asgsistance 0 (0] 3 100.0 N/A 3 .3
Other 83 32.0 176%*%* 68.0 .0415 259 ‘ 27.4
Total 362 38.4 580 61.6 942 100.0
**  Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01’
L ® Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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This-variable stands out because of the manner in which

it differed fdr sexual abuse as compared to all other types of

abuse and neglect. Parents were listed as the perpetrators in

85% of the abuse and neglect reports.filed with DFS in 1991.

Parents were the alleged perpetrators in only -40.9% of the

reported incidents of sexual abuse (See Table 37). Overall,

only 28% of the accusations against parents were substantiated

(see Table

37).

Table 37. Parents Reported as Perpetrators by Category
Type of Substantiated A Unsubstantiatéd Total Percent
Abuse or - of
Neglect Cases [Percent Cases Percent|| Cases |Cases
Physical j
Abuse 760 31.3 1,671 68.7 2,431 82.2
Emotional ‘ . .
Abuse 561 49.0 583 51.0 1,144 85.7
Sexual

J|Abuse 149 28.0 383 72.0 - 532 40.9
Physical ‘

Neglect 1,868 34.1 3,604 65.9 5,472 95:7

{|Emotional - 4
Neglect 393 54.4 330 45.6 723 93.7
Medical .
Neglect 110 34.3 211 65.7 321 95.5

||Educational . :
Neglect ‘ 84 48.0 91 52.0 175 95.6
liTotal 3,925 | 36.3 6,873 | 63.7- || 10,798 | 85.6

Only 36.1% of the reports involving boys and 42.7% of ‘the

cases involving .girls

perpetrator.

allege

that

a parent

was

~the

Substantiation rates were also the lowest for
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sexual abuse. Only 18.5% of the male.sexual aﬁuse cases with
parents as the alleged perpetrators were substantiated. For
cases of femalé sexual abuse, that percentage rose to 31.1%

(see Tables 38 and 39).

Table 38. Male Cases of Sexual Abuse Compared by Perpetrator

Relationship
Perpetrator . : Chi~
Relationship Substantiated ||Unsubstantiated||Square [[Total |Percent
, of

‘[{Cases Percent|Cases |Percent P Cases [Cases
llparent 24 18.5 | 106 | 81.5 || .0004 || 130 | 36.1
other . : ' ‘
Caretaker 12 32.4 25 [ 67.6 ||1.0000 || 37 | 10.3
Other
Household
Member 15 32.6 31 67.4 ||1.0000 46 | 12.8
Licensed’
Care
Provider 1 25.0 3 75.0 (| N/A 4 1.1
Caretaker ’
Substitute 3 37.5 5 62.5 N/A 8 2.2
School : 0 o 0 0 N/A 0 0
other 66** 48.9 69 | 51.1 .0002 135 [ 37.5
Total 121 33.6 239 66.4 ' 360 | 100.0

* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

The "Other" category accounts for 37.5% of the reports
with male victims and 30.1% of the reports with female
victims. ‘Other household members account for 158 or 16.8% of
‘the cases alleging sexqalvabuse of females. For males, other
household memBers accdunt for 46 or 12.8%.of the cases (see

Tables 38 and 39).
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Table 39. Female Cases of Sexual Abuse by Perpetrator
Relationship:
Perpetrator Cchi- .
Relationship Substantiated ||[Unsubstantiated||Square {{Total |Percent
‘ of

Cases Percent||Cases |Percent P Cases |Cases
Parent 125 31.1 277**| 68.9 .0031 || 402 42.7
Other '
Caretaker 31 | 40.3 46 59.7 || .8271 77 8.2
Other
Household -
Member 69 43.7 89 56.3 .2004 158 16.8
Licensed
Care
Provider 1 . 0O 0 5 100.0 N/A || 5 .5
Caretaker | .
Substitute ' 10 62.5 6 37.5 1 .0845 16 1.7
School 0 "~ 0 o | o N/A .0 0
Other 127%** 44.7 157 55.3 .0333 284 30.1
Total - 362 © 38.4 580 61.6 942 | 100.0

*k Significantly greaterAthan expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

-

Summary

Signi.ficant differences existed between substantiated and
unsubstantiated reports of sexual abuse based on the

demographic attributes contained in those reports.

Gender: There was a significant diffefence in the ratio
.of male to ﬁeméle victims as éompared to the represen;ation of
each gender in the general population. Other significént
differences between genders were found when that variable waé
viewed in coﬁjunction with the variables of age,,referral

source, and perpetrator'relationship.
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Age: Sexual abuse was more likely to be substantiated as
the age of the victim increased. Reports involving femaie
victims were substantiated at a significantly lower rate than
expected for younger girls and at a significantly higher rate

than expected for older girls.

Ethnicity: Cases involving Native American victims’

represented a lower proportion of the total sexuél abuse cases
than of all abuse and neglect cases together. Caucasians were
represented at a'rate higher than expected based on their
proportion of all abuse and neglect cases. Race was not a
significant independent variable in determining substantiation

rates for sexual abuse cases.

Referral Source: Substantiation rates varied greatly

depending on the source of the report.

Perpetrators: Parents had the lowest substantiation rate

for sexual abuse and were reported as the perpetrators less
frequently in this category than any other.

Significant demographic differences were demonstrated
between cases in which sexual abuse was reported and
substantiated and those in which it was reported and not
substantiated. Therefore, the fourth null hypothesig was

rejected.
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Hypothesis 5 - Physical Neglect

The fifth null hypothesis states that there is no
significant demographic difference between cases in which
physical neglect is reported and substantiated and those in
which it is reportéd and not substantiated.

Physical neglect included‘abandonmeﬁt} expulsion from the
home without other arrangements being made, custody related
inattention to a child's needs, inadequate supervision, and
inattentién or inadequate nutrition, clothing, hygiene, safety
or welfare.

An evaluation of the data- regarding sexual abﬁse was
conducted in order to determine if there.were differences
between sﬁbstantiated and unsubstantiated cases based on age,
gendef or race of the victim, the referral sourée, or the
relationship of the perpetrator to the victim;

With 5,722 reported cases, physical neglect had the
highest incidence of all the categories of abuse and neglect.
Only physical abuse had a substantiation rate lower phan
physical neglect's .34.7%. However, even with that 1low
substantiation rate, there were err 1,000 more cases of
physical neglect substantiated than the next highest category

(see Table 1).

L
[
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Gender
Males accounted for 51.6% of the reported cases of
physical ﬁeglect and females for 48.4%. Gender does not
appear to affect the overall substantiation rate.for physical
neglect (see Table 40). |

Table 40. Physical Neglect Reports by Gender

Gender Substantiated Unsubstantiated ‘ Total
‘ Cages ;Percent VCaseé Percent ‘ Casesr Pefcent
Male 1,034 35.0 1,919 65.0 2,953 51.6
Female | 954 | 34.5 1,815 65.5 2,769 | 48.4
Total 1,988 | 34.7 3,734 | 65.3 | 5,722 [100.0%
Age

‘The volume of reports declined as children grew older.
This was true for both genders, but the dfop wés more
precipitous for males. \Cases involving'maie victims ranged
from a high of 556 for the 0-1 age group to a low of 63 for
the 16-17 age category. Cases involviné female victims
ranged from a high of 533 fof,the 0-1 age group to a low of
109 for the 16-17 age category. -

Substantiation fétes for female victims showed no
significant variation from the mean across age groups.

Male victims, however, had a significant drop in rate of
substantiation from a high of,39.§% for the 2f3.age group to

a low of 21.1% for the 14-15 age group (see Tables-41 and 42).

{
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Table 41. Physical Neglect Reports by Male Victim's Age
Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated |[[Chi- Total Peréent
- Square of
Cases Percent Cases Percent P Cases Cases
0-1 206 37.1 350 62.9 .4717 556 19.5
2-3 194+ 39.9 292 60.1 .0468 486 o 17.1
4-5 165 39.7 251 60.3 .0848 416 14.6
6-7 126 34.1 244 65.9 .5982 370 13.0
8-9 133 36.1 235 63.9 .8394 368 12.9
10-11 90- 32.1 190 67.9 .2663 280 9.8
12-13 56 30.6 ' 127 - 69.4 .1910 | 183 6.4
14-15 26 21.1 97** © 78.9 .0012 123 4.3
16-17 14 22.2 49% 77.8 .0384 63 2.2
Total 1,010 35.5 1,835 64.5 2,845 100.0
*% Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
Table 42. Female Physical Neglect Reports by Victim Age
Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated Chi- Total Percent||
- {{Square of
Cases Percent Cases Percent P Cases |Cases
0-1 197 37.0 336 63.0 .3165 533 19.7
2-3 160 35.0 297 65.0 ‘1.0000 457 16.9
4-5 136 37.5 227 62.5 || .3120 363 13.4
6-17 115 32.87 234 67.2 .4574 348 12.9
8~9 98 33.1 198 66.9 .5823 296 10.9
i0-11 88 34.2 -169 65.8 -.9024_‘ 257 9.5
12-13 75 36.8 129 63.2 .6061 204 7.5
14~15 43 30.5 98 69.5 .3249 141 5.2
16-17 32 29.4 77 70.6 .2747 109 4.0
Total 943 "34.8 1,765 65.2 2,708 100.0
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Ethnicity

Native Americans were overrepresented in the categofy‘of
physical neglect. Native Ameritans-were victims in 20.6% of
the reports involving physically neglected males and 23.1% of
the repérts involving physically neglected females. Native
American victims also had significantly higher than expected
substéntiation rates for both genders. ééucasian'victims were
underrepresented in terms of total reports and had
significantly lower than expected rates of substantiation for

both genders (see Tables 43 and 44).

Table 43. Physical Neglect by Ethnicity of Male Victims

ETHNICITY || Substantiated Unsubstantiated |lchi- Total |Percent
OF - Square of
VICTIM Cases Percent || Cases Percent P Cases |Cases
Caucasian 612 32.8 || 1,255%%*, 67.2 .0040 1,687 75.6
Native , !
American 246%* 48.4 262 "51.6 .0001 - 508 20.6_
Hispanic 14 27.5 37 -72.5 .2601 51 2.1
Black 11 44.0 14 56.0 || .5320 25 1.0
llasian ' 2 20.0 8 80.0 N/A 10 | .4
Vietnamese 0 o 4 100.0 N/a || 4 .2
Alaskan 3 100.0 o | o . N/a 3 .1
Total 888 36.0 1,580 64.0 2,468 | 100.0

* %k Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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Table 44. Female Physical Neglect by Ethnicity

ETHNICITY Substantiated Unsubstantiated [[Chi- Total |Percent
OF - Sguare of
VICTIM Casges Percent i| Cases Percent P ICases |Cases
Caucasian 565 32.5 1,172+%%* 67.5 .0037 1,737 73.3
Native . “
American 255%% 46.5 293 53.5 .0001 . 584 23.1
Hispanic 16 36.4 | 28 63.6 1.0000 44 1.9
Black . 14 38.9 22 - 61.1 .8414 36 1.5
Asian 1 20.0 | 4 | s80.0 N/a | 5 .2
Vietnamese 0] o] 0 o] N/A 0 o]
Alaskan 1 100.0 -0 o] N/A 1 .0
Total ‘ 852 35.9 1,519 64.1 2,371 | 100.0

* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
*  Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

Referral Source

Neighbors reported more cases of physiéal neglect for
both genders than any other identified source but had a lower
than expected rate of substantiation. Law'eﬁforcement was the
second most frequent sourcé for both genders. Law enforcement
also had the highest rate of substantiation for both génders;
67.0% for male victims and 68.4% for female victims.

| Child care providers and nonhqspital'(other) medical-
personél had significantly higher than expected rates of
substantiation for male victims of physical negleét. Fathers,
other relatives, neighbors, and educators all had lower than’
expected rates of substantiation in cases invoiving male:
victims. Only 25 out of 149 or 16.8% of the reports made by

‘fathers of physical neglect of their sons were substantiated.
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Mothers, child care providers, law enforcement, youth

- courts, and the victims themselves all had higher fhén
expected rates of substantiation for reports involving female
victims. Fathers had the lowest rate of substantiation as
reporters of physical neglect of their daughters. Only 19 out
of 140 or 13.6% of the repofts filed by fathers regarding
physical néglect of their daughters were substanﬁiated (see
Tables 45 and 46). |

More cases fell into the other or unidentified category
than into any of the identified referral sources. Of physical
neglect cases involviﬁg female yictims; 28.8% were in the
othér category as were 27.2% of the physical neglect cases

involving male victims.
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Reporters of Physical Neglect of Male

Table 45. Victims
REFERRAL Substantiated ||Unsubstantiated||chi- Total |Percent
SOURCE - Square of

Cases Percent|Cases |Percent P Cases |Cases

Mother 28 28.6 70 71.4 .2193 98 3.3
Father 25 16.8 124* 83.2 .0001 149 "5.0

|lser 12 29.3 29 70.7 || .5447 41 1.4
Sibling 10 52.6 9 47.4 || .1704 19 .6
Other
Relatives 67 27.2 179* 72.8 .0129 || 246 . 8.3
Neighbor 160 30.5 364* 69.5 || .0360 524 17.7
Child cCare .

Provider 51*%* 49.5 52 50.5 .0028 103 3.5
Foster :

Parent 4 66.7 2 33.3 N/A 6 .2
Attorney 9 | 47.4 10 52.6 .3736 19 .6
Law .

Enforcement 266%*%* 67.0 131 33.0 .0001 397 13.4
Youth Court 6 37.5 10 62.5 |[1.0000 16 .5
Human Services| 37 33.6 73 66.4 || .8416 || 110 | 3.7
Educators 78 27.1 210%*%* 72.9 .0059 288 9.8

[jHospital : ‘ .
staff 19 32.2 40 67.8 || .7536 59 2.0
Other
Medical 29%* 50.0 29 50.0 .0240 58 2.0
Residential :

Staff 1 25.0 3 75.0 N/A 4. .1
Legal ‘

Guardian 0 0 0 0 N/A 0}.0
Economic ,

Assistance 5 | 35.7 9 64.3 [{1.0000 14 .5
Other 227 28.3 575%* 71.7 .0001 802 27.2
Total 1,034 35.0 ({1,919 65.0 2,953 100.0

** Significahtly‘greater than expected at alpha < .01

* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05

N/A = Expected value < 5 ih one or more cells in this row




1Ll

76

Table 46. Reporters of Physical Neglect of Female Victims

REFERRAL Substantiated |[Unsubstantiated|/Chi- Total |Percent

SOURCE - Square of
Cases Percent||Cases Percent|| p Cases |Cases

Mother 20 22.7 68% 77.3 .0270 88 3.2

Father 19 13.6 121%*%) 86.4 .0001 140 5.1

Self 23* 51.1 22 48.9 ||. .0287 45 1.6

Sibling 12 42.9 | 16 57.1 || .4645 28 1.0

Other :

Relatives 75 31.9 160 68.1 .4443 235 8.5

Neighbor 145. 30.7-|| 328 69.3 .0872 473 17.1

Child Care * ,

Provider 41**| 51.3 39 48.8 .0024 80 2.9

Foster ‘

Parent 6 66.7 3 33.3 N/A 9 .3

Attorney 4 40.0 6 60.0 N/A 10 .4

Law

Enforcement 229%%* 68.4 106 | 31.6 .0001 335 12.1

Youth Court 13* 59.1 9 40.0 .0277 22 .8

Human Services 32 29.6 76 70.4 || .3353 108 3.9

Educators 76 28.9 187 71.1 .0648 263 9.5

Hospital

Staff 22 37.3 37 62.7 .7538 59 2.1

Other

Medical 24 41.4 34 58.6 || .3350 58. 2.1

Residential

Staff 1 16.7 5 83.3 N/A 6 .2

Legal ‘

-{{Guardian 0 0 0 0 N/RA 0 0

‘Economic : ‘ ]

Assistance 4 30.8 9 69.2 N/A || 13 .5

Other 208 26.1 589**‘ 73.9 .0001 797 28.8

Total 954 ‘ 34.5 ||1,815" 65.5 2,769 100.0

* % Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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More cases fell into the.other or unidentified category
than into any of the identified referral sources. Of physical
neglect cases involving female victims, 28.8% were in the
other category as were 27.2% of the physical neglecE cases

involving male victims.

Perpetrators

Parents were reported as the perpetrators in 95.8% of all
physical neglect cases involving males and 95.6% of all
physical neglect cases involving.females. Other caretakers
had a higher than expected substantiation rate for both

genders (see Tables 47 and 48).

Table 47. Perpetrators of Physical Neglect of Male Victims

PERPETRATOR Substantiated ||[Unsubstantiated||Chi- Total |Percent
RELATIONSHIP Square of
Cases Percent|/Cases Percent P Cases |Cases

Parent 973 34.4 1,852 65.6 .4761 [|2,825 95.8
Other ‘ : ’

Caretaker 38 48.7 40 51.3 .0163 78 2.6
Other

Household

Member ‘ 5 29.4 12 70.6 {]1.0000 |f 17 |+ . .6
||Licensed

Care |
|Provider 5 45.5 6 54.5 || .6865 11 .4
Caretaker

Substitute 6 75.0 2 25.0 N/A 8 .3
Other 7 70.0 3 30.0 N/A 10 .3
Total 1,034 35.1 1,915 64.9 2,949 | 100.0

% Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row-
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Table 48. Perpetrators of Physical Neglect of Females
‘PERPETRATOR Substantiated [|[Unsubstantiated|/Chi- Total . |Percent
RELATIONSHIP - - Square of
Cases Percent|Cases |Percent P Cases |Cases
Parent 894 33.8, 1,753 66.2 .4525 |[|2,646 95.6
Other
Caretaker 42% 47.7 46 52.3 .0125 88 3.2
Other
Household
Member 3 33.3 6 66.7 N(A 9 .3
Licensed
jcare
Provider 1. 16.7 5 83.3 N/A 6 .2
Caretaker ‘ .
Substitute 10 83.3 2 16.7 N/A 12 .4
School 0 0 o] 0 N/A 0 0
Other 4 50.0 4 50.0 N/A 8 .3
Total 954 34.5 |[1,815 65.5 2,769 | 100.0 |

*k Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

Summary

Significant differences existed between substantiated and

unsubstantiated reports of physical neglect based on the

demographic attributes contained in those reports.

Gender: There was a significant difference in the ratio

male-to-female victims as compared to the :epresehtation of

each gender in the general population.

differences beﬁween‘genders were found when that variable was

Other significant

viewed in conjunction with the variables of age, ethnicity,

referral source, and perpetrator relationship.
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Age: Physical neglect reports decreased as the age level
of victims increased. Physical neglect of males was
significantly less likely to be substantiated as the age of

the victim increased.

Ethnicity: Cases involving Native American victims
represented a higher proportion of the total physical negléct

cases than expected. Physical neglect cases involving either

gender were significantly more likely to be substantiated if -

the victim was Native American and significantly less likely

if the victim was Caucasian.

Referral Source: Substantiation rates varied

significantly depending on the source of the report.

Perpetrators: Physical abuse cases involving females

with. other caretakers as the alleged perpetrators were
significantly more likely to be substantiated than would be
expected.

Significant demographic differences were demonstrated
between cases in which physical neglect was reported aﬁd
substantiated and those in which it was reported and not
substantiated. Therefore, the fifth null hypothesis was

rejected.

Hypothesis 6 - Emotional Neglect

The sixth null hypothesis stated that there was no

significant demographic difference between cases in which
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emotignél neglect was reported and substantiated and those in
which it was reported and not substantiated.
Emotional neglect included inédequate nurturénce or
affection, chronic or extreme spouse abuse, permitted drug or
alcohol abuse, permitted maladaptive “behavior such as

delinquency, refusal or delay of psychological care, and

neglect of developmental or emotional needs. There were 773

cases of emotional neglect investigated by DFS during 1991.

The substantiation rate of 54.7% for emotional abuse was
greater than that of any other type of abuse or neglect.

An ‘evaluation of the data regarding sexual abuse was
conducted in order to determine if there were differences
between substantiated and unsubstantiated cases based on age,
gender or race of the victim, the identity of the referral
source, or the relationéhip of the perpetrator to the victim.
Chi-square formulae were used to determine whether
substantiation rates for categories within these independent
variables differed significantly from the average or mean

substantiation rate for that variable.

Gender

Gender was not a significant variable by itself in the
evéluation of substantiation rates of emotional neglect.
Cases were fairly eténly divided betwéen male and female

victims (see Table 49).
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Table 49. Emotional Neglect Reports by‘Génder

Gender Subsgtantiated Unsubstantiated Total Percent
Cases Percent Cases | Percent Cases gzses
Male 205 53.5 178 46.5 383 | 49.5
Female 218 55.9 172 44.1 390 50.5
Total 423 54.7 350 45.3 773 100.0%

Age

| No firm trends appeared in analysis of the age variable
for victims of emotional neglect. The number of reports
involving boys dropped for the two oldest age categories, but

substantiation rates did not differ significantly from the

mean. The boys 10-11 age group had the highest number of .

reports and the highest rate of substantiation. Girls of the
same age had the fewest reports and the lowest substantiation
rate. Of all age groups for both genders, only the male 6-7
category differed significantly from the mean. This group had
the lowest substantiation rate for male victims of emotional

neglect (see Tables 50 and 51).
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Table .50. Emotional Neglect Reports by Male Victim's Age
age Substantiated Unsubstantiated [IChi~ [[Total |Percent
Square of
Cases Percent Cases Percent P Cases Cases
0-1 29 60.4 19 39.6 || .4803 || s 13.0
2-3 28’ 60.9 18 39.1 .4554 46 12.4
4-5 23 54.8 ' 19 45.2 1.0000 42 11.4
6-7 18 37.5 30* 62.5 .0284 48 i3.0
8-9 26 59.1 18 40.9 .6265 44 11.9
10-11 34 58.6 24 41.4 .5970 58 15.7
12-13 20 50.0 20 50.0 - .6986 40 10.8
14-15 11 44;0 14 56.0 .4048 25 6.8
16-17 12 63.2 7 36.8 .5859 19 5.1
Total 2Ql 54.3 169 45.7 370 100.0
* SignificantLy greater than expected at alpha < .05
Table 51. Female Emotional Neglect Reports by Victim Age
Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated [chi- ITotal Percent
- - Square of
Cases Percent Cases [Percent P Cases |Cases
0-1 25 59.5 . 17 40.5 || .8512 42 11.0
2-3 31 63.3 18 36.7 .4499 - 49 12.8
4-5 18 56.3 14 43.8 |/1.0000 32 8.4
6-7 32 - 58.2 23 41.8 1.0000 ' 55 14.4
8-9 24 53.3 21 ‘46.9 " .7394 45 11.7
10~-11 16 55.2 13 44.8 ||1.0000 29 7.6
12-13 20 46.5 23 563.5 ' .2219 43 11.2
14-15 33 61.1 21 38.9 .6259 54 14.1
16-17 19 55.9 15 44.1 1.0000 34 8.9
llTotal 218 56.9 165 43.1 283 | 100.0
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Ethnig?tz
.ﬁéports-of'emotional neglect involving Native American
children were substantiated more often than expected (see

Table 52).:

Table 52. Emotional Neglect by Ethnicity of Victim

ETHNICITY || Substantiated || Unsubstantiated ||chi- | Total

OF - Square

VICTIM Cases Percent Cases Percent P Cases |Percent
Caucasian |[ 285 53.6 247 | 46.4 .2387 || 532 | 80.0

||Native .

American 70% 67.3 || 34 32.7 .0289 104 | 15.6
Hispanic 10 62.5 6 37.5 | .7980 16 | 2.4
Black 7 | 170.0 - 3 | 30.0 N/A 10 1.5
Asian 1 50.0 1 50.0 N/A || 2 .3
Vietnamese 0 0 o | o N/A o| o
Alaskan 1 100.0 0 0 N/A 1 .2
Total 374 56.2 | 291 | 43.8 665 |100.0

*k Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
N/A = Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row

Referral Source

Educators with 146 and law énforcement with 97 were the
two major. identified reporters of emotional neglect. Law
enforcement and nonhoépital (other) medical personnel filed
reports which were substantiated significantly more often than
was ekpected. Fathers were the only identified category with
a significantly lower than expected éubstantiation rate. The
other br‘unidentified-category contained 184 or 23.6% of the

reports of emotional neglect (see Table 535.
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Table 53. Referral Sources for Reports of Emotional Neglect

REFERRAL Substantiated ‘Unsubstantiated Chi— Total |Percent
SOURCE - Square : of
Cases Percent{/Cases Percent P Cases |Cases

Mother 13 50.0 13 50.0 .7761 26 3.4
Father - 13 33.3 26% A66.7 - .0117 39 5.0
Self 21 65.6 11 34.4 .2873 32 4.1
‘Sibling 8 80.0 2 20.0 N/A 10 1.3
Other

Relatives 22 41.5 31 58.5 .0733 53 6.9
Neighbor 41 66,1 . 21 33.9 .0929 62 8.0
Child Care .

Provider 13 61.9 8 38.1 .6570 21 2.7
Foster

Parent 0 0 2 '100.0 N/A 2 .3
Attorney 6 85,7 1 14.3 | N/a 7 .9
Law ‘ .
Enforcement Ta** | "76.3 23 23.7 .0001 97 12.5
Youth Court 6 46.2 7 53.8 .7375 13 1.7
Human Services 20 43.5 26 56.5 .1673 46 6.0
Educators 81 55.5 65 44.5 }.-.9155 146 1959
Hospital

Staff 5 38.5 8 61.5 .3694 13 1.7
Other

Medical 15%* 88.2 2 11.8 .0113 17 2.2
Residential .

staff 1 100.0 0 0 N/A 1 .1
Economic . ‘

Assistance 3 75.0 1 25,0 || N/A 4 .5
Other 81 44.0 103 56.0 || .0046 || 184 23.8 '
Total 423 54.7 350 45.3 773 100.00

* %

N/A =

Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .01
* Significantly greater than expected at alpha < .05
Expected value < 5 in one or more cells in this row
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Perpetrators

Parents were reported és the perpefratofs of emotional
neglect in 93.7% of -the cases involving male victims and in
93.6% of the cases ‘involving female vicfims. Emotional
.neglect of males by their parents was substantiated in 52.9%
of the cases and in 55.8% of the cases with femaie victims.
There were too few réports in the other categories of

perpetrators to draw meaningful information.

Summary

Significant differences existed between substantiated and
unsubstantiated reports of emotional neglect based on the

demographic attributes contained in those reports.

Gender: Gender itself was not a éignificant variable by
itéelf in the evaluation of substantiation rates for emotional
ﬁeglect. Significant differences between genders were found
when that variable was viewed _in' conjunction with the

variables of age and referral source.

Age: Only minor variations in substantiation rates based

on age existed for emotional neglect.

‘Ethnicity: Cases involving Native American victims were

substantiated at a‘higher than expected rate.

Referral Source: Substantiation rates vary greatly

depending on the source of the‘réport.
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Perpetrators: No meaningful differences.

Significant demographic differences were demonstrated
between cases in which emotional neglect was reported and
substantiated and those in which it was reported and not
substantiated. Therefore, the sixth null hypothesis was

rejected.

Summary of Major Significant Findings

Gender Proportions
in Reports

Female victims were overrepresented and males
underrepresented based on their respective proportions of the
overall population in reports of abuse and neglect. The major
contributor to this imbalance appeared.to be in the category
of sexual abuse where female victims outnumber male victims
almost 3 to 1. |

Effect of Age
on Reporting

The number of incidents reported declined reliably in
steps as the age of the children increased. The overall
substantiation rate remained fairly stable without regard to

age.

Substantiation Rates

The average substantiation rate for reports of child

abuse and neglect was 37.9%. Only emotional abuse and
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" emotional neglect were substantiated. over half the time.

" Physical abuse was the least likely to be substantiated.

Effect of Ethnicity

Overall, Native Americans were overrepresented in reports
and Caucasians were underrepresented. Much of this difference
was accounted for by the highér than expected fepresentation
of Native Americans in physical and emotional neglect reports.

Differences by
Referral Source

Mandated professional feporters accounted for 40% of all
reports. Family members accounted for 12.7% of the total
reports. Other relatives were responsible for 7.1% of all
reports. Neighbors'were responsiblé for 12.8% of all reports.
Other/anonymous reporters were responsible for 27.1% of all
réports. The last three categories mentioﬁed above all had
lower than expected rates of sdbstantiétion.

Non professional and unidentified reporters accounted for
60% of all reports. Mandated reports from professionais were
substantiated 47.2% of the time. Nonmandated reports were
substantiated only,33.1% of the time. Fathers of victims were
the least reliable of all reporfing‘ sources in terms of

substantiation.

Perpetrator Relationship

Parents were alleged to be the perpetrators in 85% of all

cases. For sexual abuse, parents were accused in only 42.7%

o~
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. of the cases involving female victims and 36.1% of the cases

involving male victims.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The analysis of the data used for this study showed that
there is a,significént difference between cases in which child
abuse or neglect is reported and substantiated’and those cases
in which it is reported and not substantiated. The first
purpose of this chapter is to assimilate that finding and the
specific data from which it was derived into the context of an
ecological model of child abuse and neglect. The second
purpose is to compare and contrast the findings of this study
to the findings and conclusions feached by other studies. The
third purpose of this chapter is to describe implications
which the findings of this study may have for future research
and ways in which these findings may be used to enhance
investigation, intervention, and data collection by the

Department of Family Services and other professionals.

Theoretic Assimilation

The ecological model has been used by several researchers
to describe the context in which child abuse takes plaée
(Belsky, 1980; Garbarino, 1977a, 1977b). The ecological model
describes the manner in which diﬁferent systems interact. The
individual is nested within several interlocking microsystems

such as the family, school, or friends. The mesosystem
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consists of interactions between the child's various

microsystems such as the family-school mesosystem or the -

school—frigﬁds mesosystem. The exosystems are those systems
which affect the child but with which the child has no.direct
contact such as a parent's employer. The macrosystem refers
to the culture as .a whole and its belief sysfems.l

Garbariﬁo (1977b) suggested that'child‘abuse'occurs when
-stresses within the family microsystem reach a critical mass.
Garbarino (1977a, 'l977b). and Belsky (1980) pointed to a
linkage between these stresses and isolation of the faﬁily
microsystem from other micro, meso, and exo‘Suppor; systems in
families where abuse occurs. o

The results of this study support the hypothesis that
isolation plays a role in child abuse and neglect. Because

most reports come from outside the family microéystem, there

is a suggestion that reports result from a breakdown in the

family's isolation and secrecy. This study indicates that

over 86% of all substantiated abuse and neglect is perpetrated
by parents or other household members (éee Table 8). Less
than 12% of the substantiated caées are reported to
éuthorities by members of the nﬁclear family microsystem (see
Table 7). The contrast between these two'percentages may
support the theory of microsystem isolation as the environment
of abuse and‘neglgct. Families, those people most likely to
witness abuse or neglect, are less likely ‘to report that

knowledge to outsiders.
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A further support for the premise of isolation as a
factor in abuse and neglect is the manner iﬁ which the number
of substantiated‘;ases of abuse and neglect decreases as age
increases (see Table 5). This may suggest that as children
grow older they become members of more microsystems. The
interaction of these microsystems creates a larger mesosystem
which decreases isolation. Hence, with decreased isolation._
there may be less abuse and neglect.

The neighbor-child miéroéystem or the teacher-child
microsystem notices evidence of abuse or neglect and reports
it to the‘authorities.. These extrafamily microsystems share
a mesosystem with the faﬁily. The parents aé individuals,
however, may have had no direct contact with the.reporting
microsystem. The reporting microsystem, therefore, was -an
exosystem for the parents. That exosystem repérts to another
exosystem (child protective services). An investigation is .
then undertaken which further reduces the fémily's isolation.

If the abuse or neglect is substantiated, the family-is
introduced to other exoéystems (social workers, law
énforcement, counselors, etc.) as part of an intervention.-
These all become microsystéms for the child‘ahd-other‘family
members because of their direct contact. The inferveners may
interact as part of the mesosystem to discourage further abuse
or neglect. |

‘Even if the abuse 'or neglect is not substantiated, thé

reporting and investigatioh procedures constitute an
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exosystem's merger into the micrd,and mesotsystems of the
family.

In either case, substantiation or 1lack thereof, the
ecology of the family ;s changed. New systems are formed and
_othérs are rearrangéd. Isolation is £Q a certain extent
eroded.

The.findings of this sfudy fit well within the context of

an ecological framework.

. Goodness of Fit With the Literature

Some results of this study support findings already in
"the literature. Other resuits appear to contradict findings
pfeviously publiéhed. The results of this study will be
compared to existing literature on a variable—by¥variabie

basis.

Gender of the Victim

The National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect (1988)

reported that females were more likely to be abused than

males. That finding was supported by the data evaluated for

 the current stﬁdy (see Tables 3 and 4). .

NCCAN found that females are more likely to be abused than
neglected. Among males the rates were similar. Tﬂe-current
study found substantiation.rateé suggesting just the opposite.
Among females the rates were similar, while males were more

likely to be neglected than abused (see Tables 3 and 4).
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NCCAN found that females wefe sexually abused at neafly
4 times the rafe for males. The current study revealed the
substantiated rate of sexual abuse for females to be é little
less than 3 to 1 compared to males (see Table 30).

Eckenrode et al. (1988) found that 79% of the sexual
reports in their study involved females. Of the éexual aBuse
reports involving females, 42% were substantiated. The male
substantiation rate was 31%. The current study found 72.3% of
the sexual abuse reports involved female victims, of which
38.4% were substantiated; Thé substantiation rate for méle

victims of sexual abuse was 33.8%.

]

Age of Victim
NCCAN (1988) found that maltreatment overall increased
reliably up through age 8. The current study found that

overall substantiated cases decreased with age (see Table 5).

Ethnicity of Victim

NCCAN (1988) found that the characteristic of ethnicity
of the victim was not related to the type of maltreatment.

The current study identified differences in the substantiation

rates of various types of abuse and neglect based on

ethnicity. In the current study Caucasians had a lower than

expected rate of substantiation for physical neglect. Native

Americans had higher than expected rates of substantiation for

physical neglect and emotional neglect (see Tables 43, 44, and

52).
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Eckenrode et al. (1988) found that ethnicity had only
small and statistically insignificant effects on the rate of
substantiation of sexual abuse. The current study supported
that‘finding (see Tables 33 and 34).

Relationship of Perpetrator
to Victim

AHA (1988) reported that 80.8% of all abuse and neglect
perpetrators fell into the parent category. The current study
found that parents were the perpetrators in 82.4% of all
substantiated reports.

AHA (1988) found that 42% of sexual abuse was by parents.
During 1991, 30.8% of the substantiated cases of sexual abuse

in Montana were perpetrated by parents.

Source of Reports

Definitions of referral sources vary greatly in the

literature and make comparisons between studies unfeasible.

Summary

'There are many similarities and some specific differences
between this study and the existing literature. One of.ﬁhe
more interesting differences found in'this study was the
significant differences in reporting ahd‘substantiation based
on race which were absent in other studies. Also of interest
was the lower rate of substantiation of sexual abuse
perpetrated by parents found in this study. Such comparisons

are interesting, but due to the sampling limitations inherent
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in this study, they were-not‘particulafly meaningful. The
real potentiai value of this study's findings comes in the
implications they have for the population to which they are
~applicable, that is the children of the state of Montana. The

final section of this chapter addresses those implications.

Implications

Implications for
Future Research

There is a wealth of information still available to be
mined from the data set used for this study;' Beéause this was
designed as a pilot study, the data was considered only in the
broadest of ways. With the exception of gender, only one
variable at a time was considered. Further studies might
combine vafiables'in a more sophisticated manner in 6rder to
draw a more completé picture of what factors substantiated
reports of child abuse and neglect have in comﬁon and how phey
differ.

The Department of Family Services has several yeérs of
data that includes these variables. Appendices J, K, and L
are summaries of child abuse and neglept reports in Montana
during 1988, 1989, and 19990. Using this study as a model,
additional data can be processed in order to see if the
conclusions of this study hold up over time and to look for
trends which may not be apparent in a singlelyear's data. It
may be pqssible to track individual victims or individual

perpetrators over time to sée if multiple reports appear
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involving the same individuals. Trends may appear in which
individuals involved in unsubstantiated cases are later
involved in cases that are substantiated.
The data analyzed in thislstudy is collected annually by
every state in the Union. An investigation into the

differences between substantiated and unsubstantiated reports

from other regions of the country may deliver more

generalizable findings. There are severe limitations on the
. generalizability of this study because the data comés from a
rural, mostly Caucasian state. | |

This study offers.a quantitative view of child abuse and
neglect investigations in Montana. It does not offer much
insight into why certain patterns appear in the outcomes of
~ these investigétions. In many ways, moré questions are raised

than answered. 1In order .to answer many of these questions,

means must be developed which will allow the researcher access

to the participants in 4these investigations. Studies
ihvolving direct questioning through instruments or interviews
of both the iﬁvestigator and the'investigated may open the
door to enhanced understanding of the phenomena of child abuse
and neglect. Such an approéch would also offer eniightenment
on the impaét which DFS intervention has on thosé who have
been ithstigated.

Implications for
Department of Family Services

The results of this study may offer some new insight to
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the Department of Family Services regarding the allocation of

investigatory resources. Knowing which reports are most,

likely to be substantiated may assist the DFS workers in
establishing or revising priorities. For exaﬁple, suppose two
reports alleging phyéical -abuse are receivedl by DFs. A
decision needs to be made as to which will be investigated
-first. Suppose the first report is filed by a father and
alleges that his wife has physically abused his 9-year-old
Native American daughter. The second report is filed by a
hospital staff member alleging that a 15—year—old'Hispahic boy
has been physically abused by another household member. A

chart comparing these two might look like Table 54.

Table 54. A Comparison of Physical Abuse Reports

Likelihood of Substantiation
Characteristic Report 1 Report 2
of Report Female Victim Male Victim
Victim's Age 9 years 28.6%j) 15 years 49.1%
Ethnicity Native
of Victim American 27.8%| Hispanic 44.0%
Relationship ‘
of Reporter Father 15.1%| Hospital _54.5%'
Relationship Other Household
of Perpetrator Parent 31.7%|| Member 39.8%

‘The second report is more likely to be substantiated
based on every characteristic and may deserve ‘a higher
priority for inveétigation. Of course, many other factors

must be taken into consideration in making such decisions.
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The severity of endangerment and future risk must be assessed
through other means.

The way in which DFS reports certain information makes
accurate predictions of substahtiation very difficult. One
variable which handicaps research into what is really going on
in abuse and neglect cases is the perpetrator category. The
relationships defined by DFS are too broad to establish the
actual relationship between perpetrator and victim. For
example, it is impossible to differentiate between mothers,
fathers, and stepparents within the parent category. Such
knowledge would be invaluable in helping to create a new
protocol for investigators.

Another cloudy variable was the "other" category for
referral sources. It was impossible to tell Qhether the
reportefs had identified themselves and do not fall into one
of the established categories or if the reports are anonymous.
Zuravin and Watson (1987) found that anonymous reports are
less 1likely to be substantiated than those in which the
reporter is identified. A differentiation in this category
would also aid in establishing priorities for investigations.

Implications for
Mandated Reporters

Among mandated reporters, only law enforcement and foster
parents have substantiation rates above 50%. Over half of the
reports filed by social and human service workers, licensed

child care providers, educators, economic assistance, and
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medical personnel are not substantiated. | It is notable that
the human and social services had only a 36.2% substantiation
rated. This group which includes counselors and therapists
would perhaps be expected to be better educated and more
sensitive than the general population in regards to what
‘constitutes maltreatment, yet only 1 of 3 of their reports was
substantiated. With enhanced training professionals may be
better able to assist DFS investigators in their task of
protecting Montana's children from abuse and néglect. An
improved understanding of what constitutes substantiatable
abuse and neglect may reduce the number of unsubstantiated
cases which must be investigated thereby freeing DFS to

concentrate its efforts where they are most needed.

Conclusion

This study is just a starting point. Far too little is

known about what separates those families in which abuse or

neglect 1is substantiated and those in which it is not. As
governmental resources are stretched thinner, it becomes all
the more important to use those resourcés as effectively and
efficiently as possible. 1Interventions by child protective
services workers can and do save lives. Furthér research into
how the risk of various cases can be differentiated may help
those responsible to better direct their resources toward the

children who have the greatest need for those resources.
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APPENDIX A
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CsC-sSs 201-2
~ | secTion:
Department of Social and. ’ d )
Rehabilitation Services CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
SOCIAL SERVICES — '
4 SUBJECT: b3 losophy

INTERVENTION:

Oct.

1,

1984

ABUSE/NEGLECT-~When parental failure consti-
tutes harm to the normal physical, emotional,
and/or -social development of a child, the
Social Worker has a duty to intervene. Inter-
vention may be required in the following cases,
particularly when there is a pattern of one or
more incidents: ‘

. Any physical injury, taking into account
the age of the child, the type of injury,
and how the injury occurred

. Inadequate food, clothing and shelter,
with consideration given to the economic
and cultural circumstances

. Excessive corporal punishment

. Lack of supervisien, taking into account

the age and maturity of the child, the
availability of emergency assistance, and
the length of time left alone

. Inadequate health care which could cause
- physical injury - to child, and ° where
parents are financially able to provide
Such care, or are offered financial or
other reasonable means to provide such

care
. Failure to thrive, diagnosed by a health
professional :
. Sexual abuse, including fondling, penetra-

tion,” sexual assault, exploitation for
sexual purposes and other sexual stimula-
tion ’

. Emotional abuse which results in harm to

the child's psychological or intellectual
functioning .

COMMUNITY SERVICES Page 1 of 2
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CSD-Ss 201-2

SECTION: SUBJECT:
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES ‘ Philosophy

. Abandonment, surrendering physical custody
of the «child for a period of six (6)
months or. more without manifesting an
intent to resume care of the child. ’

SUPPORTIVE SERVICE--It is the policy of the
Department to provide protective services to
the child in his/her own home when able to do
So without risking serious injury to the child.

SUBSTITUTE CARE-~Placement of a child out of
his natural home should be undertaken only
after careful consideration of alternatives and
a determination that Placement will not create
more problems than it sgolves. When a child is
in immediate or apparent danger of harm, place=-
ment of the child outside his present home is
warranted,

‘When placement outside a child’'s home is neceg-
sary, relatives and family friends should be
assessed as a placement resource if in the best
interest of the child.

INDIVIDUAL

DIFFERENCES: . The Indian Child Welfare Act requires that when
’ making a foster care placement of an Indian
child, preference shall be given, in the
absence of good cause. to the contrary, (as
defined at CSD-SS 201-11), to a placement in an

Indian foster home.

o 0o

JM

Oct. 1, 1984 COMMUNITY SERVICES 2
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APPENDIX B

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY SERVICES POLICY.MANUAL

GUIDELINES FOR REPORTS OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT
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Csp-Ss 201-3

Department of Social and
Rehabilitatidn Services

SOCIAL SERVICES

SECTION:

M .
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

SUBJECT peports of Child Abuse

and Neglect :

N

REFERENCES:

SOURCE OF
REPORTS :

Oct. 1, 1984

Section 41-3-201 through 41-3-208, MCA; and
ARM 46.5.114

MANDATORY REPORTERS--Professionals and offici-
4.l8 required to report are:

1. Physician, resident, intern or member of a
- hospital's gtaff engaged in the admission,
examination, care or treatment of persons:

2. A nurse, osteopath, chiropractor, podia-
‘trist; medical examiner, coroner, dentist,
optometrist, or any other health or mental
health professional; '

3. Christian Science practitioner and religi=-
ous healers; .

4, ‘School teachers, other school officials,
and employees who work during regular
school hours;

5. A Social Worker, operator or employee of

any registered or licensed day care or

substitute care facility, or ‘any other
operator or employee of a child care

facility; .

. ¢
6. Foster care, residential or institutional
worker; or

7. A peace officer or other law enforcement
official, : . . .

Anyone may report suspected incidences of child
abuse or neglect.

COMMUNITY SERVICES Page 1 of 3
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CSD-SS 201-3

— SECTION: : SUBJECT:
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES Reports of Child Abuse
and Neglect
REPORTS OF
SUSPECTED CHILD
ABUSE AND
NEGLECT: REPORTS-~When a report is received, the Social

Worker shall record the information on the CSP
110 or the approved County Form and also the
CSD 110-a, .

PROCEDURES: Form 'CSD 110: Request for Investigation and
Other Protective Services-- .

Use: To be completed by the worker when a
report of alleged child abuse or neglect
" is received from any source.

In situations where the parent requests
agency intervention (self-referral), the
worker should complete the CSD 110 Form

and the parent ghould sign the form to
indicate that he/ghe is requesting serv- 9
ices, Co

The CSD 110 is retained in the case
record, :

Form CSD 110-A: Protective Services Informa-
oy ——————t0tectlve Services Informa-

-tion System--

Use: To be completed and returned to the
State Office to be entered into the
statewide computer information gystem.,
The system catalogs all reports of abuse
or neglect. The worker can request a
search of the system for other reports of
alleged abuse or neglect concerning the
child. 1Instructions for completing Form
CSD 110-A are found in this manual at
CSD-ADM 101-4.

. CONFIDENTIALITY: CONFIDENTIALITY-=The identity of the reporter
. must not be revealed to the subject of the
complaint unless:

1, The reporter gives his permission; or

Oct. 1, 1984 © COMMUNITY SERVICES ' 2
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CSD-SS 201-3
SECTION. ' SUBJECT- -
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES Reports of Child Abuse
’ and Neglect
2. A court requests the information (i.e., ‘in

. @ hearing or by court order).

SELF-REFERRALS--Self-referrals of child abuse
and/or neglect should be handled in the same
manner as any other reports.

REPORT TO COUNTY ATTORNEY--The County must
notify the County Attorney of all reports of
child abuse and/or neglect received.

PROCEDURES : Notice to the County Attorney--Procedures and
forms to be used to notify the County Attorney
shall be developed jointly by the Social Worker
and the local Coéunty Attorney.

FOLLOW-UP--All reports must be followed by an
appropriate investigation as outlined in the
following section. :

PROCEDURES: Follow-Up Letter to Reporter--After contact has
been made "with the reported family, it is
advised that the worker send a letter to the
reporter indicating the incident has been
investigated ' and .thanking ' them for their
interest and concern. The worker should not
divulge any confidential information. A sample
of such a letter is contained in this manual at
Appendix.

0.0o0

oct. 1, 1984‘] COMMUNITY SERVICES 3
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CSD-ss 201-4

SECTION:

Department of Sdcial and |, -

Rehabilitation Services

SOCIAL SERVICES

CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

SUBECT' Investigation of the

" Report

REFERENCES:

RESPONSE TIME:

24-HOUR COVERAGE:

March T, T138¢

Section 41-3-202, 41-3-204 through 41-3-207,
MCA as amended; and ARM 46.5.114.

All reports indicating that there is a reason-
able cause to suspect that a child is an abused
or neglected child must be investigated,

IMMEDIATE RESPONSE--Any report indicating that
a child may be in immediate danger of serious
harm must be investigated immediately.

TIMELY RESPONSE--Investigation of reports of a .

less urgent nature will be investigated
promptly. Montana statutes require that
investigations must be completed within sixty
(60) days.

EMERGENCY SERVICES--District and County offices
must develop effective methods for providing
24-hour coverage for protective services. At a
minimum, law enforcement offices will have the
names and telephone numbers of workers on call
and available.

PERSONS CONTACTED--It is the policy of the
Agency that the child and his parent(s) be
contacted regarding all reports of abuse and
neglect. However, in extraordinary cases it
may not be in the child's best interest to
contact the parents immediately. For example,
all serious physical or sexual abuse reports
could result in criminal charges. Because the
criminal defendant is afforded certain consti-
tutional protection, Social Workers will

‘discuss with their County Attorney how the
interview with the perpetrator will be handled

and who will conduct the interview (i.e., the
Social Worker or law enforcement officer).

COMMUNITY SERVICES Page 1 of 4
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CSD-SS 201-4

SECTION:

CTHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

SUBJECT: .
Investigation of the
Report

OTHER PROFESSIONALS--It would be helpful for

the

Social Worker to request information

regarding the family being assessed from other
professionals. This is usually done with the
knowledge and consent of the family. Sometimes
the family will not give its consent, or the
other person of whom information isg being
requested will not release information. In
such instances, if the Social Worker believes
the information is vital to the assessment, the
worker will ask the County Attorney to -file a
"Petition for Temporary Investigative Authority
and Protective Services", asking the court for
release of the information to the Social
Worker. :

HOME VISITS: It is preferable that the Social Worker shall
attempt to contact the family prior to the
- first visit. Circumstances which might pre-
clude the contact of the family before the 1
first visit are: )

March 1, 1986

There is reason to believe that the chilg
may be coerced by the parents;

Parents might flee;

There is reason to believe .evidence of
abuse Or neglect might be suppressed or
tampered with;

When the mailing address or telephone
number of the parent is not available;‘

When there is reason to believe the child -
in the home is in immediate danger of
harm; .

When the parent fails to respond to letter
or telephone call within a reasonable
amount of time considering the circum-
stances of the child and the nature of the
case. :

COMMUNITY SERVICES 2




bl | - |11 15 — Ll

Ll t

1

113

CSD-SS 201-4

SECTION:

CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

SUBJECT:
Investigation of th
Report -

DUTY OF
SOCIAL WORKER:

SOCIAL WORKER
RISK:

March 1, 198¢

Yhen conducting the initial home visit, the
Social Worker shall identify him/herself, and
shall advise the parents of the nature of the
report = as specifically as possible without
revealing the source of the report, to the
extent possible. The Social Worker shall
solicit the parents cooperation in conducting
the investigation. ’ )

When conducting an investigation at the child's

home, the worker will be respectful of the
family's privacy to the extent possible. It is
not appropriate for the social worker to go
into any room without the parent's permission
and shall not look into refrigerators, drawers,
etc., unless necessary to conducting the
investigation and then only with the parent's

.consent. -

WHEN REFUSED ENTRY--If the Social Worker con-
ducting the investigation is refused entry by
the parent, and if the worker has reason to
believe the child is in danger of being abused
or neglected, the worker must contact the
County Attorney and request that the County
Attorney seek an appropriate court order to
gain entry into the home unless there is
immediate or apparent danger of harm to the
child.

See CSD-SS 201-7 for procedures to be used when

an emergency removal of the child from ‘the home
is necessary. . ‘

When a worker has concern about his/her own
personal safety, the worker will request that a

law enforcement officer accompany him/her on

the home visit,

COMMUNITY SERVICES 3
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CSD-Ss 201-4

SECTION: | — SUBJECT: :
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES Investigation of the
Report .
THE .
INVESTIGATION: In conducting the investigation of a report,

THE CHILD:

SOCIAL WORKER/
SUPERVISOR:

JM

March 1, 1986

the Social Worker shall collect information
regarding the child, the circumstances sur-
rounding the injury to the child, and any other
matters relevant to the circumstances described

.in the report. fThe thirteen (13) children's

Risk Assessment Factors (found in Case Record
Management Section CSD-ADM 107-90, page 6,)
shall be the workers guide to the investiga-
tion. The Social Worker may not inquire into
the financial status of the child's family or
custodian,

The child will be examined by a physician when
there is reason to believe the child is a
victim of serious physical or. sexual abuge,
unless the child is of a mature age and
refuses, or no evidence of abuse can be
gathered because the incident occurred too long
ago, or a physician is not available.

ACTION--Based upon the facts gathered and con-
clusions drawn as a result .of the investiga-
tion, the Social Worker shall determine whether
the report is substantiated.

The Social Worker shall continue to gather
facts until a decision can be reached as to
whether or not the report is substantiated,

COMMUNITY SERVICES . 4
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CSD=~SS 201-5

SECTION.
Department of Social and

CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
Rehabilitation Services .

COMMUNITY SERVICES -

SUBJECT: Reports of Suspected
Medical Neglect of
Handicapped Infants

References: 45 CFR § 84.55
. 49 Fed. Reg. 1622, Thursday
January 12, 1984

REPORTERS: Under Section 41-3-201, MCA, health care pro-

e viders must report suspected instances. of
unlawful medical neglect of handicapped
infants,

Medical neglect of handicapped infants consti- .
. tutes harm to the child in health or welfare as
- defined in Section 41-3-102(4) and (5) MCA.

MAKING CF REPORTS: Reports of suspected medical neglect shall be
made in the same manner as all reports of
Suspected child abuse and neglect (i.e. county
- welfare departmént or by state hot-line
© 800~332-6100 or the HHS hot-line 800-368-1019.)
Pursuant to Section 41-5-302, MCA, the county

welfare department shall respond to emergency
reports of suspect child abuse or neglect 24

hours a day, 7 days a week. -

INVESTIGATION: Reports of suspected medical neglect shall be
investigated by the Social Worker promptly pur-
suant to the requirements of Section 41-3-202,
MCca. Where appropriate, the Social Worker
shall conduct an on-site investigation of
reports of suspected medical neglect of
handicapped infants.

LEGAL ACTION: If the.report is substantiated after investiga-
tion, or if more information is needed to sub-
stantiate the report, the Social Worker shall .
contact the county attorney and request that
she/he file a petition for temporary investiga-
tive authority or other legal remedy. ' Where
-lecessary, the petition shall request. an order
from the court compelling the provision of
nourishment and necessary medical treatment.

Oct. 1, 1985 COMMUNITY SERVICES ~Page 1 of 2




i ¥ - {1 S PSS S = N |

| N N

116

CSD-8s 201-5

SECTION: SUBJECT: ) ’
— CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES Reports of Suspected

Medical Neglect of
Handicapped Infants

NOTIFICATION

CGF DIVISION: Upon receipt of a report of suspected medical
neglect of 3 handicapped infant, the county
welfare department staff shall notify the
Administrator of the Community Services
‘Division. Contact should be made by telephone
and followed with a confirmation in writing. .

DIVISION ACTION: The Administrator of the Community Services
Division shall be responsible for contacting
the responsible HHS official of each report of
Suspected medical neglect of handicapped
infants, .

JM/

Oct. 1, 1985 COMMUNITY SERVICES 2
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CSD~SS 201-6

- Debartment of Social and -

SECTION.

Rehabilitation Services CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

SOCIAL SERVICES

SUBJECT : .
Documentation of

Investigation

CASE RECORDING:

INFORMATION
INCLUDED:

PREPARATION--The Social Worker must prepare a
case record for each family served. A case

number is assigned to each case record (see CSD
107-5).

FREQUENCY--Case records should be updated after
each contact.

ALL REPORTS--Case records regarding each
investigation of a report of child abuse and/or
neglect must contain the following information
and forms:

1. .CsD-110, or approved county form com-
pleted;-

2.  CSD-110-a completed;

3, An investigation recording (or current
narrative) including:

a. An assessment of danger to all
children in the home using the thir-
teen (13) factors on the CHILD RISK
ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT (SRS-CSD 120).

b. A finding of low, intermediate or
high risk for the highest assessed
child.

C. Facts substantiating or unsubstanti-

ating the reports and findings.
d. A listing of all household members.

e. A conclusion that the report is
substantiated or unsubstantiated.

SUBSTANTIATED REPORTS~-These cases must also

March 1, 1986

include an identification of problems to be

" resolved.

COMMUNITY SERVICES Page 1 of 2
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l CSD-Ss 201-6
SECTION: -] suBJECT: ’

CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES ) Documentation of
’ : Investigation

WORKER/SUPERVISOR

DECISIONS REGARDING

ASSIGNED LEVEL OF

RISK AND INSTRUCTION

ACTIONS The level of assigned risk is based upon the

"~ professional judgment of the worker and/or

social worker supervisor. The risk assessment
instrument provides assistance in making the
decision, Similarly the decision to intervene
with clients within their home environment or
not is a professional decision based upon
experience and judgment. The risk assessment
instrument assists in making this decision. It
does not determine the decision.

March 1, 1986 COMMUNITY SERVICES . ' 2
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CSD~Ss 201-6aA

Department of Social and —
Rehabilitation Services

SOCIAL SERVICES

SECTION:

CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

SUBJECT
Child Protection Team

CHILD PROTECTION
TEAM:

JM

March 1, 1986

-Interdisciplinary child protection teams assist

in assessing the needs of the family, formulat-
ing and monitoring a treatment plan for the

family and coordinating services for the

family. Where child protection teams exist,
this resource are to be used by the worker. 1In
those counties where such teams do not exist,
the worker may wish to convene a team with the
assistance of the County Attorney.

" COMMUNITY SERVICES Page 1 of 1
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DFS 201-6B
SECTION:‘
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
SUBJECT:

Intervention Services

SOCIAL WORKER
RESPONSIBILITY:

HEALTH RELATED
SERVICES:

Nov. 1, 1987

All open protective service cases shall have a
written case plan.

The

Social Worker shall be responsible for

developing and assisting the client in carrying
out the case plan.

The case plan should include minimarly:

1.

2.

The reason for 'social services inter-
vention. '

Services which have been offered to the

family and services which will be offered.

The goals and objectives for rehabilita-
tion of and maintaining the family unit.

If the child is placed outside the home,
the requirements of the Substitute Care
Section, CSD-SS 300 shall be followed.

Health related service as part of .a CPS case

1.

Plan may include the following:

Arranging for services such as medical,
dental, hospital or mental health
services covered by Medicaid.

Providing transportation or arranging for
transportation to said service.

Providing social work counseling to help
the client and family accept and follow
thru with needed health related services.

Helping clients apply for Medicaid or
medically needy programs offered by SRs.

FAMILY SERVICES Page 1 of 3




L 2 JETY AP VO N

[ 0 4

121
J DFS 201-6B
SECTION: SUBJECT: —
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES Intervention Services
CASE OPENING Cases to be opened for intervention should

include Home Based Services
remains at home or could be returned to the

home from placement.

when a child:

PROCEDURE: Intervention cases must include a written case

Plan as noted above.

A written agreement between the agency: and the
parent (as stated in Section 303-4) must also

be included.

This- agreement should be
regarding the safety

related to the issues

of

the chilgd and

explaining what is expected and required of the

-parent and the agency.

This agreement shall be completed within 30
days of the determination
protective services and must be time limited
and revised every 90 days.

of need for

CASE CLOSURE: Protective Services cases may be terminated
when the parent and agency representative agree
-that the case plan and written agreement have
een sucessfully completed or concern for the
. -afety of the child is no longer valid. ‘This
’ shall be done in conjunction with a supervisory
review of the case to determine that protective
services are no longer required.

SOCIAL WORKER .
- ACTION: . Once this decision is
Worker shall notify the p

the agency has terminated

reached, the Social

arent

in writing -that

services to the

family. A copy of a sample letter to parents

is found on the following page.

o0o

Nov. 1, 1987 FAMILY SERVICES
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APPENDIX C

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY SERVICES

RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT
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Rev. 7/22/87 RISK ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT Page 1 of 3
FACTORS LOW RISK ' INTERMEDIATE RISK HIGH RISK
I. 10 years and over; 5 thru 9 years of age; Less than 5 years of
Child's age, and/or cares for and and/or requires adult age; and/or unable to
physical protect self without assistance to care for care for or protect
and mental or with limitéd adult and protect self; self without adult
abilities assistance; no physi- emotionally withdrawn; assistance; severe
cal or mental handi- minor physical illness/ physical illness/
caps/limitations mental handicap; mile mental handicap;
to moderately impaired over-active; is
development difficult or pro-
vocative; severely
impaired develop-
ment
II. No injury-or minor Minor physical injury or Cchild requires -
Severity injury; no medical has an unexplained immediate medical
and/or attention required; injury; requiring some treatment and/or
frequency no -discernable effect form of medical hospitalization;
of abuse on child; isolated treatment/diagnosis;’ abuse of a sibling
incident ongoing history or that resulted in
pattern of punishment/ death or permanent
discipline to the child dysfunction of
. organ/limbs; ongoing
history or pattern of
harsh punishment/
discipline to the
child; or child at
severe risk of harm; -
or any sex abuse
IIT. No discernable effect Caretaker suspected of Caretaker is unwilling

Severity and/
or frequency
of negleét

IV,
Location. of
injury

on child; isolated
incident

Bony body parts; knee,
elbows, and buttocks

failing to meet minimum
medical, food and/or
shelter needs of child;
unconfirmed history or
pattern of leaving
child unsupervised

Torso

to meet minimal
medical, food and/or
shelter needs of
child; confirmed his-
tory or pattern of
leaving child un-
supervised or unpro-
tected for excessive
periods of time; or
child at severe risk
of harm

Head, face or gehi-
tals

(Continued on Next Page)
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Page 2 of 3
FACTORS LOW RISK INTERMEDIATE RISK HIGH RISK
v. No intellectual/ May be physically/emo- Severely Eﬁndicapped;
Caretaker's physical limitations; tionally handicapped; poor conception of
physical, realistic expecta- moderate intellectual reality; unrealistic
intellectual, tions of child; in limitations; past expectations/percep-
or emotional full control of criminal/mental health tions of child's
abilities/ mental faculties record/ history; poor behavior; severe
control ’ reasoning abilities; intellectual limita-
needs planning assist- tions; incapacity
ance to protect child due to alcohol/drug
intoxication
VI.. Demonstrated willing-  Overly compliant with Doesn't believe there
Caretaker's ness and ability to investigator; presence/ is a problem; refuses
level of work with agency to ability of nonperpe- to cooperate; uninter-
cooperation resolve problem and trating adult to assure ested or evasive
protect child minimal cooperation
with agency
VII. Caretaker exhibits Inconsistent display of Caretaker is unwill-
Caretaker's appropriate parenting the necessary parenting ing/incapable of pro-
parenting skills and knowledge skills and/or knowledge viding the necessary
skills and/or pertaining to child required to provide a parenting skills and/
knowledge rearing techniques or minimal level of child or minimal knowledge
responsibilities care needed to assure a
minimal level of child
care
VIII. Out of home, no access In home, access to In home, complete
Perpetrator's  to child child is difficult; access to child;
access to child is under constant uncertainty if other
child supervision of other adult will deny access
adult in the house to child
IX. No paramour or parent Paramour or parent Paramour or parent

Presence of a
paramour or
parent
substitute

in the home

X.

Previous hisg-
tory of .
abuse/neglect

substitute in the
home; paramour/parent

‘substitute in the

home is viewed as
supportive/stabiliz~
ing influence

No previous reported
history of abuse/
neglect

substitute is in the
home on an infrequent
basis and assumes only

minimal caretaker

responsibility for the
child

Previous substantiated

report of abuse/
neglect; no protective
services provided to
the child, family or
perpetrator :

substitute resides
with the family and is
the alleged perpe-
trator

Pending child abuse/
neglect investigation;
previous substanti-
ated abuse/neglect
report of a serious
nature; multiple
reports of abuse/ -

neglect involving the

child, family or per-
petrator

(Continued on Next Page)
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Page 3 of 3
FACTORS LOW RISK INTERMEDIATE RISK HIGH RISK
XI. - Home is relatively Trash and garbage not Living on condemned
Environmental clean with no apparent disposed; water and/or and/or structurally
condition of safety or health electricity inopera- unsound residence;
the home hazards tive; infestation of exposed wiring and/or
ants, roaches or other other potential fire/-
vermin safety hazards ’
present
XIi. Family, neighbors, or Family supportive but Caretaker/family has
Strength of friends available and not in geographic area; no relatives or
famaily committed to help; some support from friends available and
suprort membership in church, friends and neighbors; is geographically
systems community, or social limited community isolated from com-
group services available’ munity services; no
phone or means of
transportation
available
XIII. Stable family; steady Pregnancy or recent Death of spouse;
Stresses/ empioyment or. income; birth of a child; recent change in
Ccrises means of transporta- insufficient income - marital or relation-

tion available;
strong relationship
with relatives

and/or food, inadeduate
home management skills/
knowledge; relationship
with relatives char-
acterized by mutual
hostility

ship status; acute
psychiatric episodes;
spouse abuse/marital
conflict; drugs/
alcohol dependency;
chaotic life-style
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APPENDIX D

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY SERVICES
FORM USED TO REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES REFERRALS

AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION OF FORM
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‘CSD-ADM 101-4

SECTION:

Department of Social and REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE
Rehabilitation Services SERVICES REFERRAL

ADMINISTRATION

SUBJECT.
Completion of CSD-110A

References:

PURPOSE:

GENERAL
DESCRIPTION:

RESPONSIBILITIES:

Dec. 1, 1983

41-3-201, 41-3-202(4) and 41-3-205, MCA; and
ARM 46.5.116

The CSD-110A, "Report on Child. Protective Services .
Referral®™ is used to report all child protective
service cases/referrals related to complaints of
alleged neglect and/or abuse.

' THIS FORM SHOULD BE SUBMITTED ONLY IN THOSE PRO-

TECTIVE SERVICE CASES IN WHICH AN INVESTIGATION IS
INITIATED IN RESPONSE TO A REFERRAL OF ALLEGED
ABUSE, NEGLECT, AND/OR EXPLOITATION.

The CSD-110A functions as an input or source docu- .
ment for the Protective Services Information
System (PSIS), also referred to as a central file.
PSIS will store only client-related information;
no information will be stored on the. alleged
perpetrator.

The Protective Services Information System (PSIS)
has a central search capability in which retrieval

" of information on previous referrals can be

performed upon request.

The information contained on the CSD-110A summa-
rizes the nature of referral, investigation
results, and types of services being provided
during and after the investigation. The informa-
tion will be used to identify previous referrals
as well as produce management reports relevant to
the operation of Montana's protective service
delivery system. -

SOCIAL WORKER--Complete and submit CSD-110A.°

MANAGEMENT OPERATIONS BUREAU=--Input selected data
onto the database 1information system. Perform
central file searches as requested. Insure appro-
priate disposal of source documents after entry
onto PSIS. Provide systems support.

COMMUNITY SERVICES Page 1 of 15
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CSD-ADM 101-4

: SUBJECT: y
SECTION: REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE T completion of CSD-110a
SERVICES REFERRAL
MANAGEMENT OPERATIONS BUREAU~-- (Continued)
 Statistical reports will be provided as determined
appropriate. '
GENERAL ; ‘
INSTRUCTIONS: The "CSD-110A is completed in two stages: the

CENTRAL SEARCH
REQUEST:

Dec. 1, 1983

referral stage and case determination stage.

ACTION UPON RECEIVING A REFERRAL~--

1,

The referral information and client informa-
tion section (Items 1 through 15 inclusive)
are to be completed at the time a referral is
received, Specific instructions for each
item are provided below.

Upon completion, detach the top partial page
and send in a sealed envelope to:

Management Operations Bureau - SRS
P.O. Box 4210 © :
Helena, Montana 59604

Please mark "Confidential“,

The above information should be submitted
within 24 hours of receiving the referral.

Please print all infogmation clearly and in
ink to insure accurate entry onto the ceéntral
file.

Management Operations Bureau will input the
client information onto database. A central

- file search for previous referrals will be

performed if requested (see Item 9). This
information will be sent to the worker
indicated in "Item 7 within 24 hours after

--request is received,

In Emergency Situations:A In those instances
in which immediate retrieval of central file
information is necessary, the Social Worker

may phone in items 1 to 15 to the Management .

Operations Bureau and central file informa-
tion will be provided by telephone. No writ-
ten report will be sent.

COMMUNITY SERVICES 2
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CSD-ADM 101-4

(TN REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE| ™" Completion of CSD-110a
SERVICES REFERRAL.
ACTION UPON CASE DETERMINATION--

1. Call out numbers 16 through 26 are to be com-
pleted at the point a case determination is
made. Specific instructions for each item
are provided below.

2. Distribution--The Social Worker should retain
the second page copy in the case file.

The third, self-addressed copy (yellow) of
the CSD-110A should be sealed and submitted
to the Management Operations Bureau.

3. Sixty-day Limitation--In alli cases, the
CSD-110A must be submitted within sixty (60)
days of receiving the referral,

A monthly, system-generated report will be
provided to all ‘counties having cases in
which case determination has not been com-
pleted within sixty (60) days. .
CONFIDENTIALITY: All input documents will be destroyed after entfy
onto the computer file. All information on unsub-
stantiated referrals will be purged annually from
the central file, Confidentiality will be main-
tained in accordance with Division Policy (Manual
Section CSD-ADM 104). '
REFERRAL INFORMATION SECTION
INSTRUCTIONS:
Responsibility Call Out No. . ACTION

. Social Worker

Dec. 1, 1983

(:) Enter family (case) name.

(:) Enter K (Cbunty) number assigned by the
county to identify this family on ACE.

COMMUNITY SERVICES 3
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CSD-ADM 101-4
TN REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE| ™™™ completion of CSD-110a
SERVICES REFERRAL
Call Out No.
(:) Enter the family's street address, city
of residence, and.zip code. :
(:) Circle one of the listed responses to
indicate the relationship between the
referring party and the alleged
victim(s).
Code Response
1. Mother: Mother of the alleged
victim(s).
2. Father: Father of the alleged’
victim(s).
3. Self: Alleged victim.
4, Sibling: Brother or sister of
alleged victim(s). ,
5. Other Relative: Includes all
relatives not specified above.
6. Neighbor: Any person who is
living in close proximity to
the alleged victim(s).’
7. Child Care Provider: Includes
- day care and nursery/preschool
providers; also babysitters.
8. Foster Parent: Licensed fos-
ter care home provider.
9. Attorney: May include county
attorney.

10. Law Enforcement Personnel:

: Includes police and sheriff or
his deputies.

11. Youth Court: Includes referr-
al by court order as well as
those made by parole or ‘proba-
tion officers. -

Dec, 1, 1983 COMMUNITY SERVICES 4
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CSD-ADM 101-4

REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE
SERVICES REFERRAL

SECTION:

SUBJECT:

Completion of CSD-110A

12,

13,

14,

15.

l6.

17.

18.

19.

Human Services Personnel: In-
cludes social workers, mental
health workers, and the staff
of social service agencies,
and county welfare offices.

School Personnel: Includes
teachers, principals, school
nurses, learning specialist,
school librarjan, or,_ other
individuals who " report the
abuse/neglect as a result of
their involvement in a school
setting.

Hospital Staff: 1Includes any

- employee of a hospital.

Other Medical Professionals:

Includes physicians, physi-
cian's assistants, osteopaths,
dentists, chiropractors, med-
ical examiners, ambulance
attendants and other medical
professionals not included
above.

Residential Siaffﬁ Includes

any person who maintains or is
employed by a group home or
institutional care facility.

Legal Guardian: Person so

appointed to act on behalf of
the alleged victim(s).

Economic Assistance: Includes

any SRS Economic Assistance
staff, i.e., Eligibility Tech-
nicians.

Other (Specify): If referral
source is not described in any
of the above, circle "other"”
and describe the relationship.

‘

Dec. 1, 1983 COMMUNITY SERVICES _ 5
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CSD-ADM 101-4

SECTION:
SERVICES REFERRAL

SEPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE| *“**™ (Gonietion of csp-110a

call Out No.

SPECIAL
INSTRUCTIONS:

Dec. 1, 1983 ,

CHORONCKC

Enter family's telephone number, if
available. (County office use only.)

Enter the numeric code representing the
county (01 through 56) submitting the
report.

Enter position number of the primary
investigating/reporting worker.

Enter the date the referral ‘was made
(MMDDYY)

A database search may be requested by
checking "yes", A search may be
indicated if the alleged victim(s) /-
‘family is/are new in the community or
has/have not received social services in
the community prior to the alleged
complaint or in the recent past. The

reporting worker may wish to consult

with his/her supervisor if the appropri-

ateness of a search request is
questioned.

CLIENT INFORMATION SECTION

All children in the family unit who haveé been
identified as alleged victim(s) should be
listed in the following section. If more than
five (5) children must be listed, attach
another CSD-110A with the additional client
information.

, Enter each child's (henceforth referred
to as alleged victim) Social Security
number. If none exists, leave blank and
the Management Operations Bureau will
assign a unique number.

(:) Enter each alleged victim's legal last
name, first name and middle initial (if
any) .

COMMUNITY SERVICES ' [
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CSD-ADM 101-%4

SECTION:

REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE

SERVICES REFERRAL

suB : =
VBJECT Completion of CSD-110A

Dec. 1, 1983

@

<)

Call Out No.

Enter each alleged victim's date of

birth (MMDDYY).

Enter the appropriate code ("M" or "F")
indicating the sex of each alleged vic-
tim listed.

Enter the numeric code {(as listed under
"Ethnicity Codes") to indicate each
alleged victim's primary racial group,
as perceived by the community.

Code .Response
1. White: A person of European,

North African, or Middle East-
ern origin and NOT Hispanic.

2. Black: A person whose ances-
try 1s associated with any of
the original black racial
groups of Africa and is NOT
Hispanic.

3. American Indian: A person
whose ancestry is associated
with the original peoples of
North America (exclusive of
Alaska), and who maintains
tribal affiliation or is so
recognized in the community.

4. Alaskan Native: American
Indian (as defined above)
whose origin is in Alaska
rather than the contiguous
U,Ss.

5. Vietnamese/Cambodian: A per-
sons whose ancestry is ‘associ-

ated with the original peoples

of Southeast Asia, including
Hmongs, Laotian, Cambodian and
Vietnamese. )

COMMUNITY SERVICES 7




136

CSD-ADM 101~-4

SECTION REPORT ON CHILD pROTECTIVE | SU™° Completion of CSD-110A
_SERVICES REFERRAL .

6. Asian/Pacific Isiander:'A‘per-
son whose ancestry is associ-
ated with the original peoples
of the Far East, the 1Indian

. Subcontinent, or the Pacific
- Islands.

7. Hispanic: A person of
Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban,
Central, South American or
other Spanish cultural origin,
regardless of race.

. 0. Unknown.
(:) List other nonlegal AKA (also known as)
names of each alleged victim listed.
Inclusion of all possible AKA will
facilitate a more complete central file
search. ’
CASE DETERMINATION SECTION
SPECIAL ‘ S
INSTRUCTIONS: List each identified complaint on a

Dec. 1, 1983

separate line wusing the * "complaint
codes™ defined below: :

Please Note: If a particular complaint
is determined to be substantiated on one
or more family members but unsubstan-
tiated on other family members, enter
the complaint twice so that this dis-
tinction can be made.

If space is insufficient, attach another

‘CSD-110A with the additional informa-

tion.

ABUSE is generally defined as a nonacci-
dental act by another individual that
harms or threatens to harm another's
physical or mental well-being.

COMMUNITY SERVICES ' 8
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CSD-ADM 101-4

SECTION:

REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE
SERVICES REFERRAL

SUPECT Completion of CSD-110A

PA - Physical Abuse: Abuse of this
nature includes but is not 1limited to
brain damage, skull f£fracture, subdural
hemorrhage or hematoma, bone fractures,
dislocations/sprains, internal injuries,
poisoning, minor and severe burns,
lacerations, and/or bruises,

EA - Emotional Abuse: Active, inten-
tional berating or disparaging behavior
toward the alleged victim that impacts
upon his/her emotional well-being.

SA - Sexual Abuse: The involvement of a

Dec.

1,

1983

child in any sexual act or situation for
the purpose of providing sexual grati-
fication or financial benefit to the
perpetrator. All sexual activity between
an adult and a child is . considered
sexual abuse including but not limited
to incest, exploitation, rape, inter-
course, molestation, exposure, photo-
graphy, and fondling.

PN - Physical Neglect: Failure to pro-
vide basic necessities, including appro-
priate and adequate nutrition, protec-
tive shelter from the elements, appro-
priate clothing in ‘terms of weather
conditions and/or cleanliness and
general supervision. Failure to thrive
is included in this definition as well
as abandonment by parent or caretaker.

EN - Emotional Neglect: Passive or
passive/ aggressive 1nattéention to the
alleged victim's emotional needs,
nurturing or well-being.

MN - Medical Neglect: Failure to
provide for appropriate medical or-
dental care which adversely affects or
could adversely affect the physical
well-being of the person.

COMMUNITY SERVICES _ 9
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-CSD-ADM 101-4
SECTION: REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE | “U™5CT Completion of CSD-110A i
SERVICES REFERRAL
EN - Educational Neglect: Child is

reported as not enrolled or not in
regular attendance in an education
program,

F-Fatality: Indicate if fatality has
been reported. 1Include those cases in
which no referral was made but Social
Services presumably would have been
indicated.

@ Indicate by fan{ily number assigned in

the client information section who was
were involved in each complaint. This
item must be indicated for each
complaint reported. )

Indicate the case determination on each
reported listed complaint wusing the
following codes: :

5 - The Complaint is Substantiated if .
upon completion of the investiga-
tion, the reporting worker has
determined that the complaint has
occurred or is occurring. (Does
not require that all -evidence be
court acceptable.)

U - The Complaint is Unsubstantiated if
upon completion of the investiga~-
tion, the reporting worker deter-
mined that the complaint did not
occur OR is unable to make a deter-
mination due to lack of evidence.

_ Circle the response that most clearly
indicates the relationship between the
perpetrator of the listed complaint and
the alleged victim(s).

A. Parent: The natural, adoptive, or
stepparent who has assumed the re~
sponsibility for insuring the
alleged victim's day-to-day welfare
‘in a residential setting. '

Dec. 1, 1983 . .COMMUNITY SERVICES B T
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CSD-ADM 101-4

SECTION:
SERVICES REFERRAL

REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE

SUBJECT completion of CSD-110A

- Dec. 1, 1983 l

@

B. Other Caretaker: An individual who
is not the parent as specified
above but who has assumed the
responsibility for insuring the
alleged victim's day-to-day welfare
in a residential setting, such as a
legal guardian. Does not include
substitute providers, as defined in
category D.

c. Other Household Member: Any indi-
vidual residing in the same house-
hold as the alleged victim(s) but
who has not assumed the caretaker
role,’

D. Licensed/Registered Care Provider:
Limited to licensed/registered care

providers, such as day care, foster:-

home, group home, and institutional
care providers.

E. Caretaker Substitute: Limited to
temporary caretakers, e.g., baby-
sitters or unregistered day care
providers, as delegated by the
caretaker.

F. School: Includes teachers, prin-
cipals, and others  who have been
identified as a perpetrator in
their role as school personnel.

G. Other:  All other individuals who
do not fit into any of the above
categories.

Enter date the investigation was initi-
ated (MMDDYY). Please refer to SS 201-4
which states the Division policy regard-
ing response guidelines for emergent and
non-emergent referrals,

Enter date the investigation was . com-
pleted, i.e., case determination was
made and the case plan, if indicated,
was initiated. (MMDDYY). .

COMMUNITY SERVICES [ 11
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CSD~-ADM 101-4

SECTION:

REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE
SERVICES REFERRAL

SUBJECT:

Completion of CSD-110a

Deec. 1, 1983

Call Out No.

(:) Circle all appropriate responses that
reflect all services that have been or
are being provided to the alleged victim
and/or family,

Please Note: The following codes may
-not be listed in sequence since they are
a part of a master database listing.

Code

Definition

A.

Limited to Investigation Only:
Inquiry into the circumstances
and events surrounding the
alleged complaint. Marking
this box indicates that inves-

tigation is the only service

that was provided.

Social Work Counseling: The
provision of specialized coun-
seling by the worker to cor-
rect conditions of neglect/
abuse. so as to strengthen and
stabilize family life.

Resource Referral: -Assisting
in locating, developing and

using relevant community and.

agency resources.

Emergency Shelter Care: Any
temporary placement (less than
48 hours) of a childTren) out
of the home that 'is specifi-
cally for the protection or
care of the child(ren) during
intervention in a family
crisis.

Day Care: <«Child care for less
than 24 hours a day. These

services may be merely custo-

dial or include therapeutic,
educational and/or recreation-
a; activities for childrgn.

COMMUNITY SERVICES ' 12
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CSD-ADM 101-4

SECTION:

REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE
SERVICES REFERRAL

SUBJECT:

Completion of CSD-110A

Foster Care: Placement of
alleged victim(s) in a licen-
sed foster care facility or
home for more than 48 hours.

Referral to Law Enforcement:
Referral to police, sheriff,
parole or probation-officers.

Referral to County Attorney/
Civil: Case has been referred
to County Attorney for civil
action. :

Referral to County Attorney/

Criminal: Case has been re-
~ ferred to County Attorney for
criminal action.

Home Attendant Services: Ser-
vices involving the visit of a
qualified home attendant to
the alleged victim's home to
provide assistance with gen-
eral household activities,
including household manage-

ment, méal preparation, per-

‘'sonal care activities, trans-
portation, health support
services, and instruction
therein, when appropriate,

Other: Specify any other ser-
vice provided that is not in-
cluded above.

(:) Circle the response that most accurately
describes the case status.

A.

B.

Dec.

Case Open: - Alleged victim(s)/;
amily remains on caseload and

services are currently being
provided and/or planned.

Case Closed After 1Investigation:
Investigation is complete and no

other services are planned or

‘provided.

1, 1983 COMMUNITY SERVICES l 13
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"CSD-ADM 101-4

SECTION-
SERVICES REFERRAL

REPORT ON CHILD PROTECTIVE

SUBJECT: .
Completion of CSD-110Aa

®® ®

BB/ - , o

c. Unable to Locate: Principal adults
or caretakers cannot be found at
current known address.

Enter investigating worker's signature/
title/worker number.

Enter secondary worker's name/title/-
worker number,

. Enter date the report was submitted

(MMDDYY) .

SEE NEXT PAGE FOR REDUCED COPY
OF FORM CSD-110A, REPORT ON
CHILD ~ PROTECTIVE SERVICES
REFERRAL

0o

Dec, 1, 1983 COMMUNITY SERVICES ' 14
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APPENDIX E

DEFINITION OF AN INDIA.NlCHILD
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STATE OF MONTANA
DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY SERVICES

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Gary ’ Date: January 5, 1988
FROM: Be%’ﬁ/
RE: Definition of an Indian Child

The Indian Child Welfare Act (Public Law 95-608) describes an "Indian Child"

to mean any unmarried person who is under age eighteen and is either (a) a mem-
ber of an Indian tribe or (b) ts eligible for membership in an Indian tribe
and 1s the biological child of 2 member of an Indian tribe.

However, the Pederal Reglgter dated November 26, 1979 under Section B. Pretrial

requirements addresses B.1. Determination That Child Ts an Indian: I will high-
light the important criteria as T perceive it, as follows;

B.1.
" . (e) Circumstances under which a state court has reason to believe
a'child involved in a child custody proceeding is an Indian
include but are not limited to the following:

(1) Any patty to the case, Indian tribe, Indian organ~
ization or public or private agency informs the
court that the child 1s an Indian child,

(11) Any public or state-licensed dgency involved in -
child protection services or family support has
discovered information which suggeats that the

" child is an Indian child. ’

(111) The child who is the subject of the pProceeding
- glves the court reason to believe he or she 4s
an Indian child. .

(1v) The residence or the domicile of the child, hisg
or her biological parents, or the~Indiaq custo-~
dian i3 known by the court to be or i3 shown to
be a predominantly Indian community,

(v) An officep of the court involved in the proceeding
has knowledge that the child may be an Indian child,

- Since enrollment 1s not alvays required in order to be a member of a
tribe; some tribes do not have written rolls. Others have rollg that
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list only persons that were members as of a certain date. Enroll-
ment is the common evidentiary means of establishing Indian status,
but it 1s not the only means nor iz it necessarily determinative.
(United States v. Broncheau, 597 F.2d 1260,1263 (9th Civ.1979)

The guidelines also list several circumstances which shall trigger
an inquiry by the court and petitioners to determine whether a
child 13 an Indian for purposes of this Act. This listing is not
intended to be complete, but it does list the most common circum-—
stances giving rise to a reasonable belief that a child may be

an Indian.

Given the positioﬁ by the Department of the Interior and given the draft of pro-
pogsed amendments to the Indian Child Welfare Act dated 07/09/87 which include

as Indian all children considered to be part of the Indian community but do not
technically meet the criteria for membership, I recommend that this memo be widely
circulated to placing staff to alleviate the confusion over who 1s an Indian child.

I further recommend that this policy directive be shared with every Judicial
District Judge in the state to enhance their decision making authority as it
relates to notification requirements under the Indian Child Welfare Act.
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APPENDIX F

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY SERVICES

DATA TRANSMITTAL COVER LETTER
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MSU Data Extract

February 21,

Page 2

Report
Report
Report
Report
Report
Report
Report
Report
Report
Invest
Invest
Invest
Invest
Invest
Invest
Invest
Invest
Invest
Invest

type
type

type

type
type
type
type
type

‘type

rslt
rslt
rslt
rslt
rslt
rslt
rslit
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rslt
rslt

Perpetrator

Fill

1992

- Abus - Phy
- Abus - Emo
- Abus - Sex
- Negl - Phys
-~ Negl - Med
- Negl - Emo
- Negl - Educ
- Expl

- Fatal

- Abus - Phy
- Abus - Emo
- Abus - Sex
- Negl - Phys
- Negl - Emo
- Negl - Med
- Negl - Educ
- Expl

- Fatal
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IPAACCCCC 55N XXX XX K

Good luck with your analysis and please call Frank or
you have any questlons.

c: Doug Matthies
Frank Kromkowski

ITnmnhhnhnnnnnno
[¢]
a1}

nmyself
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APPENDIX G

ANALYSIS OF EDUCATIONAL NEGLECT
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Table 55. Educational Neglect Reports by Victim's Gender

EDUCATIONAL NEGLECT

150

Gender Substantiated Unsubstantiated Total |Percent
Cases Percent Cases Percent Cases ggtal
Male 38 45,2 46 54.8 84 46.2
. Female 49 50.0 49 50.6 98 53.8
Total 87 47.8 95 52.2 182 100.0%
Table 56. Educational Neglect Reports by Victim's Age
Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated Total Percent
Cases Percent Cases Percent ||Cases ggtal
0-1 2 66.7 1 33.3 3 1.7
2-3 4 80.0 1 20.0 5 2.8
4-5 10 50.0 10 50.0 20 11.3
6-7 15 50.0 15 50.0 30 16.9
8-9 10 35.7 18 64.3 28 15.8
10-11 10 45.5 12 54.5 22 12.4
12-13 18 54.5 15 45.5 33 18.6
14-15 15 51.7 14 48.3 29 - 16.4
16-17 1 14.3 6 85.7 7 4.0
Total 85 48.0 92 52.0 177 |100.0
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Table 57. Educational Neglect by Victim's Ethnicity

Ethnicity Substantiated Unsubstantiated |[Total |Percent
3£ctim Cases Percent Cases Percent |[Cases |[Total
Caucasian 52 47.7 57 52.3 109 78.4
Native
American 12 48.0 13 52.0 25 18.0
Hispanic 1 25.0 3 75.0 4 2.9
Black 1 100.0 0 1 .7
Asian 0 0] 0]
{|[vietnamese 0 0 0
Alaskan 0 0 0

Total 66 47.5 73 52.5 139 100.0
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Table 58. Referral Sources for Reports of Educational Neglect
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Referral
Source Substantiated |[Unsubstantiated||Total |Percent
of
Cases Percent‘Cases PercentiCases |Total

Mother 1 25.0 3 75.0 4. 2.2
Father 0 0 2 100.0 2 1.1
Self 1 100.0 0 0 1 .5
Sibling 1 100.0 0 0 1 .5
Other

Relatives 5 35.7 9 64.3 14 7.7
Neighbor 7 | 43.8 9 56.3 16 8.7
Child Care

Provider 1 100.0 0 0 1 .5
Fogter

Parent 0 0 0 0 0 0
||Attorney 0 0 0 0 0 0
Law

Enforcement 1 100.0 0 0 1 .5
Youth Court 2 100.0 0 0 2 1.1
Human Services 1 16.7 5 83.3 6 3.3
Educators 44 53.7 38 46.3 82 44.8
Hospital

Staff 1 33.3 2 66.7 -3 1.6
Other

Medical 0 0 0 0 0 0
Residential

Staff 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legal

Guardian 0 0 0 0 0 0
Economic

Assistance 0 0 2 100.0 2 1.1
Other 23 47.9 25 52.1 48 26.2
Total 88 48.1 95 51.9 183 100.0
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Table 59. Educational Neglect by
Perpetrator's Relationship to Victim

Perpetrator's

Relationship Substantiated ||Unsubstantiated|Total |Percent

of
|/|Cases Percentl||Cases Percent||Cases |Total

Parent 84 48.0 91 52.0 175 95.6
Other ‘

Caretaker 1 33.3 2 66.7 3 1.6
Other

Household

Member 0 0 0] 0 0 0
Licensed

Care
|Provider 0] 0 0] 0 o] 0]
Caretaker

Substitute 0 0 1 100.0 1 .5
School 1 50.0 1 50.0 ° 2 1.1
Other 2 [200.0 0 0 2 1.1
Total 88 48.1 95 51.9 183 100.0
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APPENDIX H

ANALYSIS OF MEDICAL NEGLECT
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MEDICAL NEGLECT

Table 60. Medical Neglect Reports by Victim's Gender
Gender Substantiated Unsubstantiated Total |Percent
Cases Percent Cases Percent Cases ;gtal
Male 49 30.6 111 69.4 160 47.6
Female 69 39.2 107 60.8 176 52.4
Total 118 35.1 218 64.9 J336 160.0%
Table 61. Medical Neglect Reports by Victim's Age
Age Substantiated Unsubstantiated Total Percent
Cases Percent Cases Percent Cases ggtal
0-1 28 30.1 65 69.9 93 8.6
2-3 12 26.1 34 73.9 46 14.2
4-5 14 60.9 9 39.1 23 7.1
6-7 10 32.3 21 67.7 31 9.5
8-9 13 43.3 17 56.7 30 9.2
10-11 8 30.8 18 69.2 26 8.0
12-13 15 45.5 18 54.5 33 10.2
{|14-15 14 53.8 12 46.2 26 8.0
16-17 4 23.5 13. 76.5 17 5.2
Total 118 36.3 207 63.7 325 .100.0

LYl
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Table 62. Medical Neglect by Victim's Ethnicity
Ethnicity Substantiated Unsubstantiated [[Total |Percent
3fctim Cases Percent Cases |[Percent ([Cases |Total
Caucasian 84 35.4 153 64.6 237 | 81.4
Native
American 19 45.2 23 54.8 42 14.4
Hispanic 1 12.5 7 87.5 6 | 4.1
Black 1 50.0 1 50.0 2 7
Asian 0 0 0 0 o 0
Vietnamese 0 0 1 100.0 1 .3
Alaskan 1 100.0 0 c 1 -3

Total 106 36.4 185 63.6 291 100.0
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Table 63. Referral Sources for Reports of Medical Neglect
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Referral
Source Substantiated [[Unsubstantiated||Total |Percent
of
Cases Percent|[Cases Percent{/Cases |Total

Mother 2 11.8 15 88.2 17 5.0
Father 1 10.0 9 | 90.0 10 3.0
Self 1 33.3 2 66.7 3 .9
Sibling 1 100.0 | 0 0 1 .3
Other
Relatives 5 21.7 18 78.3 23 6.8
Neighbor 8 40.0 12 60.0 20 5.9
Child Care
Provider 3 30.0 7 70.0 10 3.0
Foster

llParent 0 o] 0] 0 0 0
Attorney 1 33.3 2 66.7 3 .9
Law
Enforcement 8 72.7 3 27.3 11 3.3
Youth Court 1 100.0 0 0 1 .3
Human Services 3 18.8 13 81l.3 16 4.7
Educators 33 44.6 41 55.4 74 22.0
Hospital
Staff 9 36.0 16 64.0 25 7.4
Other
Medical 12 30.0 28 70.0 40 11.9
Residential
Staff 0 0 0 0 0 0
Legal
Guardian 0 0 o 0 0 0
Economic ,
Assistance 0 0 3 100.0 3 .9
Other 31 38.8 49 61.3 80 23.7
Total 119 35.3 218 64.7 337 100.0
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Table 64. Medical Neglect by

Perpetrator's Relationship to Victim

Perpetrator's :
Relationship Substantiated ||Unsubstantiated|Total |Percent
of

Cases Percent||Cases |Percenti/Cases |Total

Parent 110 34.3 211 65.7 321 95.5

Other

Caretaker 4 57.1 3 42.9 7 2.1

Other

Household

Member 0 0 1 100.0 1 .3

Licensed

Care

Provider 0 0 0 0 0 0

Caretaker

Substitute 1 50.0 1 50.0 2 .6

School 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other 4 80.0 1 20.0 5 1.5

Total 119 35.4 217 64.6 336 1100.0
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APPENDIX T

1990 CENSUS OF POPULATION AND HOUSING
SUMMARY TAPE FILE 1A

Printout provided by Montana Department of Commerce
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APPENDIX J

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY SERVICES
1990 REPORT TO

THE NATIONAL CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT DATA SYSTEM
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