Liability in Chil

BY DOUGLAS J. BESHAROV J

You are a child protection caseworker, and you closely
follow agency policy on all cases. After completing an investi-
gation of a child reported as abused, your assessment is that
the child will remain at home and service will be provided to
the family. While the case is open, the child dies of injuries
allegedly inflicted by a family member. You are called to
testify about the case before a grand jury. The next day you
are arrested and charged with criminal malfeasance of your
public duties.?

cross the country, child welfare workers are
being given administrative reprimands and are
being fired, downgraded, or reassigned for

mishandling their cases. Every day they face

potential criminal and civil liability for their official con-
duct. Many are being charged with professional malpractice
and sued for monetary damages by the children they seek to
protect and by the parents they seek to treat. The ac-
cusations range from inadequately protecting a child and
violating parental rights, to not providing adequate foster
care services and leaving children in foster care “limbo.”

In at least four instances, caseworkers have been crimi-
nally prosecuted for official malfeasance or negligent homi-
cide. Many others are being hauled before investigating
grand juries. For example, one New York grand jury issued
a report finding the caseworkers guilty of “neglect or
nonfeasance in public office,” although no indictment
resulted.

This article has been adapted from “Criminal and Civil
Liability in Child Welfare Work: The Growing Trend,”
published in 1983 by the National Legal Resource Center
for Child Advocacy and Protection, American Bar
Association Young Lawyers Division, Washington, D.C.
Mr. Besharov is writing a full-length book on the topic
entitled, Child Welfare: Coping with Professional
Liability, to be published this fall by the National
Association of Social Workers, Silver Spring, Maryland.

© Douglas J. Besharov
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Liability for Inadequately
Protecting a Child :

n most states, child protective agencies are re-

quired to receive reports twenty-four hours a

day via highly publicized “hot lines.” Investiga-

tions must be initiated on the same day, or as
soon as possible.

Failure to Accept a Report for Investigation. Child pro-
tective agencies must accept and investigate all reports made
to them, rejecting a report only if an investigation would be
patently unwarranted. The conditions under which a child
protective agency may properly consider rejecting a report
are listed in Table 1.

Mammo v. Arizona illustrates the potential agency liabil-
ity for failing to investigate a .
report of suspected child -
maltreatment.? In this
case, the noncustodial
father reported bruises
on his two older
children, ages two
and four, after
visiting them. He
told the Arizona
Social Services
Department that
the mother would
not let him see his
infant child. The o
agency apparently — [iFals
viewed the father’s .
report as related

are




MORE AND MORE WORKERS—AND AGENCIES—ARE FACING IT.

to a custody dispute rathex:'t‘han a sign of serious danger to
the child and advised the father to consult his attorney. Ten
days later, the child was killed. The father filed a wrongful
death action; and the jury returned a verdict for $1 million,
which the trial judge reduced to $300,000. The $700,000 dif-
ference was for punitive damages, which, the judge held, the
jury could not award. The case is now on appeal.

Failure to Investigate Adequately. Qutright failures to in-
vestigate are rare. More common are claims that the
agency, having been given reason to suspect that a child was
at risk, failed to conduct a full or careful investigation.

In Buege v. lowa, the noncustodial father reported to the
Iowa Department of Social Services that his thirty-four-
month-old daughter had a bruise on her buttocks and that
he believed the bruise was caused by the mother’s boy-
friend.? The agency investigated and substantiated the in-
jury, although the boyfriend was not interviewed. Two
days after the initial report, the agency decided not to re-
move the child from the mothers custody, but rather to
make follow-up visits coupled with day care, counseling,
and other appropriate services. No follow-up visit was ever
made. Eight days later the child was hospitalized in a coma-
tose state, with bruises, both old and new, over most of her
body. The child died three days later. The mother’s boy-
friend was convicted of second degree murder.* The father
sued the agency, alleging negligent investigation and super-
vision of the case, failure to employ qualified employees,
failure to staff the protective unit sufficiently, and failure to
remove the child from the home. The case was settled for
$82,500.

In 1976, a child protective worker and her supervisor in
Pueblo, Colorado, were convicted of official misconduct.
They were charged with having allowed the death of a child
by their failure to respond adequately to reported maltreat-
ment. Previously, the child had been placed in foster care
and then returned to her parents’ custody. While the case-
worker was on medical leave, the agency received new re-
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ports from the child's school and school nurse of suspected
abuse. In the words of the indictment against the supervisor,
the reports consisted of “telephone contacts . . . wherein a
report was made of cigarette burns on the child, wounds to
arms of the child, bruises and scratches to a large portion of
said child's back, scars from apparent large burns to child's
back, and other injuries. . . .” With her physician’s permis-
sion, the caseworker, who had a BSW degree and ten years

Table I. Conditions for Rejecting Reports
“

Allegations clearly fall outside the agency's definitions of "'child abuse”
or "'child neglect,” as established by state law.

The caller can give no credible reason for suspecting that the chid has
been abused or neglected.

Insufficient information is given to identify or locate the child.

Unfounded and malicious nature of information is established by
specific evidence.
“

Source: Douglas ). Besharov, Reporting Child Abuse and Neglect (in press, 1984).

of experience with the agency, returned to the office for one
day to arrange a psychological evaluation of the child. Ap-
parently, neither she nor her supervisor attempted to verify
the nature or extent of the reported injuries. The child was
killed shortly thereafter. The convictions of both the case-
worker and her supervisor were overturned on appeal be-
cause of legal issues not related to their guilt.s

Failure to Place a Child in Protective Custody. Every day
caseworkers must decide whether a child is in such im-
mediate danger that protective custody is needed. The con-
sequences of a wrong decision — either in favor of foster care
when it is not needed, or against foster care when a child is
in serious danger — make this the hardest decision that child
protective workers must make.
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In 1980, a child protective worker and the worker’s super-
visor in Louisville, Kentucky, were charged with official
misconduct. The charges arose out of a three-year-old's
death from scald burns. Hospital physicians treating the
child did not make a report, but a policeman on the scene
called the child protective agency because he suspected
abuse. The agency had received two previous reports alleg-
ing abuse of the child’s two older siblings, but had decided
that the reports were not valid and planned to close its case
on the family. A subsequent investigation revealed that the
dead child had suffered a broken leg six months earlier, de-
termined to be a “wringer injury” strongly suggestive of
abuse. The hospital had not reported this injury either. (One
physician attending the child also was indicted.) At the trial,
all charges were dismissed. In dismissing the case, the judge
said: “It offends my sense of fairness that these three people
were chosen (for prosecution) when everyone else who
came into contact with the child could have been charged as
well."

In the same year, a caseworker, the supervisor, and the
agency's director of child welfare in El Paso, Texas, were
charged with criminal negligence. The agency had become
involved with a family when a hospital reported that a nine-
month-old child had severe scald burns on the lower back
and buttocks. The agency decided that the child could re-
main at home while the parents received treatment services.
Ten months later, the child died of apparent asphyxiation.
“Although he was unable to determine the cause of death,
the medical examiner testified that the child had very small,
circular bruises on the right side of her head and on her
chest, abdomen, thighs, and knees. Other doctors testified
. that she was also suffering from malnutrition.” The
prosecuting attorney is said to have claimed that “if the
{agency] staff had been willing to admit its mistakes [in not
removing the child] and cooperate in the removal of the sur-
viving children following their sister's death, the case prob-
ably would not have been taken to the grand jury.” One
month before the trial was to begin, the court quashed the
indictments on the ground that “no indictable offense had
been charged.”

A civil lawsuit in the Federal District Court of Missouri
claimed that a St. Louis County caseworker and the Mis-
souri Department of Social Services negligently failed to
protect a child placed under their supervision. Damages
amounting to $4 million were sought from each for the
child's subsequent injuries. The complaint alleged that, in
twenty-six visits over a five-month period, the caseworker
“negligently failed to recognize severe and permanently
damaging neglect of the child.” It was alleged that the two-
year-old child “failed to thrive and in fact reduced from a
weight of approximately twenty-three (23) pounds to a
weight of approximately thirteen (13) pounds.”® This lawsuit
was settled. The terms included the state's agreement to pro-
vide medical and psychiatric care for the child, even past
majority; to provide post-secondary school educational as-
sistance: and to provide subsidy payments in the event of an
adoption.

Sometimes protective custody is the only way to assure a
child's safety. Table 2 lists the situations that suggest a need
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for custody. The presence of any one of these factors is a
clear indication that the child faces an imminent threat of
serious injury. Unless the child's safety can be assured by
some other means, the child should be placed in protective
custody quickly —and kept there until the home situation is
safe or parental rights are permanently terminated. (See also
“Protecting CPS Clients and Workers,” Summer 1983 PusLIC
WELFARE.)

Table 2. Situations Suggesting the Need for
Protective Custody

f

The child was severely assaulted—hit, poisoned, or burned so severely
that serious injury resulted or would have resulted but for the in-
tervention of some outside force or simple good luck. For example,
the parent threw an infant against a wall, but somehow no serious in-
jury resulted.

The child has been systemnatically tortured. For example, the child was
locked in a dloset for long periods of time; forced to eat unpalatable
substances: or forced to squat, stand, or perform other unreasonable
acts for long periods of time.

The parent's reckless disregard for the child's safety caused serious in-
jury, or could have done so. For example, the parent left a very young
child home alone under potentially dangerous drcumstances.

The physical condition of the home is so dangerous that it poses an im-
mediate threat of serious injury. For example, there is exposed elec-
trical wiring, upper story windows are unbarred and easily accessible to
young children, or there is an extreme danger of fire.

“The child has been sexually abused or sexually exploited.

The parents have purposefully or systernatically withheld essential food
or nourishment from the child.

The parents refuse to obtain or consent to medical or psychiatric care
for the child that is needed to prevent or treat a serious injury or
disease.

The parents appear to be so out of touch with reality that they cannot
provide for the child’s basic needs. For example, the parents are, suf-
fering from severe mental iliness, mental retardation, drug abuse, or
alcohal abuse.

The parents have abandoned the child. For example, the child has
been left in the custody of strangers who have neither agreed to care
for the child for more than a few hours nor know how to reach the
parents.

There is reason to suspect that the parents may flee with the child. For
example, the parents have a history of frequent moves or of hiding the
child from outsiders.

NOTE: In any of the above situations, the younger the child, the
greater the presumed need for protective custody.

Source: Douglas J. Besharov, Reporting Child Abuse and Neglect (in press, 1984).

Liability for Violating Parental Rights

Laws against child abuse and child neglect hold that paren-
tal rights are not absolute and that society, through its
courts and social service agencies, should intervene in




private family matters to protect endangered children. The
need to protect children from abuse or neglect, however,
does not justify violating or ignoring parental rights.

Slanderous Investigation. Child protective investigations
are inherently a breach of parental and family privacy. To
determine whether a particular child has been abused or ne-
glected, caseworkers must interview friends, relatives, and
neighbors, as well as school teachers, day-care personnel,
doctors, clergy, and others. They must inquire into the most
intimate of personal and family matters.

No reported case suggests that workers should not ag-
gressively investigate reports of suspected child maltreat-
ment. Good faith efforts to protect a child do not lead to
legal liability. But the cases do make it clear that workers
cannot use the mandate to investigate as an excuse to
harass, threaten, or browbeat parents or children. Further-
more, workers cannot improperly disclose a report's ex-
istence or an investigation’s findings.

In Martin v. Weld, for example, the parents sought mon-
etary damages for “slander, outrageous conduct, negligence,
and gross negligence” arising from an investigation. The
parents alleged that the agency received an anonymous re-
port of the father's sexual abuse of his thirteen-year-old
daughter. The parents charged that, during a ninety-minute
interview with the girl at her school, the worker “made vari-
ous allegations of sexual abuse and criminal misconduct
against [the father, which the daughter] denied.” Then, both
parents and another family member were interviewed.
Based on its investigation, the agency determined that the
anonymous report was unfounded, and it closed the case. In
sustaining the parents’ right to sue, the court based its deci-
sion on their allegations of the “defendants’ lack of good
faith,” stating:

First, they set out details showing that [the caseworker's] inter-
view of the child . . . went beyond mere investigation and
amounted to harassment and intentional infliction of emo-
tional distress. Second, the [parents) alleged that defendants
intentionally leaked information about the case to the county
commissioners, with whom [the father], as a member of the
county council, regularly met, and also to the press. . . .
Third, they alleged that the defendants published statements

that were slanderous per se. . . .9

Wrongful Removal of Children. When a child is removed
as a result of a court order, the caseworker and the agency
are protected from liability for wrongful removal unless
statutory mandates or procedures have been violated. In
emergency situations, however, removal must occur before
court review is possible. If the removal is made in good faith
and in accordance with state laws, a successful claim for
damages is unlikely.?® Although the determination of good
faith is subjective, the existence of one or more of the
grounds listed in Table 2 is at least prima facie evidence of
good faith.

Failure to initiate a statutorily required judicial review of
an emergency removal raises potential liability.!! The
agency also may be liable for the wrongful failure to return
the child to the home.!2

One of the best known of these cases is Duchesne v.

Sugarman. The day after the mother was unexpectedly hos-
pitalized for emotional problems, the agency took custody
of her two children, one seven years old and the other six
months old. The mother refused to sign a consent form
authorizing the agency to continue caring for the children.
The caseworker reported this to his supervisor, who advised
that no consent was necessary at that point. Five days later,
the mother was released from the hospital and she “im-
mediately . . . demanded that her children be returned.
However, the children were not relinquished.”13 For the next
twenty-seven months, the mother unsuccessfully sought to
have the agency return her children. But the agency con-
tinued to rebuff her, and never sought a court order legaliz-
ing the situation. The court held that the absence of any
prior parental consent established potential liability for
monetary damages under Section 1983 of the Federal Civil

. Rights Act.?* The court distinguished this situation from

that in which a parent originally consents to foster place-
ment. In those cases, courts have held that it is constitu-
tional to require the parent to file a habeas corpus petition to
obtain custody.s

Malicious Prosecution. Child protective agencies seek to
avoid formal court action wheriever possible. Nationally,
less than 20 percent of all reported cases reach court.1® The
subjective considerations involved in deciding whether to
initiate court action make a lawsuit for malicious prosecu-
tion unlikely, unless there are sufficient allegations of
reckless action or bad faith by the agency or the worker.
This was the case in Doe v. County of Suffolk, in which the
mother sued for malicious prosecution. She charged that the
worker and the agency initiated a court proceeding “know-
ing full well that they could not successfully prosecute the
petition against said plaintiff . . ., and knowing full well
that ultimately the said petition must be dismissed.”?” The
worker had filed a petition against both the mother and
father after the mother told the police that her husband had
sexually abused their child. Apparently, there was no
reason to suspect that the mother had in any way been
abusive or neglectful, and the county attorney withdrew the
petition against her before the trial. The court allowed the
mother’s lawsuit to continue.

Violation of Confidentiality. Child protective agency
records contain information about the most private aspects
of personal and family life. Whether or not the information
is true, improper disclosure can violate the sensibilities of all
involved and can be deeply stigmatizing. All states have
laws making these records confidential, and most treat
unauthorized disclosure as a crime. Some states, such as
lowa and West Virginia, also impose civil liability for un-
authorized disclosure.18

The importance of respecting the confidentiality of case
records was demonstrated by a case in New York City. Ad-
ministrative disciplinary proceedings were initiated against a
caseworker for releasing case records to the press. The
caseworker claimed that he wanted to prove that a certain
child abuse death “stemmed from . . . incompetence and ir-
responsibility in handling clients.”?? Initially, the agency
sought to fire the worker. As a compromise, the worker
agreed to a demotion and a reduction in salary.
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Liability for Inadequate
Foster Care Services

ften, children must be placed in foster care to

protect them from serious harm. Many chil-

dren benefit from foster care, but it has its

hazards. Some children are placed in homes or
institutions that cannot meet their needs for special physical
or emotional care; others are lost in the limbo of foster care.
Worse, some children are abused or neglected by their foster
parents. Both situations have been the subject of extensive
litigation. 2

Dangerous Foster Care Placements. Tragically, the abuse
or neglect of foster children accounts for more lawsuits than
any other category covered by this article. By assuming
custody of a child and by making decisions about that
child’s care, the agency and the caseworker accept a degree
of legal responsibility for the child's health, safety, and well-
being.?* Hence, courts are all but unanimous in holding
agencies and workers liable for abuse or neglect of children
at the hands of foster parents.z

To be liable, however, the agency or the worker must
have been negligent in the selection of foster parents or in
the supervision of the foster placement. That is, the child's
abuse or neglect must have been the reasonably foreseeable
result of conditions known to the agency, or conditions the
agency should have known about. A number of states have
passed legislation that requires agencies to screen foster par-
ents through central child abuse registers.

Child welfare agencies must be extremely careful in select-
ing foster parents and in monitoring the quality of care pro-
vided by the foster parents. Agencies are obligated to super-
vise foster care placements and to remove children from un-
suitable or dangerous environments.» This requires periodic
home visits, including interviews with the children and peri-
odic medical examinations of the children. The agency
must be aware of and responsive to reports or other indica-
tions of possible abuse in the foster home.?

In Bradford v. Davis, for example, the plaintiff, a foster
child, received $90 thousand in settlement from the state of
Oregon. The child alleged that the Children’s Services Divi-
sion negligently failed to supervise, screen, and monitor his
foster placement. One of the charges was that the agency
failed to investigate reports by neighbors that the child was
being beaten.? Failure to follow written agency procedures
for the supervision of foster placements often seems to be an
important factor in the court’s finding of agency or worker
liability.

Failure to Meet the Child's Needs for Special Care. Chil-

dren in foster care ideally should receive services to remedi-

ate the effects of past maltreatment or other special prob-
lems. Courts seem to be reluctant, however, to translate this
basic need into a constitutional right. In Sinhogar v. Parry,
for example, a New York appeals court distinguished the
rights of foster children from those of juvenile delinquents
who, because they are deprived of their liberty, have a right
to treatment. According to this decision, foster children “do
not have a constitutional right to a particular kind of care
from the state and what rights they do have are limited by
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the facilities and funds made available by the legislature."?”
Similarly, a California court dismissed a complaint that
alleged an agency’s mistaken and negligent diagnosis of a
foster child's mental capacity, which resulted in the child's
placement in classes for the mentally retarded.

Notwithstanding this hesitancy to recognize the foster
child's “right to treatment,” one federal court decision sug-
gests that there may be an alternate ground for liability. In
Patton v. Dumpson, the court dismissed claims of liability
under Section 1983 of the Federal Civil Rights Act. It al-
lowed to stand claims under Section 504 of the Federal
Rehabilitation Act; however, the court explained that,
under Section 504, “the plaintiff, a handicapped child, is
seeking to hold public and private agencies liable for
damages for discrimination against him because of his hand-
icap. The complaint alleges that, due to the plaintiff's
physical and mental handicaps, agency employees denied
him the benefit of educational services [while he was in
foster care].”?

Liability for Children Who Remain
in Foster Care “Limbo”

n theory, foster care is a short-term remedy

designed to protect a child from harm while

parents have time to respond to treatment or

until the child can be freed for adoption. Reali-
ty is far different. More than 50 percent of the children in
foster care are in this “temporary” status more than two
vears, and more than 30 percent are away from their
parents more than six years.3

To reduce the number of children in foster care, many
states have initiated periodic case review and special perma-
nency planning programs. Unfortunately, even the most ex-
tensive and well-funded efforts have resulted in only a 20
percent reduction in the number of children in foster care 3t
Many lawsuits have been filed seeking damages for a child’s
prolonged stay in foster care.

Failure to Treat Parents. Lawsuits for the failure to pro-
vide adequate treatment services for parents usually are
dismissed because the courts refuse to find that parents have
a constitutional right to treatment.?? Judges respond dif-
ferently, though, when they conclude that the failure to pro-
vide appropriate treatment services was caused by poor
judgment or negligent administration rather than lack of
funds. That apparently happened in Cameron v. Mont-
gomery County Child Welfare Services.® In that case, the
foster child, as plaintiff, alleged that the agency had
prevented parental visitation; failed to provide any services
to the mother to facilitate the child’s speedy return home:;
transferred the child to another foster home fifty miles from
the mother’s residence; and had not informed the child of his
right to counsel or to a placement review. After the federa]
court refused to dismiss the suit, the case was settled when
the defendants agreed to pay $5 thousand.

Similarly, in Burgos v. Department of Children and Fam-
ily Services, Spanish-speaking parents, with limited ability
to speak English, claimed that their constitutional rights
were violated by the agency’s failure to provide Spanish-




speaking caseworkers and foster parents. It is hard to see
how any service could have been provided if agency person-
nel could not communicate with the clients. After the fed-
eral court recognized the potential validity of the parents’
claim, the case was settled out of court based on a “consent
order setting forth specific timeframes in which the state was
to review each Hispanic case to insure that each such child's
and family’s rights were protected.”

Failure to Arrange the Child’s Adoption. Until now, at
least, courts have been unwilling to hold that children in
foster care have a constitutional right to be adopted.>s As
the following cases suggest, however, potential liability may
arise if there is negligence, as defined by state law, or if there
is a violation of the administrative procedures required by
the Social Security Act.

In Bradford v. Davis, a seventeen-year-old child filed suit
claiming that “the agency had failed to take reasonable ac-
tions to find [him] an adoptive home.”?¢ The child had been
placed in foster care shortly before his fourth birthday, and
his parents had signed adoptive release forms when e was
eight. The Oregon court allowed the case to proceed to trial.
Before the trial, the case was settled for $90 thousand.

Joseph and Josephine A. v. New Mexico Department of
Social Service suggests that the absence of periodic reviews
and other administrative safeguards required by titles [V
and XX of the Social Security Act may open another line of
potential liability for failure to arrange for an adoption. The
plaintiffs “alleged that the defendants have failed and re-
fused to establish procedures to determine whether children
should continue in foster care, whether the rights of the bio-
logical parents should be terminated, or whether a child
should be placed for adoption. It [was] also alleged that the
Department [did] not even have an accurate count of the
children in their custody.”” The case went to trial on the
basis of a possible violation of the Social Security Act.

Unfair Criticism

awsuits against agencies and caseworkers may
be the only way to obtain financial compensa-
tion for past wrongs. They also may be the
only means of changing child welfare practices
that are harmful to children and families. As Leroy Schultz,
a social work professor at the University of West Virginia,
has written: “For the aggrieved client, an immovable social
service agency must be challenged in his ‘court of last resort.’
Thus, court test cases, while destructive of a worker or two,
have benefit for all future children, and in some cases, for
other workers as well.”®
Caseworkers, however, feel that they are often blamed
and sued for problems they cannot control. They are
especially troubled by the apparent inability or unwill-
ingness of courts to recognize the troublesome nature of
child protective decisions and the need to safeguard
caseworker discretion. They are even more troubled by
criminal prosecutions that seem to be attempts to find a
scapegoat for a child's death or, worse, blatant attempts by
prosecutors to gain publicity.
It is simply unfair to blame social workers for situations

beyond their control. Child welfare work is not easy. Work-
ers know the consequences of a wrong decision. Failure to
act may lead to a child's serious injury or death. On the
other hand, intervening when a child is not in danger is
damaging to the child and the parents. Holding workers
responsible for unpreventable deaths raises their inherently
stressful responsibility to an unattainable and destructive
level of accountability.

Unjustified criticism also is deeply unfair to the children
and families in the child welfare system because it leads to
defensive social work. Workers feel that they will be held
responsible if there is any reason, however minor, for think-
ing the child is in danger. Hence, there is great pressure to
take no chances and to intervene whenever criticism might
arise for not doing so. The dynamic is simple: negative
media coverage and litigation are always a possibility if the
child is subsequently killed or injured. There will be no criti-
cal publicity, however, if intervention was unneeded — and
how would people know, anyway? -

An analogy to this process is the defensive medicine prac-
ticed by many physicians. The ease with which patients
seem to be able to win large cash judgments makes physi-
cians fearful of malpractice lawsuits. To minimize the pos-
sibility of a lawsuit, many physicians routinely order more
medical procedures, x-rays, and other tests than are reason-
ably needed.

No one knows exactly how much defensive social work
goes on. Most observers, however, would agree with Yale
law professor Peter Schuck that, “Social workers may more
quickly —but prematurely — remove children from troubled
families rather than risk being sued on behalf of an abused
child."* In his survey of child protective workers, Leroy
Schultz found at least one worker who “tries to get state
custody of all suspected abused children just to protect him-
self from liability.”® In another state, a program director
describes what happened after he was indicted for “allowing”
a child to be killed:

Upon learning of the indictments, caseworkers and their
supervisors became aware of their own vulnerability. As a
result, paperwork increased to account for everyone's actions
and for a while more children were removed from their
homes. Supervisors told me that these removals seemed un-
necessary but that caseworkers were afraid.«

The challenge facing the child protective system is to
build legal and operational guidelines that reflect the
realities of child welfare work —and that recognize what
caseworkers can and cannot do to protect children. pw

Readers knowing of additional lawsuits against child welfare
workers or their agencies are encouraged to bring them to Mr.
Besharov’s attention in care of the American Enterprise Institute,
1150 Seventeenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036.

Douglas |. Besharov, ].D., LL.M., is a visiting scholar at the
American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research,
Washington, D.C. He was the first director of the National
Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, 1975-79.

For “Notes and References,” see back of magazine.
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Southwest Region. May 20 — 23. Excelsior
Hotel, Little Rock, Arkansas. Contact
Richard Howell, Office of the Director,
Arkansas Department of Human Services,
Donaghey Building, Suite 1300, Seventh
and Main Streets, Little Rock, AR 72201.
Telephone: (501) 371-1001.

Northeast Region. September 16— 19.
Biltmore Plaza Hotel, Providence, Rhode
Island. Contact Thomas A. McDonough,
Rhode Island Department of Social and
Rehabilitative Services, 600 New London
Avenue, Cranston, RI 02920. Telephone:
(401) 464-2371.

Mountain States Region. September
27—-29. Cheyenne Holiday Inn, Chey-
enne, Wyoming. Contact Guy Noé, Platte

County, D-PASS, 965 Gilchrist Avenue,
Wheatland, WY 82201. Telephone: (307)
322-3790.

Central States Region. September
30— October 3. St. Paul Radisson, St.
Paul, Minnesota. Contact Dr. Deborah
Bachrach, Office of the Commissioner,
Minnesota Department of Public Welfare,
Centennial Office Building, Fourth Floor,
St. Paul, MN 55155. Telephone: (612)
296-1551.

Southeast Region. October 23 — 26. River-
view Plaza Hotel, Mobile, Alabama. Con-
tact Gethryn Giles, Alabama Department
of Pensions and Security, 64 North Union
Street, Montgomery, AL 36130. Tele-
phone: (205) 261-5705.
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What State Is
He From?

Certainly everybody in the world knows
what state Walter Mondale represented in
the U.S. Senate. Even we on the staff of
PusLic WEeLrare know. But we suffered
some kind of lapse as we put together the
copy for page 11 of the Winter 1984 issue.
All future issues of PusLic WeLrare will be
perfect.
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Recidivism in Foster Care

By Norman M. Block and Arlene S.
Libowitz. New York: Child Welfare League
of America, 1983. 93 pp. $10.95.

Describes the nature, extent, and causes
of recidivism in foster care.

Re-educating Troubled Youth:
Environments for Teaching and
Treatments

By Larry K. Brendtro and Arlin E. Ness.
Hawthorne, N.Y.: Aldine Publishing, 1983.
288 pp. $29.95; $16.95 paper.

Describes experiences in training profes-
sionals and developing programs to
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iorally disordered children and ado-
lescents at the Starr Commonwealth
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The State and the Poor in the
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By Lela B. Costin. Champaign, lIl.: Univer-
sity of Illinois Press, 1983. 315 pp. $18.50.
A biography of the sisters who never re-
ceived the popular following or schol-

arly attention accorded their mentor,
Jane Addams.

When Bonding Fails: Clinical
Assessment of High-Risk Families
By Frank G. Boiton, Jr. Beverly Hills,
Calit.: Sage Publications, 1983. 223 pp.
$28.00; 514.00 paper.

Practical guide suggests methods for
easy identification of the high-risk fam-
ily and ways of screening out families
not likely to benefit from known inter-
ventions.




