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ABSTRACT

CASE ADVOCACY: A STUDY OF THE INTERVEINTIVE PROCESS
IN CHILD ADVOCACY

Brenda Gay McGowan

This is an exploratory study of the practice of
case advocacy on behalf of children. The objectives of the
study were to identify and classify the major components of
case advocacy, to generate hypotheses describing the baslc
dynamics of this process, and to analyze the implications of
these findings for the theory and practice of advocacy.

The study was carried out during 1972-1973. Data were
collected from 39 practitioners of child advocacy who had
varylng levels of education and work experience and were employed
in eight different types of agencies located throughout the
couﬁtry. The respondents submitted 163 incidents of case
advocacy over a five-month data collection period.

The critical incident technique was the primary research
instrument. Respondents were asked to submit brief written
questionnaires describing the firgﬁ inci&éﬁt.bf_éase advocacy
they engaged in each week. Data collected in this manner
were supplemented by site visits to each of the sample agencies,

backgrodnd information questionnaires on the respondents, and

findings from a baseline study of child advocacy.



The incidents were analyzed in an inductive manner to
identify the major components of case advocacy and to develop
a classification scheme delineating these variables., The
incidents were then coded by the conference method so that
frequencies and assoclations among vafi&bles could be computed.
Finally, these findings were analyzed to generate hypotheses
describing the major dynamics of the advocacy process.

Case advocacy was revealed in this study as a complex,
dynamic process in which tﬁére are a number of interrelated
variables., To describe this process briefly, the study
ldentified five major modes of direct intervention in child
advocacy: intercession, persuasion, negotiation, pressure,
and coercion. In addition, it was noted that indirect modes
of influence are employed frequently; The advocate's use of
one or more of these modes of intervention is determined by his
analysis of the problem, objective and sanction for the inter-
ventlon; his resources; and the receptivity of the target sys-
tem. These variables also influence his decision as to the
level and object of his intervention, It appears, however,
that there is constant interaction and feedback among these
components of the advocacy process so that the change agent
constantly reassesses his approach in relation to his changing
understanding of these various factors. And after the initial
intervention has been completed, the advocate's evaluation
of the outcome influences his decision as to whether to
terminate.his activity, adopt a different strategy, or initiate

additional adﬁocacy.



It was noted that the advocates were reluctant to
employ adversarial techniques, making extensive use of
collaborative and mediatory strategies. Also, the respond-
ents tended to employ a rather limited interventive repertoire
and to engage in a relatively 1oﬁ level of intervention.

' The change @gent and the tarpget system appeared to be
the primary determinants of the advocacy prodess. However,
it was noted that the stronger the sanction for a particular
intervention, the more opti;ns the advocate had in regard to
object, level, and method of intervention. Althqugh there
was no conclusive evidenée, it seemed.that the resources of
the change agent and the receptivity of thg target system were
the,priﬁary factors related to outcome,

The findiﬁgs have implications for the organization
and practice of child advécacy. Also, it is hoped that the
conceptual framework presented heie will contribute to the

developnent of a theory of advocacy practice.
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PREFACE

A social worker in a federally-funded child advocacy
project in a large metropolitan city reported the following
as ‘a typical example of her work:

John is a fourteen year old Indian youth who is
usually quite responsible and self-sufficient. Shortly
after the start of a new semester, he walked into my
office saying that he had just been suspended by the
principal for fooling around in the elevator. When
asked why he wasn't in class, he -explained that he didn't
like his last two hours. (This made immediate sense since
I knew he had been placed in very unstructured classes,
although he openly admits that he needs structure and
direction.) I asked John if he had discussed this problem
with his school counselor; he said he had hinted at his
dissatlsxaction, but that the counselor doesn't take him
seriously and "won't do anything about it."

I first went to the principal, explained John's
difficulty, and asked him to revoke the suspension so
that we could work on the schedule problem, He refused,
saying that if he revoked the suspension, "it wouldn't
mean anything." He also admitted that he wanted to talk
with John's mother about his brother and thought that the
suspension might facilitate this. I responded that
suspensions are meaningless anyway and that he should not
use John to deal with his brother's problem. The impor-
tant thing was to get John rescheduled so he wouldn't have
time to fool around in the halls. I also pointed out that
it would facilitate matters to re-admit John that afternoon.
However, the principal refused-to meet with John-until -the
following day when he lectured him on the danger of playing
in the elevator and then complimented him on his recent
schoolwork., John left the principal's office feeling neither
threatened nor impressed.

I had also talked with the counselor about getting a
schedule change for John. The counselor agreed that this
was necessary, but said that nothing could be done until
some policies were cleared up. When I said that I didn't
want John to continue in flux, he said that I would have to
work something out as he just didn't have time. Therefore,
I worked out a new schedule which John started the following
day.

111 S




The new schedule was, of course, the only thing
which was needed from the beginning; if the counselor
had been a more resourceiul person or more sensitive to
students! needs, the whole incident mizht have been avoided.
As 1t was, however, the student had to go through a maze
of nonsense and I had to intervene actively before the
principal or counselor were willing to focus on what
should be their basic task of doing whatever is necessary
to facilitate the education of students.

As the preceding example demonstrates, advocacy for
‘children need not be a very dramatic affair. The issues are
often clear, the problems relatively minor, and the . inter-

. ventions simple and direct. Yet the writer undertook to

study this phenomenon because of a conviction that there

is need for more effective and frequent practice of child
advocacy.

In the incident Jjust cited, 1t is obvious that the
advocate'!s intervention may have averted another potential
school drop-out. "'Hence, desplte the simplicity of the inter-
vention, this example suggests some provoking questions: '
Was this youngster trying to dfqp-out or was he being
pushed out? If the advocate had not intervened, would this
incident have been recorded as still another child failure
or a school failure? How many youngsters are being pushed
out of school under similar circumstances in other locales
where there may not be any child advocates available to act
in the manner described above?

It is estimated that between 1.5 and 2 million school-
age children are not enrolled in school currently. Similar
deficiencies exist in other important areas of child develop-

ment, For example, only five percent of all children

iv



who require mental health services are receiving them
currently. Infant mortality rates in this country are higher
than those in twelve other nations. Over 400,000 children
suffer from lead-poisoning annually. Some 9 million
American children are still living below the official

poverty 1ine.l

Despite the myth that the United States is a child-
centered society and the proliferation of child-sérving
agencies and programs, theéé problems persist. The concept
' of child advocacy as intervention on behalf of children in
relation to the services and institutions impinging on their
lives was introduced as one means of attacking these problems.
The limitations of the child advocacy movement have been
described elsewherg ~ and they are acute.2 However, 1t is
the writer's bellef that child advocacy is still a viable
concept and that 1ts practice may help to enhance services
for chlldren. Whlle engaged in a national baseline study

of child advocacy, the author was exposed to a number

lstatistics have been drawn from "An Introduction to
the Children's Defense Fund," Washington Research Project,
Washington, D.C., 1973.

2See, for example, Alfred J. Kahn, Sheila B. Kamerman,
and Brenda G. McGowan, Child Advocacy: Report of a National
Baseline Study (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, 1973); and Sheila B. Kamerman,
"Community Based Child Advocacy Projects: A Study in
Evaluation" (unpublished D.S.W. dissertation, Columbia
University, 1973).




of incidents of the type cited above; and this exparience
suggested not only that there is real need for such inter-
ventions, but also that effective advocacy 1s rooted in
a specific methddology and knowledge base which should be
analyzed and conceptualized.

The practice of child advocacy, no matter how
- effective, can never substitute for the development of
responsible social policylgr the allocation of adequate
-reé?urces for children., It can, however, help to ensure
that the services which now exist for children provide-
maiimum benefit to those they are intended to serve. It
was this convictlon which motivated the study of the process

of case advocacy on behalf of children reported here.
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CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This is a report of an exploratory study of case
advocacy as engaged in by practitioners of child advocacy;
The research, conducted in 1972-1973, had the following
objectives: 1) to identify and classify practice techniques;
2) to analyze the relationship between the use of specific
modes of intervention and the immediate context in which
they are employed; and 3) to generate hypotheses describing
the major dynamics of the advocacy process. By achieving
these goals, the researcher hbped to make a contribution
toward the more effective practice of child advocacy.

This study, which was funded by the O0ffice of Child
_Development/U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
was an outgrowth of a baseline study of child advocacy con-
ducted at Columbia University School of Social Work in 1971-
1972.1 The primary investigatory procedure for the current
study was the critical incident technique. Data collected

through this heans were supplemented by site visits to each

lpor a final report of this earlier study, see Alfred
J. Kahn, sSheila B. Kamerman, and Brenda G. McGowan, Child
Advocacy: Report of a National Baseline Study (Washingfon,
D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1973).




of the agencies in the sample, as well as by findings from
the baseline study and a companion evaluative study of com-
munity-based chlld advocacy programs.l Study findings are
based primarily on 163 reports of advocacy interventions2
submitted by 39 practitioners of advocacy in eight different
types of child advocacy programs located in various parts
of the country.

This chapter contains a description of recent de-
velopments in child advocacy and the problem which stimulated

this research, the objectives of the study, and the relevance

of the research to the field of social work,

Recent Developments in Child Advocacy

The concept of advocacy for children is certalnly not
new. In American social welfare, its tradition can be traced
back to the latter_part of the nineteenth century when leaders
in the child welfare field started to publicize the problem
of child abuse and campaigned vigorously for legislation to
protect the interests of children. The Children's Bureau,

established by Congressional mandate in 1912 to investigate

‘Isheila B. Kamerman, "Community Based Child Advocacy
Projects: A Study in Evaluation' (unpublished D.S.W. disser-
tation, Columbia University, 1973). ’

2

Althouzh a total of 195 incidents were submitted, only
163 ?et the criteria speciried for inclusion in the final
saurp.Le,



and make public facts about living conditions of children
and their families, over the years has provided a noteworthy
example of advocacy within the public sector. The crusade
for child labor legislation during the 1920's was a high
point in the history of American social reform efforts.

More recently, state committees for children and youth have
advocated fér children on many different fronts. And the
Child Welfare League of America has often been a focal point
of advocacy for children within the voluntary sector.

The concept of child advocacy as a distinct field of
practice, however, developed largely outside traditional
child welfare channels and appeared on the American social
scene in the latter part of the 1960'5. Like other groups
seeking to redress major soclal inequities that were organized
at the end of this decade of social change and reform, the
child advocacy movement was clearly influenced by the civil
rights revolution and the War on'Poverty. Iﬁ was preceded
by several major pronouncements regarding the ways in which
the nation was falling its children.1 And like all social
causes, from the begiﬁning it drew support from a number of

sources, For some, child advoéacy was simply a device to

1See, for example, Social Security Administration,
Report of the Advisory Counclil on Child Velfare Services
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, Dec., 1859) ;
President's Task Force on-Early Child Development, J. McV.
Hunt, chairman, "A Bill of Rights for Children" (Washington,
D.C.: Office of the Secretary, Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, 1967); and Nixon, Richard M., "Statement of the
President on the establishment of an Office of Child Develop-
ment" (April 9, 1969). _ : '



attract public attention to the needs of children; for others
it provided a banner under which they could attract new
funding for old ideas; for still others, it presented an
opportunity to design and implement creative solutions to
some of the problems of children. For all - consumers,
professionals, and citizens alike -~ the concept of child
advocacy embodied a sense of hope and conviction: hope that
at last something could be done to improve the lives of the
nation's children; and conviction that this was the time

for action.

The first call for the establishment of a national
system of child advocacy was made in 1969 by the Joint
Commission on the Mental Health of Children in a report sum-
marizing the results of a major three-year study on the be-
havioral and emotional problems of children.1 In order to
begin the process of reordering national priorities and to
address the many inadequacles and inequities in services for
children, the Joint Commission recommended the appointment
of a Presidential Advisory Council on Children with powers
similar to those of the Council of Economic Advisors. The
Joint Commission also proposed the establishment of an
elaborate network.of state and local child development
authorities with operational responsibilities. The partici-
pants in the 1970 White House Conference on Children, influenced

lorisis in Child Mental. Health: Challenge for the
1970's, Report of the Joint Commission on Mental Health of
ren (New York: Harper & Row, 1970).




by this report of the Joint Commission, made similar recom-
mendations for the establishment of a national system of
child a.dvocacy.1 In 1971, following the White House Con-
ference, the President gave the Office of Child Development
the charge of establishing a National Center on Child Advo-
cacy. '

In an effort to clarify this misslion, the Office of
Child Development gave a grant in 1971 to Columbia University
School of Social Work to conduct a national study of child
advocacy.2 Thé purpose of this study was to evaluate the
many diverse activities going on under the child advocacy
label in order to determine if there was anything new or
different about this phenomenon and to attehpt some concep-
tual ordering of the field.

At the time the study was initiated, child advocacy
had obviously become a bandwagon phenomenon. The diversity
of activities served to create confusion about the nature of
child advocacy. The only thing which was really clear was
that a great deal was going on under this label, The term
child advocacy was being used to describe every type of
action on behalf of children ihcluding direct service, legal

action, coordination, planning, and lobbying. In addition,

1White House Conference on Children, Report to the
President (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
19755-2 '

Kahn, Kamerman, and McGowan, op. clt. (Much of the
background material on child advocacy in this chapter is
drawn from this study.)




there were many sponsdrs of thie activity. For example,
federal agencies within the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare such as Social and Rehabilitation Services,
Office of Child Development, National Institute of Mental
Health, and Office of Education, as well as the Office of
Economic Opportunity had funded approximately $74 million
for child advocacy projects. Advocacy projects were also
established at the state levgl under the auspices of Gover-
nors! Committees on Children and Youth, Departments of Mental
Health, and the newly-established Offices of Human Resources,
Legislation to establish various types of child advocacy
programs was introduced at the state and federal levels;
and in North Carolina such a bill was actually passed.1

. .Many agencies in the voluntary sector had also initia-
ted various types of advocacy programs. Although mental
health associations were especially prominent in this regard,
other citizen groups such as the National Council of Jewilsh
Women and the Junior League also started advocacy programs
in different cities throughout the country. In addition,
at about this same time the Family Service Association of
America encouraged its member agencies to initiate programs
of "family advocagy" which closely resembled many of the

child advocacy programs,

lNorth Carolina, An Act to Amend Chapter 110 of the
General Statutes to Establish the Governor's Advocacy Com-
mission on Children and Youth, Chapter 935, House Bill 203
(July 20, 1971).




The child advocacy movement also infused new energy
into traditional self-help organizations and stimulated the
development of such new groups as parents of emotionally
disturbed children and foster parents assoclations. One of
the major thrusts was the development of a National Children's
Lobby, as well as state lobbies in California, Massachusetts,
and several other states. Also,'youth groups which had started
to'organize around student issues in the late 1960's were
able to use the child advocacy label to broaden their focus
and to demand a more active role in the determination of
public policy. Finally, political action groups such as
National Welfare Rights Organization were able to use
children's issues as a cause around which to organize support
for their particular agendas.

The baseline study in which the author participated _
was conducted between September 1971 - August 1972, At
the start of the study an attempt was made to identify as
many child advocacy programs as possible by contacting
leaders in the children's field, reglional offices of the
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, nationél
voluntary organizations, State Departments of Mental Health,
and State Committees on Children and Youth. Mail auestion-
naires were then sent to all the programs so identified,
Finally site visits were made at some 75 programs in dif-
ferent parts of the country. The findings and recommendations

1}



included in the final report of the study were based on
date collected through these various mea.ns.1

The significance of the child advocacy movement can
best be understood in its historical context. Under common
lgw tradition children were viewed as the almost excluslve
pfgperty of their pérents, and public intervention in the
parent-child relationship was considered at best a neces-
sary evil, The earliest child welfare services were orphan-
ages and foster care agenciéé established to provide for
children who were orphans or paupers and utilized only
when parental fallure seemed almost total.

After the Industrial Revolution, as children's labor
became 1éss valuable at home, early leaders in the child
welfare field began to observe incidents of child abuse and
started their crusade for £he establishment of children's
protective services. Mulford has éuggested that the early
leaders in the child protective field "saw themselves as
'arms of the law' and directed their efforts to the prosecu-
tion of parents rather than the provision of social services."2
In this way they emphasized the "child-saving" role which was
implicit in the orphanages and foster cére agencies established
earlier. Yet, the establishment of children's protective

services signaled some public acceptance of the notion that

1Kahn, Kamerman, and McGowan, op. cit., chapter 6.

2Robert Mulford, "Protective Services for Children,"
Encyclopedia of Social Work, Vol. II. (New York: National
Associlation of Social Workers, 1971), p. 1007.



the state has at least limited responsibility to safeguard
the interests of children; and it foreshadowed a gradual
enhancement of the societal guarantee to children. The
20th century has witnessed a marked expansion in the degree
of state intervention in the parent-child relationship as,
for example, in judicial decisions requiring that children
be given essential medical treatment and that they attend
school despite parental wishgs.l
However, as Bremner commented in discussing public

intrusion into family life:

e«s.the child did not escape control, rather he

experienced a partial exchange of masters in

which the lgnorance, neglect and exploitation

of some parents were replaced by presumably

fair and uniform treatment at thg hands of

public authorities and agencies.
In recent years, the failings of many of these agencies
created to serve the interests of children have been more
than adequately documented.3 In many Jjuvenile institutions,

for example, children are subject to neglect and abuse of

a sort which would provide grounds for criminal complaint

1Sanford N. Katz, ¥ Fail: The TLaw's Response
to Family Breakdown (Boston: Beacon Press, 1971), chapter 1.
2Robert'H. Bremner, ed., Children and Youth in America,

Vol. II (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971),
p. 177.

See, for example, Juvenile Justice Confounded:
Pretensions and Realities of Treatment Services (Paramus,
N.J.: National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1972);
William Ryan and Laura B. Morris, Child VWelfare Problems
and Potentials (Boston: Massachusetts Commifttee on Children
and Youth, 1907); and Task Force on Children out of School,
The Way We Go To School (Boston: Beacon Press, 1970).
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if they received the same treat@ent from their parents,
Similarly, school systems have been found to exclude the
very children most in need of educational services.

Since the 1950's, some of the leaders in the social
welfare field, recognizing the futility of many efforts at
"ehild~-rescue," have urged a more family-focused approach.
The merger of child wélfare and family service agencies in
some areas is symbolic of this shift in emphasis, as is the
mandatory integration of programs of child welfare and
Aid to Families of Dependent Children at the state level,
Certainly, in recent years the major thrust in child welfare.
has been toward enhancing parental rights and responsibilities
and strengthening the family unit; yet the failure to achieve
any major changes in the quality of services for children
remains clear.

Coupled with the recognition of this fallure has
been the growing conviction on the part of many in the human
service field that adequate public services are an essential
component of life in a post-industrial society.l Thus,
Instead of viewilng the state as posing a threat to the
integrity of family life, child advocacy-spokesmen are con-
cerned with the contributions to family life which can be
made by social ingtitutions. Since certain services such

as adequate education and health care have become essential

1For a further discussion of this point, see Charles
Reich, "The New Property," Yale Law Journal, LXXIII:5 (April,
1964), 733-787; and Alfred J. Kahn, Soclal Policy and Social
Services (New York: Random House, 1973), pp. 14-10.
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to healthy child development, they suggest that these must
be made available to all as a matter of right.1

Recognizing the differential opportunities for
access, the unequal distribution of resources, and the
many.deficiencies in human service agencles, the core of
child advocacy is then the effort to monitor and strengthen
these institutions so that they'will be better able to
provide all children with the services for which they wére
originally established.

Thg three major themes which underline current efforts
in the child advocacy field can be identified as follows:
1) Widespread recognition of the ecological_approach to
child development which suggests that children develop not
only through interaction with thelr famlilles but also through
transactions with secondary institutions such as schools,
hospitals, child care facilities, and recreation programs;
2) Increased acceptance of the notion that in the same way
as parents have certain inherent responsibilities to their
children, so society has certain obligations to its children;
3) Ccommitment to the l1dea that since these services are

provided to children, not as a result of charity or

lRecent court decisions requiring adequate treatment
for all institutionalized children, Wyatt v. Stickney, 344
F. Supp. 373 and 344 F. Supp. 387 (M.D. Ala. 1972) , and
adequate education for all children, Pennsylvania Association
for Retarded Children v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 330
F. Supp. 1257 (E.D. Pa. 1971), provide graphic examples of
this type of thinking in the legal field.
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goverhmental largesse, but rather as a matter of right and
entitlement, the institutions providing these services must
be accountable to the public at large and to their consumers
in particular. ' |

The critical ingredient of the child advocacy move-
ment is the newly identified societal need to monitor-and
enhance the transactions between children and the social
institutions which affect their lives. Thus 1t can be seen
that in a conceptual sense, child advocacy shifts the focus
from intra-familial transactions to the transactions between
children and secondary social institutions; uhlike earlier
attempts,to'intervene in the parent-child relationship,
child advocacy is viewed as a way to supplement rather than
supplant parental roles and responsibilities. The key notion
is that children have certain rights in relation to the
soclal institutions which impinge on their lives. However;
current social circumstances, especially those of poverty
and racism, require that children be given support to insure
equal access to the services and benefits to which they are
entlitled. Furthermore, because of the strength of political
forces indifferent to the needs of children, the inherent
defects of bureaucratic organizations, and the self-serving
nature of many professional groups, all service organizations
must continually be monitored to insure that they meet the
needs they were designed to serve.

In practice, then, child advocacy activities might

include providing evidence at a school suspension hearing
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as to why an individual child should be re-admitted to
school; negotiation with a 1oc§l group of physicians to
provide free medical care to a certain number of children;
attempts to medlate between police and a group of teenage
boys; organization of a group of parents of emotionally
disturbed children to act on their own behalf; legal action
against a state school which is not providing adequate
treatment facllities; publiq.analysis of the budget of the
State Department of Education to highlight the unequal
distribution of funds between middle and low income communi-
ties; or lobbying against the establishment of income limita-
tions for day care service,
From the above listing it is obvious that almost
every activity on behalf of children including direct
service, coordination, and program planning can be an advo-
cacy activity or can lead to advocacy. However, rather than
engaging in a semantic game of relabeling all of these activ-
lties as advocacy, it was recommended in the baseline study
that use of the term child advocacy be confined to those
activities which have the distinct purpose of intervening in
the transactions between children and secondary institutions
Impinging on their lives,
In summarizing the national picture of child advocacy

in 1ts earliest phase, the baseline study commented as follows:

Child advocacy, in its initial and most undefined and

unstandardized period, is a nationally distributed,

urban, small-scale, recent development. Programs tend

to cluster at either the state level (with state funding)
or at the community level (with federal funding). They
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operate primarily under public auspices and, to a
lesser extent, mixed auspices. The programs encom-
pass both the provision of direct service and social
action, with various degrees of emphasis, Most
serve both children and their families, rather than
just children. A few, especially those that focus
on youths, distinguish between the interests of
children and their parents and may even recognize

a degree of conflict of interest. Programs are
gbout equally divided between serving all children
or a speclal group of children and families, such
as the poor, minority, handicapped, delinquent, or
specific age group.

The study revealed thgp there are a number of differ-
ent possible ways of thinking about and organizing advocacy
activities. This is a very new field in which much experi-
menting is goling on., 01ld ways for doing things are being
challengéd while new ideas are being tested out. At the
time the study was conducted it was too early to draw any
firm conclusions about the effectiveness of different pro-
grams or even to specify any clearcut models for advocacy
programs. The activities were too new and diversified, and
patterns were just beginning to emerge. For example, social
work has long made a distinction between case advocacy or
activity on behalf of an individual client, and class advo-
cacy or activity on behalf of a group of clients; and con-
ventional wisdom has suggested that these activities must
be performed by different people in different organizational

2 : :
settings. Yet the Family Service Association, an old and

1kahn, Kamerman, and McGowan, o op. cit., p.60.

2For a further discussion of this point, see Kahn,
Social Policy, op. cit., pp. 181-185.
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venerable institution in the social work field, is now
advancing the idea that its member agencies move from case

to cause a.dvocacy.1

Similarly, distinctions have long been
made between legal and lay adﬁocacy; but many new programs
are attempting to merge these roles. Even the old distinc-
tions between public and voluntary agencies have started

to blur, as private agencies begin to receive government
grants, and public agencies establish citizen advisory
boards and make use of lay Qslunteers.

The most useful means for classifylng advocacy
programs seem to be in terms of their starting points and
targets for intervention. In regard to starting points for
advocacy; most programs fall into one of four types. Some
programs, especiélly those that have a direct service com-
ponent, start with case sefvices and engage in advocacy as
they see the need arise in their work with individuals.
Other programs begin with a survey of needs in a given geo-
graphic area or among a given population group. Still other
groups start by monitoring the services provided by existing
agencies. In what 1s yet another approach, self-help organ-
izations tend to define issues in terms'of the personal
experience of their members and to use personal documentation
as the initlating force for advocacy.

In regard to the targets for intervention, programs

tend to concentrate on one or more levels. Some concentrate

lglien P. Manser, ed., Family Advocacy: A Manual for
Action (New York: Family Service Association of America, 1973).
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almost entirely on achieving certain benefits for the indi-
vidual case or client. In other words, they do not attempt
to effect change which benefits a larger group but rather
engage in whatever activity is necessary to safeguard the
interests of a particular client or group of clients.

Other groups concentrate on local service agencies and at-
tempt to effect change in the policies, programs, personnel,
or.board composition of 1ocg} agencies., till others con-
centrate on executive or administrative agencles such as the
State Departments of Education or Welfare and attempt to
effect change at this level in policy guidelines, adminis-~
trative regulations, budget allocations, ete. Finally,
other groups concentrate on achieving changés in law,
either by lobbying for new leglslation or .by engaging

in legal action in the courts.

Generally child advocacy programs tended to cluster
in three major types: First are the community-based pro-
grams which tend to start either'with case services or
need surveys and concentrate their efforts on effecting
change either at the case level or in local service agencies.
Second are the state-wide agencies which usually start -either
with need sﬁrveys or monitoring of existing service systems
and concentrate thelr change efforts on the executive and
legislative levels. Finally, the national organizations,
most of which are under voiuntary auspices, tend to concen-

trate their efforts either on monitoring the actions of the
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various federal agencies or on effecting change in the law
through lobbying and court act;on. Self-help organizations .
tend to be distributed élong this entire range, depending
upon whether they are local, state-wide, or natilonal groups.

The baseline study was not able to conclude anything
definite about the effectiveness of various types of child
advocacy programs. Generally it seemed that programs which
have a limited focus and clearly defined goals are able to
design and implement their change strategies most effectively.
At the time of the study, however, the quality of practice in
child advocacy seemed very limited. Among existing agencies
greatest attention had been given to the question of structural
variables such as board composition and staffing patterns;
as a result, many of the advocacy programs had elaborate
organizational structures which were largely 1rrelevant
because goals vere so diffuse and strategies and technlques
so poorly conceptualized. The need for further innovation,
clarification, and documentation seemed clear,

At the conclusion of the baseline study recommenda-
tions were made for futher research in a number of different
areas. One subject which seemed crilitical was that of the
practicc components in child advocacy. In order to make
a contribution in this arca, the present study focused on

methods and techniques employed in case advocacy.
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Problem

Although a considerable literature has developed
around the subject of child advocacy and some initial re-
search efforts are taking place, little substantive atten-
tion has yet been glven to the practice components in child
advocacy. The literature to date has consisted largely of
polemics on the value of child a.dvoca.cy,1 discussion of

? and proposals for specifilc

varying conceptualizations,
program models.3 Little is known about the knowledge and
skill required for the several tasks subsumed under child

advocacy.

1See, for example, Mary Kohler, "The Rights of Child-
ren, An Unexplored Constituency," Social Policy, I:6 (March-
April, 1971), 36-44; Richard J. Gould, "Children's Rights:
More Liberal Games," Social Policy, I:7 (July-August, 1971),
50-52; Jane Knitzer, "Advocacy and the Children's Crisis,"
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, XLI:5 (October, 1971),
799-60bé and Jerome cohen, "Advocacy and the Children's
Crisis,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, XLI:5
(October, 1971}, S0T7-800.

ESee, for example, Crisis in Child Mental Health:
Challenge for the 1970's, op. cit.; Wilbert L. Lewis, '"Child
Advocacy and Lcological Planning," Mental Hygiene, LIV:4
(October, 1970), 475-483; Patrick V. Riley, "Family Advocacy:
Case to Cause and Back to Case," Child Welfare, L:7 (July,
1971), 374-383; and Spencer A. Ward, "Components of a Child
ggvggacy Program," Children Today, I:2 (March-April, 1972),

3see, for example, Paul Dimond, "Towards a Children's
Defense Fund," Harvard Educational Review, XLI:3 (August,
1971%, 386-400; Wolf Wollensberger, "Toward Citizen Advocacy
for the Handicapped," (Lincoln: Nebraska Psychiatric Institute,
University of Nebraska Medical Center, undated), (Mimeo-
graphed.); John Kay Adams, "School Ombudsmen Explore Student
Rights," Opportunity, II:3 (April, 1972), 24-29; and Sylvia
M. Pechman, "Seven Parent and Child Centers," Children Today,
I:2 (March-April, 1972), 28-32. .

.
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Because of the rapid proliferation of child advocacy
programs, a great many persons from very different back-
grounds have recently been employed in child advocacy pro- -
grams. During the baseline study numerous requests were
received for suggestions regarding training manuals and staff
development programs. A number of respondents also indicated
interest in establishing training centers on child advocacy.
However, before it would be possible to develop a knowledge
base which could be transmitted to new practitioners, it
seemed essential to pool the practice wisdom gained by
participants in various child advocacy programs and to
begin to conceptualize this in some meaningful way.

At the saﬁe time, because of the heavy investment of
public funds in child advocacy programs, concern has been
expressed about the need to evaluate the effectiveness of
different approaches and models. Some global assessments -
of effectiveness can now be made, However, 1t will not be
possible to conduct rigorous evaiuations of dirferent strat-
egies until some specification is made of the actual input
of various types of child advocacy programs. Actual measures
of effectiveness can be made only when it is possible to
identify spécific goals and processes which can be related
to outcomes. Therefore, for the purpose of knowledge develop-
ment, as well as training, it seemed appropriate to begin
to examine the actual techniques and strategies used by

child advocacy practltioners,
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Although there is as yet no adequate practice theory
for child advocacy, practitioners in many different programs
have reported varying degrees of success. Therefore, 1t
seemed likely that practice wisdom had outdistanced theory
in this area. For this reason it was decided that a fruit-
ful approach to building practice theory would be to analyze
the advocacy processes actually used in practice and to

develop theoretical constructs based on these data.

ObJjectives

The objectives of this study were as follows:

1. Collection and description of the advocacy tech-
nigues empioyed by practitioners in programs which use case
services_as a starting point for édvocacy.

2. Classification and conceptualization of these
techniques at a level of abstraction suitable for further
empirical verification and transmission to new practitionérs.

3. Development of theoretical formulations which can
describe the relationship between the use of specific modes of
intervention and the immediate context in which they are employed.

L, Generation of hypotheses describing the major dynamics
of the advocacy process. .

5. Analysis of the implications of these findings for
theory and practice of child advocacy.

Relevance to the Field of Social Work

In the same way that advocacy for children has a long

tradition within American social welfare history, so client
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advocacy has long been a function of the social work pro-
fession. However, as a number of observers have pointed out,
until the past decade the majority of social workers were
preoccupied with conceptualizing and perfecting individual
treatment techniques.1 Advocacy was then in a sense redis-
co&ered by social workers during the political ferment of
the 1960's,

Because advocacy has on;y recently been defined as
an integral component of the professional role,2 it has
not received as much attention in social work theory and
practice as the more traditional methods. For example,
Hollis,'WQO has probably done more than any other theorist
to conceptﬁalize and classify the components of ﬁhe casework
process, focused herleffortg almost entirely on what she |
terms "direct treatment" or the communications which take
place between the worker and the client. And the content
'anal&sis on whiéh she bases her typology of treatment tech-

nidues was conducted entirely on case records of such direct

1See, for example, Carel Germain, "Casework and
Science: A Historical Encounter,”" in Theories of Social
Casework, ed. by Robert W. Roberts and Robert H. Nee
. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970), pp. 3-32;
and Richard M. Grinnell, Jr., "Environmental Modification:
Casework's Concern or Casework's Neglect?" Social Service
Review, XLVII:2 (June, 1973), 208-220.

2pd Hoc Committee on Advocacy, "The Social Worker as
Advocate: Champion of Social Victims," Social Work, XIV:2
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treatmen‘t.1 However, in the recently revised edition of
her basic text, she devotes much more attention to "indirect
treatment" or environmental modification and SUggests that
much more study is needed in this area of casework practice.2

To the writer's knowledge, in the social work litera-
ture at present, there are no classification schemes of
advocady practice which have been developed inductively
from actual préctice. Yet the need for this is great., For
example; in reporting on the discussions at a symposium of
major casework scholars held at the University of Chicago
School of Social Service Administration in May, 1969, Simon
suggeéts.that issues such as what is actually undertaken
in advocacy and how ",..are of utmost significance to the
future developmeﬁt of social casework theory and practice."3
Somewhat similarly, in discussing #he social broker and
advocate functions which have recently reappeared in'case-
work practice, Briar and Miller comment as follows:

While the methods and techniques appropriate to

these functions have yet to be elaborated before
they can be fully incorporated into the training

1l .
Florence Hollis, A Typology of Casework Treatment
(New York: Family Service Assoclation ol America, I%67).

2Florence Hollis, Casework: A Psychosocial Therapy,
2nd ed. (New York: Random House, 1972), pp. 139-103. _

3Bernece K. Simon, "Social Casework Theory: An Over-
view," in Theories of Social Casework, ed. by Robert W.

Roberts and Robert H. Nee (Chlcago: University of Chicago
Press, 1970), p. 392.
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of all caseworkers and thereby become part of every

caseworker's repertoire, the rationality, utility,

and relevance of these functions offer hope for

their future development.l

In a recent article, Richan_suggests that there are
three major obstacles to soclal workers' engaging in advo-
cacy: 1) lack of technical expertise; 2) agency and com-
munity pressures against such activity; and 3) moral di-
Jemmas raised by advocacy such as competing loyalties,
paternalism,and individual redress versus socilal reform.2
Although research studies of the type being reported

here can never provide any final answers to moral dilemmas
of the type suggested by Richan, the study should contribute
to the development of the kﬁowledge base necessary for
practitioners to make informed choices. In addition, by
conceptualizing practice techniques of case advocacy, the
researcher would hope to ameliorate to some degree the prob-
lem of lack of technical expertise. Finally, this study
should contribute to the development of practice standards
for advocacy, an endeavor which could help to alleviate the
community and agency pressures against soéial workers en-
gaging in advocacy. For example, in a recent legal sult in

St. Louis, a social worker was fired from a state hospital

" because, contrary to the wishes of the attending psychiatrist,

1Scott Briar and Henry Miller, Problems and Issues in

Social Casework (New York: Columbia URIVersity Press, 19717,

P. 254,

2Willard C. Richan, "Dilemmas of the Social Work
Advocate," Child Welfare, LII:4 (April, 1973), 221.
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she arranged legal counsel for an adolescent patient who
wished to know her rights with.respect to release. On the
basls that the presiding judge had excluded expert testi-
mony intended to show that she had engaged in appropriate
social work behavior, the worker appealed a jury decision
in favor of the hospital. The appeal was denied in a
United States District Court on the basis that social work
has no professional standar@s for advocacy to justify such
expert testimony.1 This is certainly a searing indictment
of a profession which prescribes advocacy in its Code of
Ethics.2 Yet the implication is clear that if Natilonal
Assoclation of Soclal Workers were to develop practice
standards for advocacy, individual workers engaging in advo-
cacy would enjoy much greater protection in the face of
community and agency pressure,

The research being reported here was, of course,

limited to a study of the techniques of case advocacy
employed by practitioners of child advocacy; and only a
portion of the respondents were professiohal social workers.
Therefore, the findings cannot be generalized to the social

work field as a whole. By conceptualizing this limited

lRonda S. Connaway, et al., "Issues in Professional
Advocacy in Mental Health Service Delivery Systems" (paper
presented at the Third National Association of Social
Workers! National Professional Symposium, New Orleans, lLa.,
November 28, 1972).

2Ad Hoc Committee on Advocacy, op. cit.
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portion of the advocacy process, however, the researcher
hopes to contribute to the broader task of developing a

knowledge base and practlice standards for the profession

as a whole.



26

CHAPTER II

ADVOCACY AND SOCIAL INTERVENTION:
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

As suggested in Chapter I, the literature on child
advocacy'is very limited; and that which does exist is
pfimarily of an exhortative -rather than substantive type.
Although the literature on social work advocacy is more
_extensive, 1t too tends to be largely polemical; and the
limited substantive work which is available focuses more on
class than on case advocacy. For this reason the researcher
had to turn to the b;oader subject of planned social inter-
ventlon to discover any materlal which could contribute to a
conceptual understanding of tha advocacy process. Hence,
this chapter, which reviews the advocacy literature briefly,
will attempt to highlight the relevant theoretical work on
strategles of social intervention contained in the casework,
community organization, and organizational change literature.

Advocacy - as the term 1s being used in this study -
is, of coursé, a relatively recent phenomenon_and can ﬁérhaps
best be understood as one proposed solution to problems of
organizational - client relationships which are so pervagive

in bureaucratic soclety. A recent book by Katz and Danet1

Elihu Katz and Brenda Danet, eds., Bureaucracy and
the Public: A Reader in Official-Client Relations (New York:
Baslic Books, Inc., 1973).
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suggests that social scientists have traditionally been
concerned with intraorganizational aspects of bureaucracy,

whereas the public at large 1s worried about the external

effects of bureaucracy.

Different kinds of people voice different kinds
of criticism about bureaucracy, but if one listens
closely, it is not difficult to hear that they are
talking about the ways in which formal organizations
deal with their clients, or beyond that, the ways in
which formal organizations affect the environments
in which they exist, including the lives and personali-
ties of their workers. ' The most common complaints
volced against bureaucracles are that they are
inefficient, impersonal or inhuman, and inaccessible

when really needed.l

The authors later go on to point out that a number
of solﬁtions have been proposed to deal with the problems
imposed on clients by bureaucracies. For example, some
have suggestgd.éhanging the organizations by the intro-
duction of human relations training; others have proposed
changing the environment by encouraging citizen participa-
tion; and still others have suggested developing new types
of mediating mechanisms and regulatory agencies.2 Advocacy,
of course can serve a medlating function, and it can also

be a form of citizen participation.

AdvocacgrPractice in Social Work

The notion of the social worker as a sort of urban

broker was first introduced in 1958 by Wilensky and Lebeaux

1K’a.tz and Danet, op. ciﬁ., p. 6.
2
Ibid- 5 pp [ 393 —LI-OO L]
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who suggested that social workers could function as "guldes,
so to speak, through a new kind of civilized jungle...putting
people in touch with community resources they need but can
hardly name, let alone locate."1

In the early 1960's, Mobilization for Youth in New
Ybrk City’hmﬂementéd this broker model in practice, broaden-
ing the concept to include brokerage on behalf of groups of
individuals. Yet, as Grosser later polnted out in an
articlé first introducing tﬂe notion of an advocate role
for soclal workers:

It has been the experience of workers in
neighborhood community development programs
that the broker role is frequently insufficiently
directive...0Often the institutions with which
local residents must deal are not even neutral,
much less positively motivated, toward handling
the issues brought to them by community groups.
In fact, they are frequently overtly negative
and hostile, often concealing or distorting
information about rules, procedures, and office
hours. By their own partisanship on behalf of
instrumental organizational goals, they create
an atmosphere that demands advocacy on behalf
"of the poor man.

It was this experience which led Mobllization for

Youth to introduce an advocate model in practice; and the

1 - .

Harold L. Wilensky and Charles N. Lebeaux, Industrial
Socilety and Social Welfare (New York: Russell Sage Foundation,
1956, p. 200, _ '

2Cha.rles Grosser, "Community Development Programs
Serving the Urban Poor," in Readings in Community Organiza-
tion Practice, ed. by Ralph M, Kramer and Harry Specht
(Englevood Cliffs, N,J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1969), p. 217.
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earliest reported attempts at lay advocacy came out of their
work in the early 1960's.1 They demonstrated that new
advocacy techniques utilized on behalf of the poor in

dealing with various administrative bodies were successful

in achleving and implementing new client rights and improving
the delivery of existing entitlements, These same techniques
were later used with similar results in the community action
programs and néighborhood sgrvice centers established under

2 Yet, unfortunately,

the 0ffice of Economic Opportunity.
little work was done by these early leaders in the fileld to
conceptualize the advocacy process. Instead, the liter-
ature discussing these exper;ences tended either to report
- specific case illustrations or to defend and expound the
advocacy concep£.3

Scott Briar was the first to sﬁggest that case advo-

.cacy should be an integral component of the professional

casework role. In what had the hallmark of a seminal

See, for example, Francis P. Purcell and Harry Specht,
"Selecting Methods and Points of Intervention in Dealing with
Social Problems: The House on Sixth Street," and Richard A.
Cloward and Richard M. Elman, "The Storefront on Stanton
Street: Advocacy in the Ghetto," in Community Action Against
Poverty, ed. by George A. Brager and Francis P, Purce.ll
{New Haven, Conn.: College and University Press, 1967).

2See, for example, Ralph M. Kramer, Participation of .
the Poor: Comparative Case Studies in the War on Poverty
(Englewood Cliffs, N,d.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 19069); and
Robert Perlman and David Jones, Neighborhood Service Centers
(Washington, D.C,: Government Printing Oifice, 1967).

3S$e, for example, Grosser, op. cilt., and George A.
Brager, "Advocacy and Political Behavior,™ Social Work XIT:1
(January 1967), 5-15, :
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article for the field, he described the concept of the
caseworker-advocate as one who is "...his client's supporter,
his adviser, his champion, and if need be, his representative
in his dealings with the court, the police, the social agency,
and other'organizations that thffect_Zfhis'well-being."l
Since that time he and his former colleagues at the
School of Social Welfare of the University of California
al Berkeley ha&e done much_yo popularize the concept of
advocacy and have done some limited research in this area.
One study, for example, demonstrated that "welfare recipi-
ents represented at fair hearings by advocates had nearly
double tpe'chance of winning their appeals as unrepresented
recipients."2 Al though this group also failed to produce
any real conceptﬁal analysis of the advocacy process,

Terrell was able to identify a number of roles for the socilal

worker acting as advocate for a group of clients. He suggests,

for example, that the advocate can act as general spokesman
for the group; can provide knowledge and consultation to
communlty groups about'the strengths and vulnerabilities

of institutional systems; can recommend.strategic actions
which might be undertaken; can-attempt-to-ereate—eeuﬁter-

vailing pressures to the actions of public institﬁtions; and

lscott Briar, "The Current Crisis in Social Casework,"
Soclal Work Practiceé (New York: Columbia University Press,
1907), p. 20. (Cited in Ad Hoc Committee on Advocacy,

op. cit., p. 17.)

2scott Briar and Alan S. Kalmanoff, "Welfare Hearings
in California" (University of California at Berkeley, 196%)
(Mimeographed). Cited in Scott Briar and Henry Miller,

Issues and Problems in Social Casework (New York: Columbia

University Press, 1971), D. 243
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can do contingency planning in order to capitalize on social

crises when they occur.T

Also, in a recent publication, Briar and Miller suggest
that there are a few general practice principles for case
advocacy which can be identiflied from the limited experlence
to date., First, in regard to kﬁowledge base, caseworkers
performing advocacy functions require knowledge of organi-
zatlonal dynamics and administrative processes; familiarity
with the policies, regulations and appeal machinery of the
agencies with which they are dealing; and knowledgze of the
law and legal process., Second, in regard to techniques,
advocates may need to employ a more aggressive style of
work than that to which caseworkers have bgen accustomed in
the past.2

In general, it seems that the social work literature
on advocacy has been largely polemical rather than analytical
in nature. Part of the reason for this may be that, as
Grosser has pointed out, "During most of the 1960's, it
was only a small, though persistent and articulate, minority
within the social work profession that pursued the issue of
advocacy, attempting to define priorities in social work and

n3

then to revise and update practice. Therefore, the

I .

Paul Terrell, "The Social Worker as Radical: Roles of
Advocacy," New Perspectives: The Berkeley Journal of Social
Welfare I (Spring, 1967), O7. .

2Briar and Miller, op., cit., pp. 242-243,
3Grosser, New Directions in Community Organization:

FroggEnabling to Advaocacy (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1973),
Pe. 0.
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proponents of an advocacy mode; for social work practice'were
forced to direct their efforts toward defending the concept
against attacks of "non-professionalism" and toward expound-
ing the need for social workers to adopf an advocacy role.
The fact that an ad hoc committee of the National Association
of Soclal Workers did endorse this concept in 1968l and that
at least one school 6f social work has instituted structural
procedures to protect students who engage in advocacy2 would
seem to indicate that the advocacy "cause" has been won, at
least within the social work profession, and tﬁat its pro-
ponents should turn their energies toward further analyzing
and explicating the advocacy process. That such efforts have
not taken placé is probably the result of two major factors:
first, effective advocacy i1s difficult to carry out and still
more difficult to analyze and conceptualize; and second,
although this has been identified as an appropriate function
of the social work profession, because of the political
ramifications of advocacy, soclety at large has not been
willing to institutionalize or fund such activity at an

adequate level.3

1 o
Ad Hoc Committee on Advocacy, op. cit.

2David Wineman and Adrienne James, "The Advocacy
Challenge to Schools of Soeial Work," Social Work XIV:2
(Aprll: 1969)’ ,23"32. .

3The National Center for Child Advocacy of the Office
for Child Development is one of the first efforts in this
direction,
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To date, the most systeﬁatic work on the advocacy
process 1s that of the Family Service Association of Amerilca
(FSAA) and its member agencies which recently initiated a
program of Tfamily advocacy in order to insure that "systems
and institutions with direct bearing on famllies work for
those families, rather than against them, "t

In order to accomplish this, FSAA is advdncing the
concept of case to cause advocacy in which it 1s suggested
that éocial problems identified throush casework with indi-
viduals should be addressed in terias of their social causes.
They suzgest that, "As in casework, there are six essential
parts of the advocacy procesgz definition of the problem,
case study, diagnosis, treatment plan, implementation of
the plan, and evaluation.,"® |

In terms of specific methods of advocacy, they
recomnend the following;: studies and svrveys, expert testi-
mony, case conferences, interagency committees, educational
methods, position-taliing, administrative redress, demonstra-
tion projects, direct contact with officials and lezislators,
coalition groups, client Zroups, petitionc, persistent

demands, demonstrations and protests,

1. o s . '

Ellen P. Manser, ed., Family Advocacy: A lianual for
Action (New York: Pamily Serviceé Ausociailion or America, 1973).,
P. 3.

°Ibid., p. 9.
Robert Sunley, "Family Advocacy: From Case to Cause,"
in Honger, op. cit., np. 152-157.
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The work of the FSAA has been derived from an interest-
ing interplay of theoretical leanings and practical exper-
ience, and it has provided the most thorough analysis of the
advocacy process to date., However, the FSAA formnulations
were of only limited value in this study because they relate
so speclifically to the case to cause model for advocacy

practice and assume a particuiar type of organizational

setting.

Envirommental Modification in Casework Practice

~Case advocacy belonzgs under the rubric of what case-
work theorists have traditionally termed "environmental
modification.” Yet as Grinnell has recently docunented,
although envirornmental modification has longz been a recoznized
method.of casework treatment, lecaders in the field have never
examined this approacnh in as much substantive detail as they
have the direct treatment of-individuals.1 Perlman, for
example, has commented that social work methods of environ-
mental intervention have somehow "not made their way into
nor taken their place in the treatment techniques' so valued

by caseworkers."®

1
Grinnell, on. cit.

L4

®Helen Harris Perlman, "Once More, With Feeling," in
Fvaluation of Jocial inctervention, ed, by E,J, riullen, J.R.
Dumpson, et al, (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1972),
p. 201, T{Cifed in Grinnell, on. cit., p. 215.)
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As had been noted, however, in the revised edition
Qf her.basic text, Hollis devoted more serious attention to
fhe issue of environmental modification.1 She suggests that
this work can be analyzed in.three ways: 1) types of com~
munication between worker and collateral; 2) types of re-
éources involved; and 3) roles or functions of the. worker.,
The types of communication which take place between worker
and collateral‘are those of.sustainment, direct influence,
exploration~description-ventilation, and person-situation
reflection.2 The resources employed by the worker are
those of the employing agency, other service systems or
institutions, task-oriented collaterals such as employers
and 1andiords, and feeling-oriented collaterals such as
relatives and friends. The major roles identified by
Hollis as appropriate for the social worker engaging in
environmental modification are as.follows: provider of a
resource; locator of a resource; creator of a resource;
interpreter; mediator; and aggressive intervener. She
suggests that these last two roles are appropriate to case
advocacy; but since they assune some copflict or strain |

in the client-collateral relationship, she warns that these

lHollis, Casework, op. cit., chapter 9,

Although the emphasis on collateral communication is
new, Hollis relies in this analysis on the same types of
comnunication identified as taking place between worker and
client. See Hollis, Typology, op. cit., for a fuller descip-
tion of these differen% types of communication.,
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roles should be taken on only when the sanction is clear,
other méthdds have failed, and.there has been a careful

assessment of long-run as well as short-run effects.1

Strategies of Communily Organization

As discussed earlier, the concept of advocacy as a
social work function developed out of the community organiz-
ing experience, and it is the literature from this field
which 1s most relevant to the current study. For example,
an article by Roland Warren which first appeared in 1965
outlines three types of purposive social change at the
community level: collaborative, campalgn, and contest.2
He suggests that the sélectioﬁ of a specific strategy should
relate to the type of issue agreement-disagreement which
exists between the change agent'and the target system. In
other words, if there is consensus about the issue or at
least about the values underlying the issue, the change
agent can use a collaborative strategy in which his principal
role is that of enabler or catalyst. If there is difference
about the issue but a possibility that agreement can be
?eached, the change agent should use a campaign strategy
in which his principal role is that of persuader. If there

is dissensus about the issue in that the target system either

1 {

Hollis, Casework, op. cit., pp. 157-160,

2

Roland L. Warrenﬁ "Types of Purposive Social Change

at the Community Level," in Kramer and Specht, op. cit.,
PP [ 205"222 ]
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refuses to recognize the issue or is unlikely to modify
his views over time, the change agent must use a contest
strategy in which his primary role is that of contestant.
Warren also suggests that other dimensions such as the
relationship of the objective to the community power struc-
ture, the relationship of the change agent to the target
population, and the timing may influence the selection of a
specific strategy.1

In a recent publicatiéh, Brager and Specht have
elaborated on Warren's work.2 They suggest that the three
major factors which influence the community organizer's
choice of tactics are the substance of the issue or goal as
perceived by the change agent and target system, the resources
of the parties involved, and the relationship of the change
agent and the target system to eaqh other. They then
propose the following typology:3 '
WHEN THE GOAL IS THE RESPONSE THE MODE OF

PERCEIVED AS: IS: INTERVENTION IS:
(2) Mutually enhancing ad- Consensus Collaborative

justments; or rearrange-
ment of resources

(b) Redistribution of Difference Campaign
resources

(c) Change in status Dissensus Contest or
relationships - disruption

(d) Reconstruction of Insurrection Violence

entire system

lgarren, op. cit., p. 210.
®Brager and Specht, op. cit., chapter 12.

3Brager and Specht, op. cit., p. 263,
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In another major work on community organization, Cox
et al, take a somewhat different approach to the issue of
strategy.l They identify three mzjor modes of influence:
force, inducement, and value consensus. They point out,
however, that each of these modes of influence is dependent
on the others in that they are mutually supportive and |
each may be a goal as well as é means to the others,
Therefore, in developing strategies to attain specific
6bjectives, these authors suggest that organizers must
consider a mix and phasing of strategies. The strategy
ﬁsed at a particular point in time should be determined by
condltions at the moment as they effect the organizer's
overall objectives. In particular, the authors hizhlisht
the importance of such conceptual variables as the resources
of the target system, the social class of the various con-
stituencies, and the complexity of the problem.2

A major theme in the community organizing literature
seems to be that change strategles can range from consensus
to conflict and that the selection of a specific tactic at
a particular point in_time should be determined by such
varliables as the resources available, the relationéhip and
degree of agreement between the change agent and the target
system, the relationship of the various constituencies to

the community power strucﬁure, and the timing and complexity

1Fred M., Cox, et al., eds., Stratezies of Community
Organization (Itasia, I1I.: F.E., Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1970).

2
Ibid., pp. 155-167.
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of the. issue. This 1s somewhat different from the tradition-
al casework position, as exemplified by Hollls, who also
highlights the importance of careful assessment of the
situation, but implies that conflict methods should be
used only as a last resort, Within the community organizing-
social change tradition, certain theorists, of course,
emphasize a consensus approach whereas others emphasize
a conflict model,

The consensus model is“berhaps best 1llustrated by
the work of Lippitt, Watson, and Westley in their classic

1 Although stressing the problems

text on planned change.
of ambivalence and resistance to change, they base their
model on the presupposition that the target system has made

a deliberate decision to change and has asked for the help

of an outside agent. They identify seven major pheases in the
change process: 1) Develop the need for change; 2) Establish
a change relationship; 3) Identify and clarify problem;

4) Examine alternatives and establish goals; 5) Initiate
change efforts; 6) Generalize and stabilizé change:;

7) Terminate the helping relationship.2 In their discussion
of actual change strategies, they emphasize such factors as

. neutralizing resistance, developing a positive relationship,

obtaining mutual expectations, arousing and supporting

1Ronald Lippitt; Jeanne Watson, and Brﬁce Westley,
The Dynamics of Planned Change (New York: Harcourt, Brace
and Company, 1950).

2
Ibid., chapter 6.
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intentions to change, mobilizing competence, and providing
direct and indirect support dufing the change process.

This model is rather dramatically different from
that of Saul Alinsky who was a consummate tactician of the
conflict approach to social change. A few of his rules for

povier tactics, taken from his last book, Rules for Radicals,

perhaps best illustrate this approach:
Power is not only what you have but what the

enemy thinks you have...Never go outside the exper-

lence of your people...Whenever possible go outside

the experience of the enemy...Ridicule is man's most

potent weapon...Keep the pressure on...Picklthe target,

freeze it, personalize it, and polarize it.

Alinsky, of course, always worked on behalf of

the powerless against the powerful; and as Brager and
Specht have suggested, when the goal is redistribution of
resources or a change in status relationships, the mode of
intervention may well have to be campaign, contest, or
disruption.2 Certainly, the approaches of Lippitt, et
al. and of Alinsky have both been very successful in
different circumstances. Hence, their experiences would
seem to highlight the need in any type of advocacy or social
intervention for careful evaluation of the situatlon and

for differential use and blending of sUrategies.

lSaul D. Alinsky, Rules for Radicals (New York:
Vintage Books, 1971), pp. 127-130.

2Brager and Specht, op. cit., p. 263.
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Bureaucratic-Community Group Linkages

As suggested earlier, organization theorists have
given remarkable little attention to the issue of bureau-
cratic~-client relations. However, Litwak and his former
colleagues at the University of Michigan have dealt exten-
sively with the problem of the relationship between bureau-
cracies and primary groups.1 One article on community
participation in bureaucratic organizations is especially
relevant to this study.2 This papei suggests that because
of their inherent characteristics, bureaucracies are most
éfficient at handling expert tasks whereas primary groups
are most effective at handling non-expert (complex, unpre-
dictable, human relations) tasks. Many objectives require
the accomplishment of both expert and non-expert tasks. Yet
because orf the contradictor& structures of these two forms
of organization, some mechanisms of coordinatiqn are .
necessary when comnunity groups must intervene in bureau-
cracies or when the two types of organization must work

together.

lSee, for example, Eugene Litwak and Henry J. Meyer,
"A Balance Theory of Coordination Between Bureaucratic Organi-
zations and Community Primary Groups," in Behavioral Science
for Social Workers, ed. by E.J, Thomas (New York: The Free
Preéss, 1907), pp. 246-262; Eugene Litwak and Lydia F. Hylton,
"Interorganizational Analysis: A Hypothesis on Co-ordinating
Agencies," Administrative Science Quarterly, VI:L (March, 1962)
395-420; and James AvVeaLls Ajenlan, "The Unrepresented Citizen
in a Bureaucratic Society: A Comparative Analysis of Three
Citizen Complaint Orgzanizations" (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion, The University of Michigan, 1971).

2Eug§ne Litwak, et al., "Comnunity Participation in
Bureaucratic Organizations: Principles and Strategies,"
Interchange, I:4 (1970), 43-60.
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The authors go on to suggest that there are several
major variables which should determine the kind of linkage
or coordinating mechanism employed by a community group
intervening in a bureaucracy. First, it is importanﬁ to
assess the social distance (degree of hostility or friend-
liness) between the bureaucracy and the primary group.
Second, it is necessary to identify the stage of change
" involved, since all interventions require at least two
stages: attracting the attention of the bureaucracy and
getting the bureaucracy to change. Third, it is necessary
to evaluate the types of tasks involved (expert, non-expert,
or interdependent) at each stage of change. Finally, it is
important to consider the attitudes of the.larger community.

Litwak and his associates then develop a classification
scheme which rates common linkage mechanisms such as advo-
cate bureaucracy, voluntary assoclation, mass media, indige-
nous expert, and ad hoc demqnst;ation along these various
dimensions. In addition, they propose two major principles
of community linkage to bureaucratic organizationsﬁ

When community primary grouns seek to influence
bureaucracies on technical matters, they snould

have linkages with bureaucratic intensity; when

they seelk to change non-expert matters within

the bureaucracy, they should have linkazes with

primary [#roup LNGENSLlcy.

. s sWREN Che oureaucracy and the community

are very close, the comaunity should use Ilnkages

tnhatl open up distance between 1T and tThe bureau-

cracys; when the community and the bureaucracy are

Too far, they snould have linkages that bring
them closer together. (emphasis authors')l

lnitwak, et al., op. eiti, p. 49.
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- FMinally, they suggest that when a bureaucracy is
receptive to the request of a primary group and the larger
comnunity is hostile, the primary group should use mech-
anisms with low public scope or visibility; on the other
hand, if the bureaucracy is hostile and the larger
cbmmunity is supportive of the primary group's request,
mechanisms with high scope should be used.

The variables identified by Litwak, et al., as social
distance and public attitude are similar to those identified
by the theorists in the community organization field cited
earlier. However, by their delineatlion of the two stages
of change and thelr analysis of the different structures
reduired'to accomplish different types of tasks, these
authors made a méjor contribution to the effort to concep-

tualize the process of organizational change.

Advocacy by Legal Paraprofessionals

The concept of advocacy has, of course,.been borrowed
from the legal profession, and some recent work on the use
of pafaprofessionals in the legal field 1s relevant to
this study. For examplé, a training manual developed at
- the Center on Social Welfare Policy and Law contains some

interesting ideas on tactics for advocates dealing with

bureaucracy.1

1

William P. Statsky and Phillip C. Lang, "The Legal
Paraprofessional as Advocate and Assistant: Roles, Training
Concepts and Materials," in A Compilation of Materials for
Legal. Assistants and ILay Advocates, ed. by Mary Ader (Chlcago:
National Clearinghouse for Lezal Services, Northwestern
University School of Law, 1971). :
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In regard to interpersoral tactics, they suggest
the use of personal contact, hﬁman appeal, cqfoptation,
using the "split between bureaﬁcraﬁic-self and professional-
self," selectivity, irrationality, leaving the adversary
a way out, and avoiding the point of no return.1 In terms
of "manipulating the bureaucratic mentality," they propose
responding, delaying, using vertical and ‘lateral influence,
threatening loss of anonymi?y, questioning the application
or interpretation of rules or procedures, and raising the
broader issues.2 Finally, in regard to exerting extra-
bureaucratic pressure, they suggest limiting the players,
using the experts, using politically potent outsiders, and
using a connection with legal services.

The general approach of the training manual is,
however, similar to that of the authors cited earlier
in that 1t stresses the need for advocates to know the
strycture, policies, and procedures of the bureaucracy with
which they are dealing, to conduct careful assessments of
each situation, and to develop differential strategies in
which choice of tactics is determined by the agency, the

situation, the opposition, and personal style.

1

Statsky and Lang, op. cit., pp. 159-161.
2Ibid [ 0’ pp . 161-1640
31bid., pp. 164-166.
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Summary
One further article that should be mentioned in this

survey of the literature on advocacy and social intervention
is an unpublished paper by Finestone which outlines the basic
questions underlying all social work change efforts.

In this article which was especially helpful to the re-
searcher in her efforts to identify the major dimensions of
the advocacy process, Fine;ﬁone suggests that all change
efforts require consideration of the following issues or
questions: problem identification; problem determination;

goal specification; problem evaluation; auspice and structure;
change agents; client system; relationship of agent and client
system; eﬁtree into change efforts; change methods; intra and
intersystem implications; feedback and evaluation. .

As suggested at the beginning of this chapter, the 1lit-
erature on advocacy is rather limited; hence it provided
little in terms of a theoretical framework for this study.

Th= avallable advocacy literature does, however, highlight
the importance of the advocacy function and offer some
tentative suggestions as to possible roles for the advocate.
A more useful source for the researcher was the recent
literature on soqial intervention, especially that 1n the

community organization field. These writings delineate the

K

Samuel Finestone, "Basic Questions Underlying Social
Work Change Efforts," (Columbia University School of Social -
Work, July, 1970). (Mimeographed.)

2Ibido s pp- 5-7‘
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systemic nature of all social change efforts and emphasize
the need for a systematic approach to practice. More
specifically, authors such as Warren, Brager and Specht
suggest that interventive strategies range along a con-
tinuum of collaborative ﬁo adversarial approaches., In
addition, they highlight the need for a careful selection
and differential use of tactics based on a thorough assess-
ment of relevant contextual variables.. Finestone's formula-
tibn of the major questions which underlie all social work
change efforts is, of course, closely related to this
conceptualization; hovever, he provides a more precise
delineation of specific contextual variables., As will become
evideht in the following chapters, despite the limitations
of the advocacy literature, the writings on social interven-
tion just cited influehced the researcher's analysis of the
practice of child advocacy in that they éncouraged_her to |
examine the context within which specific methods and tech-
niques are employed.and suggested several relevant.dimensioné

for exploration.
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CHAPTER III
THE RESEARCH DESIGN

This was an exploratory study undertaken for the
purpose of developing theory in a relatively new and un-
exploréd area of practice. As Kahn has suggested, this type
of research occupies an impﬁ;tant phase in the development
of knowledge because it provides a necessary liﬁk between
random observations of practitioners and experimental test-
ing of formal hypotheses.1 The obJjective of research at
this 1evei is a systematic ordering and conceptualization
of practice which permits the formulation of verifiable
hypotheses. |

The design of an exploratory.study of this type should
therefore fulfill three major criteria: 1) 1t must provide
a means for the systematic collection and ordering of data;
2) it must be flexible enough to permit the researcher to
follow promising leads and to note serendipidous findings;
and 3) it must provide sufficient empiriéal data to insure
.that the researcher's efforts at analysis and conceptuéliza-
tion accurately reflect the phenomenon under study.

In designing this study, the researcher was influenced

lp1rrea J. Kahn, "The Design of Research," in Social
Work Research, ed. by Norman A. Polansky (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 51.
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by Glaser and Strauss who suggest that theory developed on
the hasis of observations of the real world is likely to
provide a more valid explanation of the phenomenon beling
examined and to be more amenable to empirical verification
than that which is proposed on a sort of "grand-theory"
bé.sis.1 They argue that comparative, inductive analysis of
data gathered in a systematic menner can be far more fruit-
ful, especially in a relatively new and unexplored area,
than efforts to conduct rigéfous tests of_limited theoretlcal
constructs., And certainly the work carried out by them
and their adherents attests to the valldity of this approach.
The experience of Hollils in developing a classifica-~
tion schéme for casework treatment techniques also supports
Glaser and Strauss' formulation.2 Prior to the time she be-~
gan her content analysis.of communications in selected case-
work interviews, she, as well as ofhers, had proposed classi-
fication schemes based on theoretical formulations;'but
content analysis revealed that distinctions which seemed
valid on a theoretical level could not be made in practice.
In contrast, the classification scheme developed on the

basis of content analysis of actual interviews has been

1Barney G. Glaser and Anselm L., Strauss, The Discovery
of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Research '
(Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company, 1907), pp. 1-18.

2Hollis, Casework, op. cit., chapter 5.
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successfully utilized in a number of independent studies of

treatment techniques.l

Critical Incident Technique

The primary research tool selected for use in this
study was the critical incident techﬁique first described
by Flanagan at the University of Pittsburgh.2 Kahn suggests
that this technique, which is used to formulate a functional
description of an activity, may be "a particularly valuable

exploratory-formulative method, especially.helpful in the

conceptualization of practice wisdom."3 Based on the

assumption that facfs about actual behavior are more useful
than general impressions and conjectures, the technique
builds very simply on the capacity of people to make obser-
vatlions about their own and others! behavior. The techniqgue
consists essentially of a set of procedures for collecting
reports made by qualified observers about overt incidehts
which have special significance and meet systématically
defined criteria. There is no assumption that the data
collected in this manner provide a representative sample

of the behavior under study.

1See, for example, Francis J. Turner, "A Comparison of
Procedures in the Treatment of Clients with Two Different Value
Orientations," Social Casework, XLV (May, 1964), 273-277; and
Shirley M. Ehrenkrantz, "A Study of Joint Interviewing in the
Treatment of Marital:-Problems," Parts I and II, Social Case-
work, XLVIII (October and November, 1967), 498-502, 570-574.

2
John C. Flanagan, "The Critical Incident Technique,"
Psychological Bulletin, LI:4 (July, 1954), 327-359.

3Kahn, Social Work Research, op. cit., p. 71.
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Flanagan describes the five major steps in the criti-
cal incident technique as it is most commonly used as follows:

{(A) Determination of the general aim of the activity.
This general aim should be a brief statement obtained
from the authorities in the fleld which expresses in
simple terms those objectives to which most people
would agree, (B) Development of plans and specifi-

- cations for collecting factual incidents regarding
the activity. The instructions to the persons who
are to report their observations need to be as specific
as possible with respect to the standards to be used
in evaluating and classifying the behavior cbserved.
(C) Collection of the data. The incident may be reported
in an interview or written up by the observer himself.
In either case it is essential that the reporting be
objective and include all relevant details. (D) Analysis
of the data. The purpose of this analysis is to summa-
rize and describe the data in an efficient manner so
that it can be effectively used for various practical
purposes. . It is not usually possible to obtain as
nuch objectively in this step as in the preceding one.
(E) Interpretation and reporting of the statement of
the requirements of the activity.l

The critical incident'technique as standardized by
Flanagan is an outgrowth of studies conducted in the Aviation
Psychology Department of the United States Army Air Forces
during World War II to develop procedures for selecting,
classifying and training aircrews., After World War II the
American Institute of Research was established by some of
the psychologists who had participated in this research.

. In 1947, while the Institute was carrying out two studies.

. similar to those undertaken éarlier in the Air Force, the |
procedure was formalized and was labeled the "eritical
incldent technique." ' Since that time the procedure has

been successfully used to define the critical requirements

1Flana.gan, op. cit., pp. 354-5,
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of behavior in a wide range of situations. Flanagan, for
example, reviews studies employing the critical incident
technique in the following areas: typical performance;
proficiency; training; selection and classification; job
design and purification; operating procedures; equipment
désign; motivation and leadership; and counsellng and

psychotherapy.1

Use in Social Work Research -

The first successful use of the critical incident
technique in social service-related research was reported
by Goodrich and Boomer in 1958.2 They employed this pro-
cedure in their study of the residential treatment of
hyperaggressive children. In order to study the inter-
action between staff and children and to capitalize on
the therapeutic intuition and knowledge of the staff, they
interviewed periodically over a three-month period all the
people having regular contact with the six children under
study. During the interviews they asked each respondent to
describe an actual incident in which the adult did something
which in the respondent's judgment was either good or bad

lmanagan, op. cit., pp. 346-354,

2D. Wells Goodrich and Donald S. Boomer, "Some Concepts
about Therapeutic Interventions with Hyperaggressive Children,"
Social Casework, XXXIX:4 (April, 1958), 207-213, and XXXIX:5
(May, 1958), 286-292,
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for the child in question. After classifying and analyzing
the incidents collected in this manner, the researchers
identified 31 separate principles of therapeutic interven-
tion which they classified under four major headings:
promoting personality change; promoting ego growth; support-
ing existing ego controls; and staff member's management of
himself. In commenting on their findings, Goodrich and
Boomer concluded that although their research had limita-
tions and their classifications of therapeutic intervention
was not complete, the study did provide a careful description
of certain aspects of residential treatment and "illustrates
the usefulness of the critical incident method for clinical
research. "t

Another early example of the use of this technique in
social work research is the study reported by Whitmer and
Conover which examined critical precipitating factors in .
the decision to hospitalize a mgntally ill family member.2
By employing the critical incident technique in a study of
this type, Whitmer and Conover extended the use of this
research method beyond that originally envisioned by Flana-
gan who recommended iﬁs applicébility primarily for studies

of job behavior and requirements. After collecting and

1Goodrich and Boomer, op. cit., p. 211.

2Carroll A. Whitmer and C. Glenn Conover, "A Study of
Critical Incidents in the Hospitalization of the Mentally
I11," Social Work, IV:1 (January, 1959), 89-94,
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analyzing 224 incidents over a three-year period, the
researchers concluded that "the family seeks hospitaliza-
tion in a mental hospital for one of its members primarily
because of behavior and circumstances rather than because
of a recognition of the pathological symptoms of mental
111ness.1.This-finding, of course, had important implica-
tions for public education in terms of the problems of
prevention and early intervention.

The critical incident technique was also used in a
research project conducted as part of the curriculum study
of the Council on Social Work Education.Z This study wvas
conducted in order to determine the critical job require-
ments of the four key social work positions in public as-
sistance and child welfare agencies. In this rather
ambitious project the researchers asked respondents occupy-
ing positions on the same level, on the level immediatly
above, and on the level immediately below the position in
question to report six recent inéidents (three effective and
three ineffective) in which a person occupying that position
did something especially effective or lneffective in accom-
plishing his Job aim. The researchers eventually collected

Ts275 incidents from respondents in nine state departments

1Whitmer and Conover, op. cit., p. 93.

Irving Weissman and Mary R. Baker, Education for
Social Workers in the Public Social Services (New York:
Council on Soclal Work Ekducation, 1I9597.
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of public welfare.1 These reports were then used to idéntify
the distinguishing job characteristics of the four major
social work positions in the public social services and to
make infergnces about the educational objectives these

imply.

The critical incident technique was also used success-
fully in three doctoral dissertations completed by students
at Columbia University School of Social Work. In 1959-60
Mcduire used this approach with nine group work field in-
structors to collect 276 incidents describing effective
and ineffective teaching.2 In 1962-63 Holtzman used this
technique to study the teaching methods used by five case-
work field instructors.3 And Morgan used the same approach
to examine the intervention techniques employed by thirteen
soclal group workers over a two-year period.4 In each of
these studies the researcher was able to use the data col-
lected in this manner to analyze, classify and conceptualize

in a meaningful way the particular behavior under study.

1Weissman and Baker, op. cit., p. 22.

2Rita Audrey McGuire, "The Group Work Field Instructor-
in-Action: A Study of Field Instruction Using the Critical
Incident Technique" (unpublished D.S.W. dissertation,
Columbia University, 1963). .

3Reva Fine Holtzman, "Major Teaching Methods in Field
Instruction in Casework" (unpublished D.S.W. dissertation,
Columbia University, 1966).

4R. H. Morgan, "Intervention Techniques in Social
Group Work: A Study of Social Work Practice Using the Critical
Incident Technigque” (unpublished D.S.W. dissertation,
Columbia University, 1966).
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F—— S e e

Studies such as these which employ the critical in-
cident technique do have serious limitations in'that the
procedure does not provide for any random sampling and
relies primarily on the subjective judgments of the re-
spondents. In addition, thé data analysis (conceptualiz-
ation and classification of incidents) is very subjective in
that it is based entirely on the judgments of the researcher.,
However, as the results of these studies indicate, the pro-
cedure does provide a means of obtaining sufficient empiri-
cal data in a relatively unknown field to begin the process

of systematic analysis,

Assunptions and Limitations of the Study Design

A review of the research studies cited above sug-
gested that the critical incident technique, with modifica-
tion, would be an appropriate tool for studying the tech-
niques employed in child advocacy. The original plan was
to supplement the data collected in this manﬁer with direct
observation of practice in two child advocacy programs.
However, it quickly became apparent that the very nature of
the interventions engaged in by child advocates made this
plan unfeasible since so much advocacy takes place either
on the telephone and/or outside the office, where 6pportuni—
ties for observation are very limited. In addition, it was
felt that the presence of an outside observer might alter
the outcome of the delicate negotiafions which advocacy

frequently demands.
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.Since the researcher participated in the baseline.study
of child advocacy described earlier and was intefested in
examining the techniques employed by persons engaging in-
child advocacy as defined in that study, specifying the aim
of this activity presented no difficulty. It was simply
decided to use the definition which had been arrived at
after a year's extensive study of the phenomenon, and which
was later endorsed by the Office of Child Development, i.e.,

child advocacy is intervention on behalf of children in

relation to those services and institutions that impinge

on their lives.

Since this is obviously a very broad definition which
encompasées a wide range of activitles from case serviée to
lobbying and legél action, a more difficult problem was that
of deciding whether to 1imit the study in any way. After
considerable thought and examination of the practice dif-
ferences between case and class advocacy, as highlighted in
the baseline study, it was decided that this study should be
limited to those interventions which had the goal of caée
advocacy, at least as a starting point.1 Also, because
of the obvious difference in educationai backgrounds of
legal and lay advocates, it was decided to confine this
study to lay advocacy.

One of the assumptions of the critical incident

lsee Kahn, Kamerman, and McGowan, op. cit., pp. 75~78
and 84-95 for a fuller discussion of the difference between
case and class advocacy.
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technique is that the respondents are qualified to make
judgments about the behavior which they are reporting. Since
the child advocacy field is so new, there were no available
criteria by which to determine qualifications for the respon-
dgnts. Given the limited state of knowledge in this field,.
it seemed that those who are currently engaged in child advo-
cacy would be as well, if not better, qualified than anyone
else to make such judgments. Therefore, rather than estab-
lishing any arbitrary criteria for respondents, it was
decided to accept the judgments of all practitioners in
the child advocacy programs included in the sample,
In_deéignating the types of incidents to be reported,
the researcher dgcided to ask each participant to report the
first advocacy activity he engaged in or observed each week,
no matter whether this was effective or not. Since most of
the incldents would be those which the respondents themselves
engaged in, 1t was felt that there would be a natural ten-
dency to report only the most dramatic and effective inci-
dents. Therefore, by this limitation the researcher hoped
to limit the bias in reporting and to obtain a wider range
of incidents than would be possible if the incidents were
completely self-selected, (This does not imply that the
incidents collected in this manner in any way represent a
random sample,) It was also decided to ask the respondents
to report only on current activities and to record their
observations as soon as possible after each intervention

took place in order to maximize their recall about the
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specifics of the Incident. Since there was no readily
available means to insure that the participants followed
thelr instructions or to check the accuracy of their recall,
the integrity of the respondents is a major assumption
throughout the study. .

. In regard to the method of data collection, it was
decided to ask each respondent to complete a written question-
naire about each incident reported. The researcher also
declded to supplement these“duestionnaires with telephone
interviews when there were any omissions or areas of con-
fusion in the written reports. Because of the complexity
of the information to be reported, it was presumed that in-
person individual interviews would be the optimal waj of
collecting data. However, this was obviously impossible
because of the geographicai distances involved; therefore,
this seemed the best compromise solution. In order to make
the completion of written reports somewhat more palatable
to the participants, sufficient funding was obtained to be
able to pay $10 for each report. The researcher felt con-
fident about the use of telephone interviews to supplement
the written data since she had participéted in a study which
used this method successfully with personnel in social work

agencies.1 Also in a study of physicians, Colombotos had

1De'borah Shapiro, "A Comprehensive Child Welfare
Research Program: The Agency Phase" (paper presented at the
National Conference of Social Welfare, San Francisco, Calif.,
May 27, 1968), pp. 5-6.
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diséovered that no sample bias was created by the use of
.telephone versus personal interviews.,

Vith regzard to the total number of incidents to be
collected, FFlanajan sugrests that incidents should be
collcected until the point of diminishing returns is reached;
i.e., until 50-100 new incidents ldentify only 2-~3 new
behaviors.2 In several of the social work studies described
earlicr, a tocal of 200-300 incidents seemed sufficient
for this purpose. 1In the two studies of therapeutic inter-
vention, for example, Goodrich and Boomer collected 240
incidents3 and Morgan collected 306 incidents.u Therefore,

it was originally decided to set as a goal a total of 300

inciden‘us.5

Development oi Research Instrument

The primary data collection instrument was the
crivical incidens report form. The researcher had origin-
ally intended to uuse a briefl, open-ended type of question-
naire. After discussing this with several practitioners in
the Tield and conductin; a pre-test with them, it was decided

that a more cixtended and sowmewvhat more detailed questionnaire

1John Coloubotos. "The Wflccts of Personal vs. Tele-
phone Inlervicus oh Hoclally Acceptable Responses" (paper
preascented 20 the annual weeting of the American Association
Tor Public Opinion Researci, Groton, Conn., Moy 14, 1965).

~y

“Elanasen, op. cit., n. 343
- =
3 ) _ .
Goodrich and :oomer, on, cit., p. 289.
h

Horizan, on. c¢it., p. 46,

-
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“Because of diviiculiies in data collcction, it was only
possible o obinin Lot ineddente, 153 of which mei the criterio

foe inclusion in Lthe Jainal namplae,
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would be necessary to capture all the complexity of the
advocacy interventions. The respondents were able to
provide such rich detail about their experiences, the
researcher concluded that it would be more fruitful to
stﬁdy advocacy interventions in all their complexity, even
if this should mean that a smaller total number of incidents
could be collected. The instrument was pre-tested with
five respondents in the New York City area. This group
included the educational coordinator of a community action
program, the chairman of a students rights lay advocacy
group, the director of an adoptive parents self-help
organization, a paraprofessional in the health field, and

a professional child welfare worker, During this period the
instrument was revised three times,

The final version of the instrument asks for more
information about context than is cusfomary in critical
incidents studies. Yet, as Flanagan has commented:

It should be emphasized that the critical technique
does not consist of a single rigid set of rules
governing...data collection. Rather it should be
thought of as a flexible set of principles which

must be modified and adopted to meet specific
situation at hand.l .

Selection of Sample

The agencies selected to participate in the study were
known to engage in case advocacy and were ones from whom the

researcher felt she could obtain cooperatioh. In selecting

1Flanagan, op. cit., p. 335.
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" . ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS GF SAMPLE AGENCIES '

Geographic| Base of SPOMOHMHI_S‘_— arge Starting Points
Agency location Cperation Auspices unding Source Population for Advocacy
Child Advocacy Families and Needs Survey
Program-Parent Northeast | Neighborhood Parent Child Federal Children 0-5 Case Service
Child Center . Catchment Area Center {CCD/HEW) (Poor, minorit
Boston, Mass. catchment area .
Voluntary
gg‘jilg a:ggice Public 4og Fanilies end
Counseling South County Autonomous (Title IVA)50% Children Case Service
J center .l Fees 10% !
Atlanta, Ga.
Citizen Advocacy N.J. State Neurologically
Progran Northeast | Tri-County Assoclation for Federal Handicapped Case Serv
Mt,gmny,. NoJ. . Retarded Children | (SRS/HEW) ggﬁgen and 1ce
Institute for Central City Families and Needs Survey
Child Advocacy Waest - Neighborhood Community Federal Children Case Service
Los Angeles, Catchment Area | Mental Health (BEH-NIMH/HEW) (Poor, minorit Monitoring
Calif. Center . _ catchment erea
Minnesota Youth L Pederal 55%
Advocacy Corps [Mid-West ﬁg’*gcg&lﬁ 8T¢ | Minn. State (LEAA) . Pre-Delinquen:
St. Paul, Minn, in'3 oit) Dept. of State Dept. of and Delinquen Case Service
0 3 cities Education Education 35% | Youth
Local 10%
' . Endowment  1/3 |Fomilies and
gg:eat‘g}-aggttle Northeast | Greater g:é:n:‘g:yaeriﬁe cg‘}d“’" Case Service
Wanderers ] Métropoliten Autonomous (includes Stete c(’n'e:::{og:gg
Boston, Mass. Area Purchase of disturbed) .
Service) 1/3
Social Advocates -
for Youth VWest Community Autonomous Volunt Pre-Delii .
Santa Rosa, (8 Local orr:leea) orntery Y:itgel Pauent Case Service
San Diego,
Goleta, Calif,
’ Families & Chil-
West Nashville South Neighborhood Tenn., Dept. of Federal 80% | dren, primarily Case Servi
Youth Services., Catchment Area | Mental Health - (Yo0PR/HEN) 10-18 {Poor, white ce
. Nashville, Tenn. . _ State catchment area) -
1 4

e el
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TABLE 1--Continued

R —— Date Type of -
i Agency Target Systems " * Program Established Staff Advocacy Role

v — . cemtw -

! Child Advocacy - Needs identification | Mixea
Progran - Parent All - primarily [Access Service Feb. 1972 Tndigenous . Speclalized
Child Center health and Case Advocacy ?nrnprotessio'ul
. Boston, Mass, welfare systems [Class Advocacy o & Professional
: _ . . (Limited) :
" Mixed
Child Service and Direct Service 1905-1907 .
.. . [|faatly counseling A Case Mdvocacy (hdvocacy progren {;ﬁiii“‘}ﬁﬁ) & | Non-Specializea
e enter - :
- . Atlanta, Ga. (1inited) Aug. 1971 Paraprofessional ‘
: ' Direct Service _ ‘
Citizen Advocacy a1 . . pr:viged by N -1 . . .
L Progranm . . . volunteers on l- Jan, 197 ' Specialized
. . |mt. Holly, N.J. - basis : Volunteer P
- - Case Advocacy - )
* Institute for . Access Service
Child Advocacy All - primarily . | Case Advocacy Sept. 1971 Indigenous Specialized
LT, los Angeles, . school systenm Needs 1dentification . Paraprofessional
Y Calif, . Clasc Advocacy ) .
LTl (1imited) . i
- Minnesota Youth All = primarily Direct Sewicb .
v Advocacy Corps host agency (school) Case Advocacy Jan, 1972 Professional - Speciauzed
- |Sts Paul, Minn, & Juvenile justice | Class Advocacy (Education & (Internal)
i system (Host Agency) : . Social Work)
" |New England . . . )
Home for Little Direct Service 1864 Professional .
Wanderers Al Residential v (No formal (Social Work) Non-Specialized
' Boston, Mass, . Treatment - Advocace Some Para- .
: ' ) Program) °* professional
s Social Advocates Direct Service pro- March 1970 Volunteer &
A for Youth All - primarily vided by volunteers April 1971 Youth (Profes-~ Non-Specialized -
! Santa Rosa, schoo:l. & Juvenile | on 1-1 basis; Cace Sept. 1971 sional & '
i San Diego, Justice system Advocacy; Class Paraprofessional)
. _ | Goleta, Calif, Advocecy (limited) ’ .
.. West Nashville : . Direct Service . :
. Youth Services A1l Access Service July 1971 Indigenous Specialized
Nashville, Tenn. - Case Advocacy; Class Paraprofessional
- Advocacy (limited) ,

c9
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— Size
: Volume of Cases - Organizational
Ageney Staff Deployment Starf _ (1972) Budget Autonony

Child Advocacy Staff assigned to 3 Component of
Progran - Parent ° | teams organized ! 10 300 $100,000 larger
Child Center around substantive . : organization
Boston, Mass, areas
Child Service and | Staff assigned to 7
Family Counseling |multi-function units 107 8,000 $11 million Autonomous .
Center in main office & 7
Atlenta, Ga. branch offices .
Citizen Advocacy Volunteers matched 5 . .
Progran on 1-1 basis with 49 $18,000°- Semi-Autonomous
Mt. Holly, N.J. clients 53 Volunteers .
‘Institute for Staff organized B : : :
Child Advocacy around 5 target 0 , 283 $124,000 Semi-Autonomous
Los Angeles, school districts i )
Calif. \
Minnesota Youth Staff assigned on ’
Advocacy Corps individual basis to 244 1,310 $435,000 Semi-Autonomous
.St. Paul, Minn. specific schools .
New England Home | Staff assigned indi- e .
for Little vidual caseloads on 112 1,000 $14 milldon . Autonomous
Wanderers basis of worker in-
Boston, Mass. terest & agency neced
Social Advocates Volunteers matched on Varies « . Varies - Varies -
for Youth 1-1 basis with clients; | approximately approximately approximately Autonomous
Santa Rosa, staff have functional equivalent of 75-125 0,000 -
San Diego, assignments related to | 3-5 full-time 0,000
Goleta, Calif, expertise starf
West Nashville Staff assigned to . :
Youth Services specific geographic 7 238 $200,000 Semi-Autonomous
Hashville, Tenn,.

area
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" TABLE l--Continued -

Tocus of Decislon-vaking

. Levels of
Agency Type of Board Hierarchy Case Policy
" {entaa Advocacy Professional . )

Program ~ Parent Advisory (Host or- Individual/Team
Child Center ganization hes L : Administration
Boston, Mass. community board) :
Child Service and ' . )
Family Counseling | Traditional - | . Team / Board
Center - | Boerd of Y5 Unit Manager
_Atlanta, Ga. Directors : o :
Citizen Advocacy Advisory
Program (Professional) 2 - Volunteers Adninistration
Mt. Holly, N.J. _ . .
Institute for Community - Combination
Child Advocacy . board in 3 Supervisor & Administration
Los Angeles, formation Staff
Calif, ’
Minnesota Youth ) Varies = . .
Advocacy Corps . | L Staff primarily - Administration
St. Peul, Minn. -I Funding Body
. : i
New Englend Home Traditional b
for Little Board of \ 4 Staff Board
Wanderers Directors .
Boston, Mass., " o
Social Advocates
for Youth Small, :
Santa Rosa, local board 2 Volunteers/ Administration
San Dilego, Staff . .
Goleta, Calif, s R
West Nashville - - Community .
Youth Services Advisory 3 Staff Administration
Nashville, Tenn, Board .

9
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specific agencies, an attempt was made to introduce variabil-
ity with regard to the matters of size, location, sponsorship
(auspices and funding), population served, organizational
structure, target systems, program goals, advocacy role
(specialist or generalist), and type of staff. Since the
aéencies included in the final sample had all participated
in the baseline study (with the exception of the child wel-
fare agency diséussed below)? it was possible to classify
them according to these variables before making the final
selection. Table 1 presents a list of the total sample
classiflied in this manner.

In view of the diversity of child advocacy programs
and the many variations in background and training of
practitioners in-this fielq, it seemed desirable to obtain
incidents from as many different sources as possible; on the
other hand, because of the time limitations of a funded
study, there was an obvious limit to the number of advocates
who could be trained to participate within a reasonable
period of time., Therefore, the researcher originally
arrived at a compromise goal of collect;ng weekly incidents
from four practitioners in each of six agencies over a
three-month period. However, after the participant obser-
vation phase was eliminated from the study, it was determined
that a somewhat largeéer nﬁmbef of agencles could be asked
to participate.

Initlally, twelve agencies which had been inciuded
in the baseline study were asked to participate in this
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study. Of this original group, one refused immediately, one
refused after a two-month period of discussion, and three
refused after initially agreeing to participate. In giving
reasons for their refusals the director of the first program
stated that he did not feel his staff engaged in enough

case advocacy to participate; the directors of the other
prbgrams concluded that they or their staff members did

not have sufficienﬁ time to take on this additional task.
Therefore, the researcher originally started data collection
in a total of seven agencies (one of which was a federation
with three semi-autonomous local offices participating).
There were no specialized child welfare agencies included

in the original sample because there were none in the base-
line study. However, the researcher later decided that this
was an unnecessary limitation and decided to include one
such agency that was known to engage in extensive case
advocacy. Hence, there were eight agencies in the final
sample,

With the exception of one agency, the agencies which
withdrew from the original sample were quite representative
of the total group, so it seems unlikely that the sample
loss had any significant influence on the findings. The
one exception was.a program of internal advocacy in a state
school for the retarded. Since the sample included only one
other program of internal advocacy in which the primary tar-
get system is the agency employing the advocate, the loss of

this agency meant that there could not be as many incidents
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of internal advocacy reported as the researcher had originally
hoped. Because there are so few programs of internal advoca-
cy in operation, it was not possible to substitute for the
loss of this agency; yet this loss did create a limitation

on the findings of the study.

Very early in the study, it was learned that it was
unrealistic to ask for four participants in each agency since
there was not a sufficient number of staff or volunteers in
some programs, and in others the director was reluctant to
select a limited number., Thereforé, depending on the set-
ting, the number of participants in each program ranged
from two to hine (in the federation of agencies mentioned
earlier). Since the goal was to obtain a rénge of incidents
rather than a representative sample, this change in selection

of informants did not create any particular problem.

Collection of Data

. In October and November of ‘1972 form letters were
written to the directors of the agencies selected to par-
ticipate in the study soliciting their cooperation (See
Appendix for example of form letter). The researcher then
called these directors to answer their questions and arrange
meeting times.

From November 1972 to January 1973 the researcher held
one and a half to three-hoﬁr meetings in each agency with

the advocates who had agreed to participate in the study.
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(Negotiations with the staff at New England Home for Little
Wanderers were not completed until March.) During these
meetings the writér explained the purpose of the study and
.answered general questions. She then distributed folders
containing the information sheet for respondents (Appendix
B); a sample critical incident report form (hppendix C), and
a number of blank forms, return.envelopes, and bills. After
giving the participants time to read this material, a volun-
teer was asked to present oné incident as an example of an
advocacy interﬁention. The researcher used this incident to
solicit questions and to illustrate the type of information
which was being sought. At this time a background informa-
tion sheet was also distributed for respondents (See Appendix
D). In some agencies, participants completed this form dur-
ing the actual meeting, and in others they were asked to
return this by mall. Generally, the researcher ifound that
participants seemed willing to participate in the study and
appeared clear about the type of‘information they were be-
ing asked to submit. In each agency, respondents were told
that they could begin submitting incidents immediately.
During the data collection phase, the researcher dis-
covered that with few exceptions, the reports submitted were
appropriate and complete. Therefore, instead of calling the
participants biweekly as originally planned, they were called
only when there was some qﬁestion about a particular report.
However, all respondents were called at least once to acknow-

ledge receipt of their reborts, to indicate that the information
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they had submitted was satisfactory, and to encourage their
continued participation in the study.

A major problem which arose during the data collec-
tion phase was that the réports simply were not submitted
as quickliy and as frequentlj as had been anticipated. None
of the participants submitted reports weekly, some sent
only one or two reports, and seven who had agreed to parti-
cipate did not éend any repq?ts. (It should be noted that
the participants in volunteer programs, most of whom have
only one client, had explained at the start that they would
not have enough incidents to report on a weekly basis; and
three of‘thém did not engage in any advocacy during the
study period.)

The researéher tried to deal with the data collection
“problem in a number of ways. Firsp she called the directors
of those agencies which had submitted very few incidents and
asked them to discﬁss this with their staff members. Then
she mgde individual calls to all those who had agreed to
participate. Almost without exception, they responded that
they had not had time for this yet, but.would send reportg
as soon as possible. (One respondent explained that she
had been transferred to a different position where she would
have little opportunity to engage in advocacy.) This appeal
to individual respondents did produce a limited number of
'new incidents; but since the reports were still trickling in,

the researcher sent a memorandum to all participants on
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Februery 15, 1973, making some general comments and asking
for suggestions about this problem. (See Appendix F)

Once again the results were discouraging. Most of those
who responded were participants who had already submitted
at least some reports. Some sald that despite the promise
of payment, they found report-writing a chore and tended

to procrastinate; however, they had noted incidents as they
occurred and would submit reports as soon as possible. A
couple of the participants ékplained that they often had
several incidents in one week and then might go several
weeks without any incidents. Some said they simply had not
had additional advocacy incidents to report, but that they
would coﬁtinue to submit reports when such incidents oc-
curred. Several-of this group said that they could submit
more reports if they could.describe incidents which occurred
prior to the starting date of this.study. Finally, two
federally~funded agencies had recently been instructed to
shift the emphasis of theilr program so that staff members
were not engaging in case advocacy on any regular basis and
could report only on past incildents.

There are several possible explanétions for the data
collection problem. First, it may be that the staff in these
agencies are simply not engaging in as much advocacy as 1is
generally assumed. Kamerman, for example, discovered that
it takes approximately eighteen months to two years for

community based advocacy projects to become fully
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operationall; and at the time of this study, only one

‘of the agencies in the sample had an advocacy project

which had been esfablished longer than two years. Second,
negotiations regarding particlpation in the study were
conducted during the transition period betweén the November
election and the start of President Nixon's second term

in office, at which time major budget cuts were announced.
Therefore, during the data collection period, the programs
which were operating at 1east in part on federal funds

were experiencing great uncertainty as to theilr continued
existence and future program emphases, For example, one

of the agencies which withdrew from the study was forced to
close, and another was forced to reduce its operations sub-
stantially. As a result, participation in a study such as
this obviously took low priority for staff members as well
as administrators.. Third, studies employing the critical
incident technique in the soclal work field in the past have
all been conducted by researchers who were working in the
same agency as the respondents or who held some sanction
over them, (The one exception is the study conducted under
the ausplces of the Council on Social Work Education in which
respondents were asked to complete reports on only one occa-
slon during a regﬁlar staff meeting.) Without this immediate
access or sanction, the researcher énticipated some diffi-

culty in data collection and, as mentioned earlier, arranged

lkamerman, op. cit., pp. 121-124,
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to pay the renpondents. However, payment was obviously not
an adequate incentive to insure sustalned participation,
Therefore, in future research one would want to re-examine
the utility of the critical incident approach in a study
such as this. _
Althoush the respondents had originally been told
that the reporting period would end on April 1lst, by early
March only about 85 incidents had been received. Therefore,
the researcher was forced to make several compromises in
the study design. First, the reporting period was extended
to April 20th. Second, guidelines for reborting incidents
were modified to permit respondents to report on more than
one incident in a given week and to describe incidents from
the past about which they had sufficient recall., Third,
respondents were told that they could give their reports
verbally. Finally, because of the time limits inherent
in a funded study, the researcher decided to make do with a
smaller total number of incidents than originally planncd.
It should be noted, however, that before setting the final
deadline for reports, the researcher conducted a preliminary
analysis of 125 incidents. Since the last 25 incidents
recelved revealed only one tecﬁniquc which had not been
identified previously, it scemed that a saturation point
was beins approached. Therefore, although the size of the
final .sample (163) does create a limitation on the study,
1t may be that the subject does not require as large a sample

as the researcher had orizinally projected.
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ohe would, of course, prefer to make as few cf these
compromises in study design as possible. However, in such
a new and diffuse field as child advocacy, these compromises
seemed not only unavoidable, but also justiflable in view of
the exploratory nature and ultimate objectives of the study.
The only alternative would be to abandon any attempt at
systematically ordering the advocacy process until the field
1s more fully developed and organized. Extending the data
collection period and permi£ting-the respondents to report
verbally did not seem to ha#e any significant influence on
the type of incidents reported. The more serious modifica-
tion in study design arose from the decision to allow re-
spondents to report on past incidents and on more than one
incident in a given week, as this allowed respondents to
determine on a very subjective basis what incidents they
would report. A comparison of these incidents with those
reported on a regular weekly basis did not indicate any major
differences in the type of incidents reported. Howéver, out of
a total of 163 incidents of advocacy, only 23 unsuccessful
incidents were reported. In view of the known difficulties
of advocacy, it seems highly unlikely that this sort of
success raﬁe is representative of the total practice of
child advocacy. Therefore, one can only assume that the
respondents, whether consciously or not, tended to select
successful incidents to feport. Since the study was not
intended to draw any conclusions about the components of

effective versus ineffective advocacy, this bias may not
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be as serious as 1t at first appears. However, since 1t
seems likely that this bias limited the range of inter-
ventions reported, it does constitute a limitation on the

degree to which the study findings can be generalized.

Methods of Data Analysis

Several methods of data analysis were employed in
this study. The original design called only for inductive
analysis of the incidents réborted_in order to develop a
classification scheme of techniques employed in child
advocacy. It was then projected that the data analyzed
in this way would be examined in relation to organizational
characte?istics of the agencies and the background of the
respondents in the study sample.

After the first 25 or so incidents were received,
however, it was decided to révise'this plan of examining
only the advocacy techniques in order to make full use of the
rich data being reported. Consequently, a coding scheme
was devised to standardize the data in relation to such
variables as type of client, source of problem, goals, targef
system, time and staff investment in adﬁocacy, use of out-
side resources, étc.. |

A first year graduate student in social work who had
some knowledge of the child advocacy field was then hired
and trained to code the incidents. The researcher also
re-coded 10% of the incidents in order to check for re-

liability. Because the original research instrument was
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not designed for this type of analysis, the questions were
very open-ended and coding had to be done on a fery sub-
jective basis. Consequently, the reliability error was
14,5% on a total of 110 items; and all efforts to improve
this rate of error proved futile. Therefore, the researcher
aﬁandoned'the attempt to correct this further and introduced
an additional method of data analysis described below.
Although this ié a very hign_error rate, this method of
analysis did help to standardize the data sufficiently to
permit description of a number of variables which could not
have been considered otherwise., Because of the high rate of
error, however, the researcher decided that any measures of
statistical significance would be invalid and that analysis
of this portion df the datg must be limited to a desecription
of frequencies,

A second procedufe in data analysis was the coding
of the background information sheets. This was a much
easier task since many of the items were precoded on the
questionnaire. The researcher re-coded 50% of these
questionnaires to test reliability and d;scovered a 5.1%
uncorrected error rate on a total of 35 items. These varia-
. bles were then also analyzed in a descriptive fashion.

A third procedure in data analysis was to code
organizational characteristics of the agencies in the
sample on the basis of information gathered in the baseline
study, the evaluative study of community-based child advo-

cacy programs, and interviews with program directors.
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The most important and time-consuming method of data
analysis introduced in part because of the high rate of error
in the deductive method of analysis described above, was an
Inductive analysis of each incident. This was conducted to
determine what techniques were employed and what were the
most slignificant variables in these incidents. In order to
do this, the researcher examined each group of 25 incidents
and developed tentative classification schemes based on the
information presente