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ABSTRACT
Family preservation, a program designed to keep families
intact and away from the court, is a popular form of
service delivery in many Child Protective Service (CPS)
agencies. However, controversy exists as to the efficacy,
implementation and coordination of this program. Using a
constructivist approach this study observes, records, and
categorizes emergent themes that appear within the Family
Preservation program in the Arlington CPS office in
Riverside County, California. Special attention is given to
the experiential exchanges and reciprocity formulated
between social workers and their client families. This
research explores family preservation from the Arlington CPS
workers' and clients' points of view. It brings a general
understanding of service delivery and program application,
and highlights specific issues regarding assessment, client-
worker relationships, family functioning and environmental
factors. This project identifies why controversies exist
regarding Family Preservation and offers suggestions and
recommendations that may help dispel some of the

misconception about the program.
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In loving memory of“" o
hy‘paren#s.
Fernando and Alicia Crisanto.
In spite bf advexfsity, they preserved

our family.
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FOCUS OF 'i‘HE 'INQUIRY ‘.
:w Ueing‘a'ceﬁsﬁrﬁeﬁiviet'apﬁreach;3this study addresses
fethefisepee'surrpunding direct serviee deliveryiof the Famiiy
'}Pfeseryetionrbyog:am in Riverside Countinalifornia.
~Foeﬁsin§ onvthe ehallehges faced by the‘workers and the
clienﬁ‘ families asbtheybare involved in the process of
Family Prese:vatioﬁ program services and intervention. These
"high-tiskﬁffamilies have been referred to the Family ‘
Preservation‘programby the Emergency Response worker or the
Cburt Dependency investigaﬁor. There are ﬁﬁmerous factors
that‘influence some of the families referred to the
program. These include substance abuse, and the likely
probabiiitykof intergenerational hiétories which affect
their cﬁrrent level of funcﬁioning; |

These families’are in need of direct preventive
intervention to keep them from becoming invelved with the
court system.‘Parents in these families usually are
neglectful with ;heir children and, wheh they are substance
abueefs,»they arennot able to provide proper care for their
children.

Riverside COﬁnty's Family Preservation has a narrow

criteria for intervening with each case and there are

-



Lguidelines for the worker to foilow‘before they can assess

QaSes forvprogram services. The bulk of the services include
referrals for parenting education,‘drug_rehgbilitation,

psychdlbgicalucounseling“or testing, and some concrete

' services such as transportation, home cleanliness education,

_financial;assistance for car or home repairs are also

offered as necessary.

Thé'FamiiirPreserVAtioﬂ-ﬁrogram in Riverside Countyvhas
been in existence fof the past 3_years. This program is a
coﬁglomerate bf variéus other projects which inclﬁde intér-
agency énd cémmﬁnitybaSed models; AccﬁrdingtO‘Russ Eldrige

(1995), Riverside County's Family Preservation supervisor,

the program follows state guidelines and its funding is

outcome based according to state‘regulations and guidelines.
It must show at least 60% success rate in order to continue

to be funded. This type of funding base is problemétic'

because of the limited 5 year period set for funding. There

is no provision for growth or caseload increase,

_furthermcre, the amountyof service delivery is less than 5%

in relation:to-other CPS programs and it is conveniently

used to justify’mandated preépreVentive services.



TEE. CONTROVERSY

Current Family Preservatidn programs use a rangé'of
interﬁeﬁtibn‘mCdels; th§y vary in intensity and in approach.
According to Kaplaﬁ and Giratd (1994) the history of Family
Preservation dates back to the late 1880's settlement
houses} These were establishgd in‘reéponse‘to the‘cultural'
and‘social cohfﬁsion brought on by thé convergence of
industrialization, urbanization and immigration. Since then
various,bther projedts have beéh established. These include:
Thé St. Paul familyvcehter in 1947, and the Homebuilders
model, which haé the most wide appeal. Homébuilders is the
most intensive with claims that, betwéen 1974 and 1987, 97%
- of 3497 cases served avoided placement of children 3
months aftér termination.‘(KinneY et al. 1990).

»Familvareservation Programs have a direct approach to
service dgli&ery, however,‘these programs are not without
controversy. Be:liner (1993) believes there are many factors
involvedfthét influénceiabusive,families.'In addition to
isoiaﬁion;labusive‘familiés expefiénce en&ironmental,
‘economié,'pSychologica1, and,substance’ébuse brdblems.
ﬁerlingr argués‘that uniesé a comprehensive policy is

"formulated, Family'Preservation programs miss the mark.

3 .



g Séhuérﬁéﬁ;;Rzéﬁnicki,»;ﬁdvpi££§11 (1994),'show that
bwhen the éhéicé_be;weeﬁ snbétitﬁte»céré aﬁd.in-homé Sérvices
‘ ié;méde; itﬂis difficﬁlt tq.bélépce}thé va1ue$ of keéping
,childrghvéafe.fro@ héfmvand_ﬁéintéining the iqtégiity'of_the
famiiy;lAécoiding to'SChﬁeiman.énd his’célleagues; three
f‘ﬁiincipléé dbminaﬁextheasééssment ih Chi1d Wé1fare over the
 ?§$£¥£iftéén-yeérs§“Theéé-arg;’?erménency blanning/
"reaSOnable effcrﬁé;laﬁdlleaét reétricti#é alterha;i#és for
'plééeﬁént;‘ |
,.Géiles (i9§3)'a1§di¢£i£iqizes Family Erésérvatiéﬁ‘
brogramsbécéusévthey“afe.§u1nérébi§,ﬁQ'exploita;ionvby |
bqlifiéallyvmotifatediingeiést.-Théy’app¢a1 tpiEdnservatives
fbeéausetﬁese‘proéygmé_Are‘céﬁ%isﬁéhﬁgwitﬁ‘féﬁily‘values and
peéauSé*ﬁheyilimiﬁ govérhméntiinterQention,;#iberais,_on}thé

other hand, fa&br‘Family_?reservationfbeCadse'they believe

- society shoﬁid‘Suppé:t:néedy"and_disadvantaged individuals,

;famiiieé aﬁd.éhil&réﬁ;;eelles fhuszéuésﬁion}ﬁhéther;it is in
f;he_beét}iﬁteréSfféf‘éhﬁid&éﬁﬁéiﬁéiégaiﬁvFamily |
'»éfeéé:vaﬁgéﬁ?;?OQrams‘séigii Ohjﬁhe basi§ oflﬁﬁeir poiitical
v>expédié§é§;'énd 5é§a§s¢_tﬁey s$vé the §¢vernﬁéﬁt é‘ h |

© substantial amount of money.



fAcéo?dihg:to‘Fiahgfty(1993),,p1a¢emént costs range
frpm‘tenithduséna'dollafélperchild:periyear'ﬁo one hundred
.thouéahd,ddllars’pei éhild per jeér for”séeciél residéntial
v cafe-fﬁdilitiéé. In ccmparison, Fami1y éréservaﬁion‘offers a
'ichancelfbf:families;toétay together’more'économically. The
vcost ranges between ﬁwoiﬁo sikbthoﬁéand dollars annually per
family. Fémily Preservétiqn is préfer:ed because of its |
.a potén£ié1jfor saQing'énbrﬁbuskémounté'injFoster Care. The
 -fim§etﬁs‘behihd the préSérvation of the family is driven by
‘econOmiCS'and’noﬁ a Socia1 ‘ideal or child prbtectién
conéérﬁ; | | |
| Other social séientists, (Ftésér, Pecéla, Haalapa, |
 ;'1991),,bé1ieve’intgnéive prégiams iike th¢vHome builders
f!promoﬁgbSQIf-suffiéieﬁqyiéﬁd seimeéintanéﬁge fcr_families.
' They keéb keépbchildren from being‘placéd in out-of-home
' ¢gréiNé1soﬁ‘(i9§0),qgéStibns'this'pfégram's doéumentedv
sucCéés;“ﬁomebuiiders ¢iaim 86%*andv95% of the families
Sexﬁedziéﬁain'intact after_oﬁe yea#._ﬂeléon views the
eVidénée'as testimonial,anecdotél;:énd-seif-reportéd, and
‘ therefbré biased, NévétthelésS, Neisoﬁ believes that
inféréncés §an be made1about.Famiiy Preservation Progréms'_

‘effectiveness.



éoennapieCo.(iQSB), points‘toithe>1eck of research on
Family‘Pfeeeruation: She stresses the inportance of healthy
'fanily funCtioninQ aS»e:factor in-tne prevention of out-of-
home’plecementjof’ohild:en._Acoording to Scannapieco,
healthy femily function is associated with higher degrees of
suocese‘in thoserfamilies thet have been referred to the
vbrogram. However, there are_also‘environmental influences
that affect family funotioning. She ooncludes that Families
must be empowered and that Family Preservation Success must
' be‘broaden to include improvement on family function in the
areas of parent-child intereCtion, problen solving,
patenting skills and chmunicetiOn;

Maluccio‘(1986) has done'extensivewstudies on the
effects}ofnout-of hone'placement, pe:menency planning, and
chiidren in foster care. In his research, he»focuses on
~perent:and child bonding. Using’an ecological‘perepective,
hevdelineates tne p:imary conditions that effeCt |
,parent/child attachment and child growth. They inciude:

Continuity: Tne,parents-consistent,
- constant, and predictable

availability in the child's life.

Stabiiity: A nutritive environment

that supports the parent/child
relationship and the capacities of

6



both parents and ghildren‘tb engage
~in the bonding process. :

Mu,tuai’ity": ‘ ’Pai'r‘ent/‘éhi 1a -

‘interactions that a:e:mutually ,
- rewarding and that reinforcefthe.

importance*of one to‘the o;hgr‘-

:‘Ma;ﬁcéig.also st:esses;phévimportahCe of keeping the
“bioid§ica1 ties'ﬁiéhiﬁ féﬁi1ie§1;bécéﬁSe he be;ieveg‘iﬁ’i$ 
crﬁciéi'to~the>ﬁe§eiopﬁenﬁ of"thé qhild5§'identity. In
:éontrést,'Be:nA£dv(1952).strqngIY'cfiticizes Fami1§ ‘
 §feS¢rvation cn the premiéé:thét:an aﬁﬁsivevhome isxthe moét
dangerOus plaée_for‘thevchild. Thus;’hevbe;iéves tha£ £he
.safety’of thé childvshould take‘precedéncevabové everything
else. o

| f-Apbaréﬁtly,nthefe is a delicate,baiéhce bétween qhild
pfotecﬁioh and’famiif bréséfvation.vhccordiné to McGowan
>(19§0), Family Prése:vétion is subject Eo.ﬁhe problems of
‘pooriy designéd and implemented social poliéies.lramily
Preservatidn evolved Withvthé Child abuse Pfevention_and‘
Treatment A¢£ bf i974 and its reformed_sequel, the Adoﬁtioh
Assistaﬁce,ahd éhiid-welfare Act éf‘1980. Problems exists
over theruestion_of what_cbnstifutés‘minimally accéptable
"levels of paréﬁting,‘and how sccial'worke#s bélance child

protection‘andﬂthé”family's right to privacy and autonomy.

7



,#sfcanfbe»sééﬁ; f&miiy'prgséfvétion programs'a:e'not'
'~with§ﬁ§yééntrOVer$y:ana;édrﬁpihf frémlécaQeﬁicians,
administfa;dis/boli§y makers'and»sodia1 workers. More
Hinfofmation:is ﬁéeded;ﬁo'help‘deiinéaté th§ prbbléms‘and 

- find‘éolutions;bTherefbré;"the p£¢§ént”stﬁdy probes-fheb
;dyﬁamiés‘of4ﬁheprdceés‘gf intervégtioﬁ’andbihtefchangés-
')betﬁeéﬁ:séciéi;workeré andthe client families.

’fUéing:a éonstrﬁcpivist approach,‘this study‘conéerns
;iﬁséif;ﬁith'thé:constfﬁéted #ealitiés and'pé:cepﬁions of the
_ ¢iféié:of‘stakeholders;‘Thése are spedific,participant’
“interviewees who have a stake in the‘prog:am.'The
'tparticipantsféﬁe fcur.sdciéi wbrkers and tﬁeir client
familiés;v ' .

‘._The fésearch‘aéSi§ﬁ is‘bﬁi1t5dn the:ingéfmation,gathered
uéigg”ethhogygﬁhiq:intérviews,_Spiédley.(1979), defin¢s 
'- ethpo§réphicihtérQieWs.as thoseffhaﬁ‘aré basedyon otdinary
",pebple”with 9rdina;j knqw}edge;aﬁd,the,:eséaréher constructs
* on-£§§i£ é#pé:iéhéé{ﬁsiﬁéﬁéhei#:v;ews éboﬁt’thei: culture

e séptjiég . o |

'bgf"DbﬁéiﬁwAhalyéiS"-Ti;iasseﬁbled ﬁith'the use of the

léqgﬁégé 5ringiﬁ§#§6£ée§£s; ﬁéaﬁiﬁ§s, and the participant's'

  deéé?iptiQn;qf £ﬁéir_gxﬁe#iénces,abbutrﬁhg Family

8



' Preservation program. The goal is to identify emergent and

”'Wf]ﬁéxpediehtftérms”that-a:e.uSed when the interviewer asks

’yﬁSﬁrﬁcﬁufélfquéStiOnsﬂ_}Spradléy'i97§);;Thesé are open-ended
xf gué§§ibns'tﬁa; eliciﬁ'resp§n3es éboutLpefSistént tﬁémeé,
’ ¢§ﬁée¥ﬁs, énd>issue§7.‘, | |

' -?,Thg ?Qﬁét?u¢Fiépg9f reéii£Y.is baéed{oﬁ thé'interéctivé
fjnéﬁure‘éﬁd:éxﬁétiéﬁtiéi iﬁﬁé;éhaﬁgeé-as thé& ocCu:‘grbh;Qe

oécurred during or after service delivery of the Family

.'Piéservatioh.‘ﬁéffman.(iQSOS, hééidescribed Constructivism
lasxa propéss affectédhbf'éé¢oﬁd'Srder‘viéws 3which allow
vparticipants’toexamiﬁeissues‘from a reflective sténce;
f'Culture; languagé,vgendér]ahd“perscnal biases'are.all
' inc1usive,iﬁ thé:broéeés of reconst#ﬁctibn of a
f "ConstfuctiﬁistSReaiityﬁ}. |
FAMILY PRESERVATION CONSTRUCTIVIST PARADIGM FIT
The famiiiesihﬁ@lved in ;he famiiy Pfeéervation progfam
are at risk fofvchiid ébuée‘and th¢repovalvof children
f£0m’their hémes._The ongbihg"riSR iékthét‘abusé ﬁay
- ‘reoccur. The»Famiiy'Préservationaprogram stfivesvto involve
.‘ﬁhe clients in the heiping process, tblparticipate in
identifying‘the maiﬁ p:obieﬁs, énd to*éxplore with the 

worker specific sqlutions for keeping their,familiesvintact.

N



-Adérman énd Russell (1990) propose that in addition to
the is61a£ion‘that'is evident in>abusive and neglectful
',pérenﬁs}-sﬁch familiés1en§age ih_distanéingvbehavior ﬁo
- detach themselves from~£he'méinstream 6f‘societa1 demAnds to
‘COpform. Familiesvin trouble‘séé others as untrﬁstwdrthy,
 intru§ivé and éénﬁroiling,

The authors vieﬁfthe constructive approach as ﬁseful
fd:babusive and negiectful ﬁamilies.’They propose an

alternative model for intervention, maintaining two major

-principles found in Cdnstructivism. First,.éach.individual
observesvthe wor1d from a personal perspeétive and, thus,
'generatés his or her own view of-realigy. No one's beliefs
are‘ény more>rea1,0r’va1id than apyéné-eISe's. Second,
iﬁdividuals‘#ré autbnbmoﬁs and‘c;nﬁot be controlled from the
outside.

_ Hoffman‘(;sss and;1988)‘applies conétrﬁctivist
vprin@ipléé‘ih clinical séttings méintainingAthat respect for
the cliénts’é views is a must. According to Hoffman;
therapist create a cbﬁtext in which clients can begin to
observe their own interactional patterns, challenge their
vownvprémisés, and develQpithEir own sdlutions. Furthermore;

- the constructivist therapist views himself or herself as

10



part of the éystem;;réther tﬁéﬁ finﬁéracﬁing'upon thév
system".
| 'Aécordingly, there is né bowéf differéntia; betweén the‘ﬁ
thefapist and‘thé c11éh£; ﬁBotﬁ therapist and cliént go |
through a journéyvof discovery and‘rediscovéry of
constructive reaiities.'These‘erm a basis for the déepef
undefstanding ofvthg»issues affedting those invglved. It is
vthe exchange of.vieﬁs that‘allbws the:eﬁhancemeht‘cf'what
Eaflandson (1993) ¢ails the dohsistenﬁland compatible
constructions of the reality of thé settings's inhabitants.
How famiiy’Preservatién programs.a?e impiemenﬁed isg
\ﬁhét.workers'acéenﬁﬁate»thé positivé and help the client
family formnlate’the service;plan that is‘tailored'made to
the paitiéular issues_thét the famiiy is faced with. The
goals are shprt-term;,réalistic and concrete. ‘The‘
‘involvgment of the‘sodiai worker with thefamiiy can be
' intense and cén take from thfee to eight‘hours a week per

family.

The fodus of this study:
The main focus of inquiry for thisrresearch‘is to
gather all the relevant information and record it in order

to formulate a constructed reality of challenges faced by

11



thé:circle of stakeholdefs; ;hefsobial workers and their
.client fémi1ies; as £heyare inv61ved'withthe Family
Pfeservatiqn ﬁrbgram‘, |

‘A cénstructivist.pa?adigm:reééarch;ié ideal for the
p:ogrémvbécausg:Eami1y Présefvationinco:pdrétes.thewfamily
iﬁ théproceéslbf ?egainiﬁg control énd_s;ability.
Comﬁunica£ionfpat£éins;:ba:eﬁtiné education,:cxiéis
ihtervention, éﬁd basicleducétion‘fdr maihﬁéining a clean
bhcﬁe‘ehiirOnmenffare types Qf'inﬁerventions that,fake
-‘precedénée. |

A Cﬁnstructi&ism paiédigm lets research pértiéipénts
éngage in theiripwﬁ reconstrﬁction:6f5¥éality; it allows for
ﬁhe oppditu#ity.tdbriﬁg pgrcept;ons, ideaié; and concerns
v to’tﬁé Stud?Q Family'PreserVation is élso aﬁ innovaﬁive
prégramfin'that=it allows the fémi1y to engage in creating
361u£ionsvt§ fhe probléhs_thaﬁkthey_may face. | |

Family Présérvéﬁion-*:eduires that the social worker-be,
 fiexib1e, creatiVe,'a'combetéht c6mmunicator,:knowledgeabié
and rgsourcefﬁl. The workét employs Crisié Intervehtion, |

' Fami1ysystémétheory, cﬁltural.awareness, and social

'   énvironmental;theOries as'a préCticévguide.‘;In addition,
the worker observeé fqr family»sﬁbétance abuse,vwhile

12



focﬁsihgkbn}thé overa1i fﬁn¢§i§nin§ $£ithé'family.
| Fémiiy:PreseiﬁaEidﬁ»is'an'altérﬁéﬁiveﬁapproach.that 
 -£o¢use$enﬁifely,§n thé‘fémi1y; fIt‘iS;a éﬁpportive program(_
that cdnéiders'££§ é1iént familiés'f¢é§acity“£6‘chahge and
f tpTgain”insightFté_p#obléﬁé thei{fé¢é.  The;worker is a non-
.judgmén;a;badQQéétekﬁhbsé;ébﬁeCtive is té'intervene with
 bn1§ iiﬁited di$rﬁptioﬁfththe family éYstem. :Wbrkihg with
"families'in,ﬁhé'ﬁémi1y Présérvation prégrém calls for a féir
gamoun£ of 1atitudé;énd;baléncexas_workers Subject thémseives
uﬁo the prpéés$"6f heiping théifaﬁiiy,‘_; |
'émcriéAL C‘O.i\I.S:.[DﬁRATIONS IN'CONSTRUCTIVISM |
ansidefihg'the ﬁaguré of tﬁesproééss bf‘a
.cdhstructiviStvappf§a¢h; this féséarch-projécﬁ combines_
E ethnog#aphic intefvieﬁiﬁQ t¢chniques‘with the‘bradticél‘
,appliéatibn of abconstruCtivist ;esearch modéi. Havihg'
»ntefﬁiews Withf$Ocial erkers‘énd ciiéntffamilies, allowed
tﬁe reséarqﬁefi_to,gain véluablé andfréiévan£‘insight into .
differingkpbiﬁté of viéw abdﬁfifamiiy Préseivation.
‘SFecificaliyf'the ieséardher gained,frém the participants'
  iﬁeaS;,perceptions.éndsccﬁcérnsuﬁhatlemérged’iﬁ the process.
. Environmental'ihfluencés were'¢§nsideredvfe1evant in'ali the
:cliéﬁts'families. |

13




: Resear¢h7Experience:t,ru.g

Thls research carrred an open-ended approach and 1t was
han alternatlve exploratron 1nto the culture of the Famrlf
:hPreservatlonvsettrng in Rlvers1de Countw. Use‘of’the ’
‘J%Construct1v1st‘paradagm aliewed for 1nfermat10n to be

brehc1rcu1ar and,lnteractlve; Thls researcher sharediln the
"dlfferlng pelnts of v1ews wh11e‘werkers dlsclosed the
vqproblems thew enceuntered wt;h thelr.sllent famllles and
>vree versa;sThatvoplnlons vary amengstvwerkers and‘cllents:
"had 11tt1e 1mpact Thls was probably due to establlshed
'relatlonshlps between workers and thelr cllent famllles.

" When negative dr'centreversial»information;surfaced it was

| nOtbavprobiem:beeauseraiisthe:cl;entwfaniliestwerehepen and

"honesﬁgiﬁ.thei;"réséaréhhiﬁtérQiewsf} | |
afThisbstudy%addressea;the bractisaliaspects ef‘applying

- a Cbnstrnétivist paradigm tohresearchg'it7éas'done onwtheb

premise that much of the Success'of‘thefclientffamily is

'“VeTbasedldn”the5relationShibfthatfisﬁmade with their worker. It

’1s in the 1nterchange or the trans1t10n between workersvand
:cllents that brlngs about.understandlng, then the gap
hbetweenvvalues and actlonvls br;dged»through rec1proc1ty.
;ihrengheut,the‘researcher>nade‘an effort;to maintain



| accuracytch thefinfofmétiéh as it emerged. In
Constructi§iSm;‘thevchalléﬁgé,is to become éubjectively
,invpived. CQ#Structivists cali this phenomena-“gbing nétive"
(Earlandéon et él.\1993),'éﬁd itvié siﬁilar to "over
identification” by the workervtobﬁis or her client family.
The paradigm fit of a Constructivist model helped the
researcher bring a coherent éynthesis of issues that affect
the family‘Preéetvation service delivery.
| DATA COLLE¢TION

The reséarchervpresented a proposallfor this study at
the February 2, 1995"monthly unit meeting'of the Arlington
officé's Famiiy Presérvation pr¢g:am in Riverside County.
One ‘ﬁélé-and,thiee‘fgmalé.soéiaiqu:keis‘volunteered.
IhtiodﬁctqryintervieWs with each sociaibworker‘wefe held
:dﬁiihgtMarCh ofi19955 fhese four workers were in Family
Preservation WOfk fof at least twp‘years and had experience
working with families in the Services to Adjudicated
Children (SAC)‘uhit,'They were able to'mdke comparisons
between‘Family Pfesér#ation’andVSAc sefviCe‘éfientation‘of
‘CPS servite delivéry. Thé workers had first handvknowledgé
of thetdifférences bétwéen voluntary and céurt inte:vention

and how this affected their reiationship client families.
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“Tiﬁé involveﬁeﬁt énd.éﬁergykéxpéhditure>Weré considerably
- greaterfor i'{'a;mi'iy-""Pr'es‘ve:_x;vatiOp than for sp.é. |
, .: These paf;iéipgntsbciai wo:kers,exﬁressed positive
ffeéiings-abéut' théii-ihvolvemént With thé'Family‘
 Presqf§a£ioﬁrpro§ram>andnéfefé:red'thisvabbroaéh over court
vdri&én casés. During initia1 intérViews;‘Sécial workers.Wefé
as#éd'foréfer cliént fami1ies that;would'be‘éble to
" §§?ticipate'in thiglstudy; ”
”féﬁr>fami;ies were réféfred; two were. active open caSes
- and. two ﬁad-reéeptiy compieﬁéd;thebpiograh;‘dneQf the
1fami1i¢$ had‘prdbléms with sﬁbstancevabuse3thé other three
‘had probiéms with.physiéal abuée. One of the families also
, eXperieﬁcé domesﬁic.violencefperpetratédfby the husbénd who
’yWaé nollonéér'aé the~h6me; Within tWO‘WQekS’after referréls
‘were given, thé reéearéher.was éble tq.meét With each 6f'the E
client fami1ies;.

All participants>werer given an'info:m’consent form
buglining‘the phases of the study'askwell as the phi;oprhy
behind the CoﬁsﬁructiﬁiSt‘approach.» Thé‘Hermeneutic
Dialectic éiicle was formed at the first interview with all
the participants. Aéccrﬁing Guba‘and‘Lincolh.(1939), the

Hermeneutic Dialectic process‘is the Synthesis and
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,connection”of>divergent'views»that allow for mutual
exploration‘and reality cohstruction. The rationale for
vlimiting‘tﬁé Study £o_wprkerg_and théir'élient families‘wasv
to’@éintain the fécp; oﬁ thé intéiactive}éleménts of the
family PféSéfvatioﬁvprogram. | |

 The glbbalvpiCture‘ﬁhat emerged>was‘that all the social
workers and'their_client fémi;ies had véry strong alliances.
As was.expeéted, the reiéticﬁships that were formed were
inétrumental in’the success of thebfamily?s_involvement with
the progrém.'client familY‘s»cOoberation‘wasa‘major
indicator on whether the family was émenable to familyv
‘Preservation serviées.

ALl social workers used-established refér;alvservices
but expressed'concerniwith the iaék of coordination with ﬁhe
hémemaker services ﬁhat were availéble'tb‘them. The most
important‘emeréent theme was the 1éck of uniformity in the
‘assesément progess;ysince man& referrals came from the
Court Dépendency Unitv(CDU) and Emergency Response‘(ER)
~unit, there wérevdisérepancies between units as to what
 cases were éppiﬁpriate foﬁ Family Prééervatidh service
delivefy. | o

‘Soci31 workers were interviewd ét différent times and
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flexible schédulingiwas eétab1ished,wAil intéfviewé with
vsocialhﬁCrkers were  doné at ﬁhe‘Arliﬁgtonvcrs,6ffi¢e;
iﬁterviews With the familiestere»done at‘ﬁheir homé$.Phoﬁe
:cqntaéts we#é madgxwith all pérticipant stakeholders H
bétweén‘interQiews thﬁs a'1eve1‘§ffcontinuity wés,
maintéinéd.:

|  INQUIRY ?EA‘SE |

PHASE I:

'Ah'qrientaﬁion aﬁd,ovéiviewbﬁgs.held-at ﬁhe Arlington
office of.CPS‘oﬁ.Maréh 7th,v19§5f The raﬁionale for using;an~
’f>a1ternati§é,éonstructivist approacﬂ ﬁoﬁthis:Studvaasvav
explained.v A‘§hoft cutliﬁe ﬁasi'pfepafed emphasizing_thé
‘philoéophy»behind‘ConétruCtiQism andvthé benéﬁits of i£S 
application'to‘ﬁhé"inquify, A forty-five minute discuSSion
was held to_explain’thé ccmmonaiitieé between Const;uctiviém
and the Family'Preéerﬁétioﬁ progrém{mainly. These Wére:vihe

‘_subjecﬁlve nature of the Construct1v1st‘épproach and how it
‘relates to the dynamlcs of Faﬁi1§.§resefvatlon, the coﬁcebt
'of-taklngvdlfferént perspectlves, and»how stakehbider's
o responsés,brlng_a- COnstructed Realltybabout the pr&gram. '
Four éééiél'worke;s vqlunteered«as.participant_

’stakeholders, and fourfc1ien£’fami1ies were referred.and
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'_vaiso‘pgrtiéibétéd, Theffésearchér intefviewdvﬁhree of the
mOthe:s in_the client families wﬁo wéré‘aiso the main
Caretakers’andlih one fami1y 5oth hus#énd and wife were
'.interviewa, | | |

Questions wefe addreSséd»using Spradley's (1979)
bstrﬁcturai question format. poics'ianged¢from'each‘
.paiticibants yiews about‘the Family Presefvation program to
. the tasks atvhand. The clients were asked how the piogram
was presented to them andktheir éefception of the’progfam
and their ﬁoikers. Workersvw§reva3ked abouf thei;,client
famiiiesﬂand what their strategy w53~foryworking with them
and their overall;séﬁse of the c1ient fa@ily.: |

Foﬁr.compute?.fiieé were . kept on the workers and theii
client families using ﬁhe Wérd ?erfect»6.0 Software; Thé
'fiiesv coﬁtained‘entries‘oﬁ Ehe‘progress and the p:dcess
recordiﬁgs of all  i#terviéws‘and‘contacts., The,reseér¢her
was available»ﬁo‘thé véluﬁtgers on an on—going basis to help
answer quéstibns and hélp‘wiéh partiCular‘conéerns. 
Avseries7§f’catégbxiesWé£e~maintéiﬁed‘broug#£‘tﬁe,ﬁnits of
‘informati§n together‘accérdihé ;ovfhemes;;

| PH_;\SE 1T |
After two weéks the~fesearcher'.fdildwédkupwithfa
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jteléphone'dail to Qet a status report of'both’wofkers and
f#milies...Aiibthe CIient familiés were cordial, cogberétive
‘and.dpen:enéﬁgh to be as candid aé they.éoﬁld. 'Two of.the
_ £amilies werefaﬁlé tc‘successfuliy cgmpiete thefprogr;ﬁ, and
tﬁo were'in‘ﬁhé proéess;of completion. bne family exbreésed
va.problem with:subStancé'Abﬁsé} Ques£ions regarding
chaliehgeé.and percéiﬁed'obstécles1Weréidiscuésad.
Thé ré§e§rche#Mhad somevébncern_thét the éocia1vQ6rkers in
vthis stﬁdy méy have,been biésed. The CIient-familieslwere
not randoh;yvéelectedCand the ﬁorkers ﬁay ha§e réferred
families that repfeseﬁt tﬁe >best o£ thé program. Héwevér,_
thege;ﬁamilies §r6v%déd-sﬁfficientinfo#ﬁatioﬁ-td formulate
gé”c§ﬁ$trué£iﬁi$ﬁide§i;ti¢n of“thé;ﬁiﬁéfsidétcbuntyFamily
fPreservation ?roggém} | |

|  emsmrm

DueAtoféoﬁcérhs réQétéihg?ébhfidgntiality, a member chéék
status reppit wéSidbnekwith ﬁhe sdciﬁi workers oniy.
Families.weré_Cailéd ihdividua11y by.thevfesearcher at this
_ éhasejin brde£ to check for accﬁfacy‘bn*the infdrﬁation._
giﬁen.~At each interQiéﬁ,'the'iéseéiéhervfblioﬁed'the same
basiéyagendé.Infqrmaﬁioh.was>gatherédvoﬁ;
1. CurfehﬁtStatﬁsfcheéks; _WhéElﬁas>hé§penéd_sg féf'in the
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process?
2. ReasseSSed térmé or iemarks that ﬁay not have‘been
undefStobd iﬁ the_fifét phésé;‘ |
3. The families were asked what was the most difficult
problems that were challenging thei: progress.
4. Workers were asked what were the most helpful resources
'available to them. |
| INSTRUMENTATION

The :esearcherfs‘involvement with the recording aﬁd
géthering of information represents the instrumentation for
this study. Thé researcher used Ethnographic interviews
techniques outlined by Spradley (1979) for collecting
pertinent information fiom social workers and client
families. Most of the questions formulated by the second
phase of this study were‘based on the reflective feedback
obtained by the workers aﬁd their families in}phase one,
rendering particular attention to themes, difficult
préblems, and majorvconéerns.fFamily needs such as,
counseling, appropiate child discipiine, building of support
systems, aﬁd‘the overall adjustment to living life drug free

are examples of some concerns.
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ACTIVE CLIENT FAMILY CASES AND SOCIAL WORKER DYADS
HFlndlngs; The followxng excerpts are grouped accordlng to
actlve cases observed in thls study;bll‘
yDyad number 1~r_i

‘social Workerﬁxf"

A 39 year old Cauca51an male soc1a1 worker w1th
- two years of experlence 1n the Famlly Preservation
'_program and about five years experience in CPS
" services. He has done SAC work in the past and is
‘familiar'w;th‘dlrect approach to_serv1ce del;very
- In his understanding of "high risk", he primarily
y,;cons1ders imminent danger as the center of focus
~ when assess1ng cases. He tries to get at the
"underllnlng" issues that brought the matter to the
'::court._Somet;mes due to the difficulty all he can
do is "put out the fires". Ideally he would like to
‘get to underllnlng issue, to'whlch'he means: The
1ntergenerat10na1 hlstory of abuse in the family,
‘the severlty and type of injury involved, and to
try to correct the cause not.Just the problem._

 client :Famil"

The soc1a1 worker referred a' famlly that. had
”been in the program for three 'months. The
: allegatlon was that the youngest ‘¢child in this

~ family, a 9 month old baby, had been born with a
- positive drug screen. The worker had referred the
mother. to the Moms drug rehabilitation program.

_ She has three other children 11v1ng with her:
A 21 year 0ld male son who is also battling drug
~abuse, a fourteen year old girl who, accordlng to

. the worker, "Gets hlgh on anythlng she can get her
hands on", a six year old male child that was just
startlng school, and the 9 mmnth on which the
allegatlons were based. , v o

_ The mother, a 36 year old caucas1an woman who_
,had been us1ng speed s1nce she ‘was 13 years old,

22



" refused to attend drug rehab because she felt that
is was too much temptation being in the same room
with other "druggies" as she put it. She had given
birth to her last child in October '94. This was
‘the second child born drug exposed, her first was
a 6 year old but, according to the mother, there
was no CPS intervention with that child. The
worker felt that the mother was cooperative
because she was compliant with his recommendation
that she continue random drug testing and she had
remained sober since her last child was born.

Impressions:

The worker and this mother had a positive
relationship but the worker had felt that the
mother was in denial, however, there were concrete
indications that the she was maintaining her
sobriety and their was no danger in the home. She
maintained strong ties with a local church and the
worker was focusing on her children by providing
referrals for counseling and encouraging them to
continue with their schooling. '

This was a single parent home, but the mother
did have some ties with a former husband. She had
disclosed to the researcher that she had a history
of physical abuse by her father and that she did
not want to follow the cycle with her own
children. Her major concern was to get her
children to listen. She expressed that she had
~very little control over them, especially her 14
year old daughter. She wants to regain control
without becoming abusive. -

Dyéd number 2:

Social ‘Worker:

, A 48 year old female African American
worker, gregarious and friendly with a positive
.attitude. She has worked in the Family
Preservation program since its inception in
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1993.vShe has also been 1nvolved w1th court;’
adjudlcated cases for three years but prefersy
Family Preservatlon. over the court mandated
cases. She firmly ~believes that Family
Preservation does what it is des1gned to do, to
-,help keep fam111es intact. When asked what she
does when it doesn't work out, she readily

replies that either she submlts ‘a petition t°:,‘

the court for adJudlcatlon or tries to find
relative placement for the chlldren. She states
that: "once in a blue moon we fail, well not we,
~ the parents fail". Fa111ng to this, worker means
that the court has to intervene. She approaches
her cases 1nd1v1dua11y and relates to them as

human beings w1thout belng punitive or -

_Judgmental She trles to be as supportlve as she-
can especially 1f the parents are maklng a
concerted effort to change the1r behav1or.

’Client,Familzz

A middle class Mormon family consisting of
two married parents and four children ranglng'
in age from a 5 year old to 9 year year old.
The case has been open for about six weeks . The -
allegation was that the mother had- pushed her
five year old daughter causing her to lose her
‘balance which resulted in an injury to the
‘child's face. According to the worker, the
mother is extremely depressed. The family has
‘had no support systems as they just moved in
from Utah, they have no relatlves or frlends
here in Callfornla. Ordlnarlly this case may
have been referred to the voluntary malntenance'

program, but because of the mother's chronlcf"

depression the children would have been at
risk. The worker gave referrals for counseling .
and parenting classes. The worker states that
this famlly has been cooperatlve.

The researcher met with the famlly and

they expressed very positive feelings about
their worker,-The mother had been honest and



' open enough to admit to researcher that She had
really pushed her daughter to the floor, but
that she had begun her counseling and was now
becoming aware of how her own history of abuse
- has played a part in her depres31on and her
 anger.'Her husband was not as open but also
states that h1s family has been under a great
- deal of stress. '

Impressions:
The worker had referred the mother in th1s
. case for a psychological evaluatlon. The.
parents had been cooperatlve but the worker
felt that the parents were not doing very well
handling finances. The parents will be
;1nvolved in parentlng classes and they denled‘
drug use. This case typlfled the kinds of -
cases_ found 1n the Family Preservation
Program. Many of the cases that are assessed
for the program are one time incidences of
‘physical abuse with few prior CPS contacts.
 DATA ANALYSIS
Riverside'Countyfs Family Preservation'program serves a
small but significant'amount’of’client families. The
program provides continuity of care, and opportunities for
client/worker interaction. The relationshiplbetween the
social workerfand the client-families is crucial-to Famil§
Preservation. Cooperation by the parentS’in these families
is a strong indicator of whether the family is amenable to

Family Preservation intervention. Due to discrepancies

between emergency response and court dependency units,
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-assessment is not consistent. The categories that were

evident by the data collected are the following:

1; Assessmehﬁ concerns: Iﬁ this*category the discrepancies
between_units were chpared; The researcher used the
information that was discussed at phases II and III.
Reasons given for this discrepancy between emergency
respoﬁse (ER) workers assessment and the court dependency
(CDU) cases was that the set of priorities were different
fot each of the units. The tefm "dumping” was used by two
of the Family Preservation workers what this meant was
that: Some ER workers, in their haste to meet the mandated
72 houf requierement to either file or close the case,
tend to sometimes refer some marginal cases ﬁo the.Family
.‘Preservation without adequate assessment.

2. Concrete services applications: This contained

information pertaining to families needs that'varied,’
depending on the workerfs priority. These includedé
Transportation, house repairs, car repairs, basic
necessities such as beds and furniture, lastly home maker
services. At the membercheck status with the social
workers, a discussion ensued regarding the lack of

practicality in the service delivery of the homemaker
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services. The workers:feltrthat the approach was too
d"educationalﬁﬂandfnota "hands;on“71earning’by.modeiing.
'These’services are'contracted tovthe}ﬁealth”Department and
originaiiyfthe service_was_speoifioaliy.estahlished for the
FamilyvBreservationhprogram hutvhaslnow been expanded to
‘the Volunteeeramily Maintenanoe services. This has
diminished theyavailahility ofistaff’doverage.

The workers.have at theirsdisposai 3000 dollars that
they oan'use for_eaoh,of their oiient'families,:In»the
cases,interviewed for this research} Twows’ociaidworkers
used this’money‘for hone repairs, one of them used}this
:money to help pay for a monthly electrlc bill and another
dfor counsellng and a psychologlcal evaluatlon. The workers
/ varled in their responses as to whether thevaould let the
'famllles know thatvthisvmoney was available. All of the
workers in this study were discrete and‘nsed appropriate
vﬁndgement'in.the nse of'these funds. Onehworker stated that
“If I know that they are bullshltlng me and are trylng to
use me I Just hold back rlght away" It was evident that
“the workers had to balance between empowerlng and enabllng
v_partlcularly}when therefwere_predom;nant‘substance abuse

issues.
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.3; #elationél: This category contained informatioﬁ'
_peftaining‘to.ﬁhe‘wbrkers and.their families percépﬁions of
each other. Ail families éxpresséd faVOrable remarks abbﬁt
théif workers comments like: "She understobd my culture
lénd where I came from, I was:able to relaté to her" and
‘wShe Was‘there-with me for support when I had to go to
’Family court",:as well aé "The worker has been another
adult that my children were able to relate to" and "He has
beén able‘to talk to my teen age daughter to convince her
to get back to school", exemplified this relational
category.

4. Environmental: This category pertained to environmental

factors thét affected‘thesevfamilies. Case number one above
had much of the negative influence from_the environment due
to dru§ use that had been a ﬁroblem fo; the mother and her

oider children.

5. Client's perceived needs: These are units of

‘information that the families expressed during the
interview process. The active cases the perceived needs
were different than what the social worker had perceived.
In dyad number one, the mother did not see the need for

drug rehab and in dyad number 2, the parents were unable to
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~identify their inability'to’manage‘thei:‘financés.‘

6. Worker'S'Percqptionsbgg the families needs: These are

kunits Qf'infgrmation about the needé that about whét sééi#i
ﬁbfké?s felt‘wasbéiériority>for the fémiliés;‘Thé ﬁoikef‘
tended t§'§téér ;hé sgtvice plan acdérding7to what,wa$ ‘
'-impdrtéﬁﬁ fbrbthe worker; Un1ike,§tﬁérvtypequf Féﬁiiit
Preservation,vfhe families.were n5£‘activé1yfinvo1§ed in,'
- the decision‘making §£§§é$s~and,Whé£ £hey thqughﬁwas

important.

7,'Sﬁbst3nce abuse: Oﬁe'bf‘thébcases iﬁvclved‘éubétancé
abuse. The‘méﬁﬁer refuséd:#o seek,treatﬁent but had‘“
’maintained her sobriety, The workervfelia;haﬁ_the mothé:!$>f
‘drug use did not.impingé the:funétibnihgvof:this famiij; |
Howéver,’given:the'his;ory of thé mother in thi§ cas§; ‘
there waé é sense of pfecariousnéss'abduﬁ‘ﬁhisfparticuiar 

family.

8. ReSQurce attaintméntf Tﬁis Category‘ accommodéte$7£hev‘
~units of informati;n that‘é;e relaéed to“fﬁé availability
or lack of resgurces'ﬁhatare’in-piécénforrthe worker and
their éiiént familfg'This ’informa£ion pertainé-to‘how;thé
‘client faﬁily availsiitsélf‘in using:thCSe resourcés, Moét

‘of‘the client fami1ies were'c0mp1aint‘and followed'the
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suggestion 6f their woike: aswto tné uée of their
resources. 6ne’worké:vexplninéd ﬁhat shevwould let her
client family leérn to get resourcéé on their own before
IShe would tnp.intnkthe resoufées that were available_to
hef,_especially when iticéme to thé use of hard cash.

| PLANNING LOGISTICS

- Data recording:

In a series of two interviews with each_stakehnldér not
.moie than 45 minutes to an‘hduf long. The interviews were
conducted by the writer of this’Study. The setting wés"the
Department of Social‘Services (DPSS).Arlington officeiof‘
»Ri#érsidé-éqﬁntf;;Cniifornia; The)Straﬁss and;Corbin (1992)
Data coding was ,appiied for the jqurnal recordings of each
_6ﬁ,thebpnrti¢iﬁants.'- |
.'°Wiittén pfoéeés tecénding wefevkept with entries
reflecting,allxthe‘inﬁérvieﬁs. During actual interviews,
the resea:chér kept notes on a legal péd,‘keepingﬁthe'fodus
on the réspondénts'aanSWe:s, maintaining a recbrd_of the
' relevant_ﬁhemés or issues that camé up.

With consent of'the‘wc;kers‘and their'familiés, “audio
recordings were nade only as a béék up’to the reséarcher's

notes. At the end of each interview, the researcher had a
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*ten~£§ fifteenrminnte:oeriod;!asking for corrections end/or
cierificetion:of each.réSpondent's'units'of information.
ﬁue to time constraints, the‘research sample was
vrsnallrejThe researcherﬁ closeiy examined thereasons for
1the referral and compared this information to the worker
“_end fanilyfﬁerception of the problems et the member~check‘

-statusephase, Major themes and categories were compared

uSingvthe'constantvComparative Method:outlined by Glaser
v'and Stranss;(1967), which is a method‘Whereby a grounding
’is.secngrth-in ordethobarrive at a theoryvor ;,
-vgcons;rnction.’At ?hase III, data were coded and filed on
'compdter disk according to each’unit of information as to
its sonrce, itsutype; the‘site where‘it.ﬁas conducted and
episode;

'Closure and termination was done on the third
interview. The fanilies and their workers were given
feedbackgabout.the general'themes of what the researcner
vgathered.‘ A brief»ﬁime-was:set aside to answer any
questions thac the respondents, had. bAt the end of this
scudy, theﬁfindings'will be presented at the June monthiy

‘unit meeting.
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QUALiTY CONTROL

Becausefbf’the'small-sample in this study, the
reséarcher concentratéd on the qualitative nature of the
Constructiviéﬁ pa:adigm. Attenﬁion was given to the
underlying themes that were cgnsistently presented. The
researcher maintained a constant comparative analysis,
using the‘techniques outlined by Spradley (1979),
ethnographic interview_techniques which involves the use of
thé nuances of_the language as it applies to the culture of
the requndents.b According to Erlandson (1993), fhis
applies to the search for deeper meaning in the
communicatioh interchange. |

The‘researcher compared the findings with the
literature reviews. A Reflective Journal was maintained
that includes memoranda :ecordings of construction
evolution.

SUGGESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In formulatingfa constructivist picture for this study
it»became e?ident‘that the emergent issues that were
discussed were relatgd to thé overview of the function of
service delivery. Riverside County's Family preservétion

program workers have expressed that they are satisfied with
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the service delivery. The families that were studied for
this project all have benefited in some degree from the
services that were provided to them.

It was clear that motivation, cooperation and
willingness to deal with issues on a deeper level were
reasons that were given for the success of the program.
All the social workers in this study were genuine and
direct with their clients which is consistent with social
work practice theory.

Hartman and Laird (1985) have defined a "working
relationship" as collaborative, based on trust, mutuality,
and acceptance. This definition was applicable to the dyads
in the open cases of this study.

The Family Preservation program workers do try to keep
within the narrow window of criteria for service delivery.
Some may argue, (ER, SAC, and CDU Workers), that the reason
why there is a measure of success in this program is
precisely because of its narrow focus in their criteria for
service delivery, however, there is a consensus among
Family Preservation workers that their services augment
mandated pre-preventive services. As Schuerman and others

(1994) have discussed, these are some of the values that
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guide CPS attempts at preserving the famiiies they serve.

In Riversidé County, The same dilemma is evident as with
other Preservation program nation wide, ﬁéinly: Who are the
clients they serve, what'is‘ﬁhe working definition and the
practical definition of Family Preservation, and last the
continual problem with what Kaplan and Girad, (1993), éali
the "Lack of assessment tools". These educators recommend
that reports include determination of concrete needs
including medical and dental, éubstance abuse assessment,
identification of disabilities, family strengths énd
resources, family success at probem resolution, recognition
of formal and informal support systems including those that
are potential for being positive or problematic,
characteﬁistics such ‘as; Culture, intergenerational
‘histories and difficuties within the family such as the
risk for‘child ébuse-and/gr_domestic violence should also
beiconsidered (Kaplan and Girard 1994, p.33).

The social workers'in’this study are following some‘of the
suggestions presented by these authors and this study
validates that withiout family cooperation, the‘above

cannot be done.
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Riﬁétside_bounty's family Preservation canvbenefit
£rom a comprehensive COordination of services. Since two of
the workers are part‘of ;he-inter—agency schoollbased
project, there are settingg'for a compfehensivé model to be
in place. A'cdmprehénsive service delivery model cén
include Family Preservétion, Family Support and community'
invoivement; This sets a structure for building added
support to the Families Services units at all levels. There
is the potential for strengthening outside support systems
for the families that are in the process of completing or
have completed the Family Preservétiqn Program. Lastly,
self,sﬁpporti&e groupé éan be fécilitated by the workers
using 12_step orientation‘or a Parents Uﬁited model for
families‘thatbarg at risk. |

The‘families that>cén be involved with this approach
would be volunteer families that have been in the faﬁily
preservation program and have reached a highér level of
fﬁndtioning.

Based on the findings of this study, a conclusioh can
be made that in order to dispel controversies,.
misconceptions, and discrepancies in the efforts to

empower, strengthen, and prgserve what Kaplan and Girard
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(1994)'éa11;mui£i-need families, workers must have the
'ébntihuousbpréper £réinin§'and'resources to be positive
7roie modeis and change agenﬁs.
| Socia; workeié.hé&é to.bhilosophically accept ﬁhe idea
‘thatfthey gan empower othersvifAthey thémselves éccept ﬁhe
3£0ta1 meaning-Of_whaﬁrthe'te:mz"empowerment“ implies for
v:‘thém.:Asﬁﬁﬁrtmaﬁ (1955)vdec1ared at the NASW California
 ;Cha§£er CQﬁférénée: "Wordsc:eaﬁe wbrldsﬁ. FWorker's
atﬁifude and~Vérnacular must reflect solutions vs.
.probiems; Stréﬁgths ys.‘deficiéncies, and empoWerment_vsg

_survival.
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INFORMED CONSENT

The study n whrch you are’ about to partlclpate isa constructmst study wh1ch will

o cons1sts of a series of interviews. Based on the content of the interviews, the information

- obtained will be recorded, analysed, and categorized. This information will be used to to

e illustrate a constructed overall view of the Family Preservation program. This study .

i is being conducted by Jaime A. Crlsanto (619) 949 8304 Dr Luey Cardona is the
: acadernlc advrsor (909) 880 5501 _ ! o

In th1s study you w1ll take part in a face to faee 1nterv1ew with Jalme A Crlsanto

o graduate student doing research on the Famlly Preservation program. There will be two

- interviews and a follow up phone contact between interviews. Each interview will be
o approxunately forty ~five minutes to an hour long. Questions will be asked addressing
. your perceptron and- understandlng of the Family Preservation program. There will be -

~ questions on service needs, parenting and child discipline and when approplate child

: sexual or physical abuse. In this study, it is assumed that as you reflect on issues and

~ needs, your perceptions are likely to change. This i i why there will be two interviews and

“a telephone contact. At the conclusion of the study, you will be invited to a meeting with

| ~ other participants, and discuss the study's findings and decide on any further .
" communication or action in which you or other participants might want to suggest. The

 information given will be shared with all participants.. However 1nforn1at10n Wlll be kept‘
separate from the 1dent1ty of the source. : Do SR .

. | ~ Please be reassured that your name wrl] not be used but you will be assrgned a
o code andyour Tesponses will remin confidential. An outline is available is ‘available for |
- review. [t explains the phases of thls study Audlo recordrngs wrl] be made but only as o

I K back up for clarrhcatlon e

- I acnowledge that I have been rnformed of and understand the nature and purpose
-~ of this’ study and | free]y consent to partlclpate I acknowledgethat I am at least 18 .
Years of age SRR St | T :

Partrclpants V'S,ignaturef_ Datef L

© Researcher's Signetre ~ Date



OULINE FOR STUDY

' CONSTRUCTIVISM:

Anvalternative approach to research that brings various point
of views, perceptions and experiences of participants into a
coherent "Construction" of reality. :

ETHNOGRAPHIC,INTERVIEWS:

A technique used in interview process that focuses on the
"Culture" and "World view" of the participant. Using this
technique, the researcher gathers as much relative information
about what the participant understands about his or her
cultural and experiential setting.

PHASES OF THIS STUDY:

PHASE I: , , :

.’At this initial phase there will be a foundational interview
with all participants. The researcher will gather basic
information about how the participants currently view the
Family Preservation program. A follow up telephone call will
be done in between phase one and two in order to allow a
reflective continuum in the minds of the participants.

PHASE II: - :

- A more in depth interview will be done discussing major themes
and areas of ~concern. As issues begin to emerge, the
-researcher will attempt to get further clarification on
specific topics that may be addressed.

PHASE III: , ,

Participants will be asked to volunteer in what is called
"Member check" status group. This group will discuss with the
researcher the emergent and pertinent themes of the study and
will allow the participant informers give. feedback and further
clarify all information categorized for the "Construction" of
this particular study of the Family Preservation program.

. Thank you for your cooperation.
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