
A recent federal study confirms that child abuse and neglect
is a widespread problem in the United States.1 The National
Incidence Study of Child Abuse and Neglect (NIS) relies on
community professionals who typically encounter children
and families in the course of their work to evaluate victims of
child maltreatment. While the NIS includes children who
were investigated by child protective service (CPS) agencies,
it also includes data on other children who were not reported
to CPS or who were screened out by CPS without investiga-
tion. These additional children were classified as maltreated
by community professionals. The NIS applies two measures:
the Harm Standard and the Endangerment Standard. The
Harm Standard is relatively stringent in that it requires
demonstrable harm in order to be classified as abuse or neg-
lect. The Endangerment Standard includes all children who
meet the Harm Standard but adds others as well. Using the
Harm Standard, an estimated 1.25 million children experi-
enced maltreatment during the most recent NIS study year
(2005–2006). This estimate corresponds to one child in
every 58 in the United States. Defining maltreatment accord-
ing to the more inclusive Endangerment Standard, nearly 3
million children experienced maltreatment, which corre-
sponds to one child in every 25 in the United States.



THE FAMILY TO FAMILY INITIATIVE 
(“FAMILY TO FAMILY”)

In 1992, the Annie E. Casey Foundation began the
Family to Family Initiative, a multi-million dollar
national program to improve outcomes for children
and families in the child welfare system by promoting
comprehensive system reform. Family to Family is
based on four key principles:

1 A child’s safety is paramount

2 Children belong in families

3 Families need strong communities; and

4 Public child welfare systems need partnerships
with the community and with other systems to
achieve strong outcomes for children.4

Now implemented in 60 communities in 17 states,
Family to Family seeks to build partnerships between
neighborhoods and public child welfare agencies as
part of an effort to reform the child welfare system.
Family to Family relies on the following four strategies:

1 Recruitment, Development and Support of
Resource Families: Identify and support relative
caregivers or foster families in the neighborhoods
where children live, thus reducing the distance
between families whose children are placed in
foster care and the foster families and strengthen-
ing neighborhood ties.

2 Building Community Partnerships: Value com-
munities’ unique strengths and traditions and the
longstanding credibility of some neighborhood
groups as collaborative partners who can assist
with recruiting local foster families and providing

other kinds of supports, thereby increasing the
public agency’s community connection and the
community’s influence in child protection matters.

3 Team Decision Making: Promote the engagement
of families and communities (i.e. church members,
service providers, and other community represen-
tatives) by including them in decision-making about
the welfare of children within their community.

4 Self Evaluation: Child welfare agencies and com-
munity partners together review data and track trends
in child welfare outcomes in order to improve and
adjust service provision to meet the needs of children.

EVALUATING FAMILY TO FAMILY: SYSTEM AND 
CHILD LEVEL IMPACTS

From 2006-2009, the Casey Foundation made a
commitment to strengthen Family to Family in selected
urban “anchor sites” nationwide, including Cuyahoga
County, Ohio.* Beginning in 2006, Dr. Crampton, along
with colleagues at the University of North Carolina-Chapel
Hill and the University of California-Berkeley, was part
of a national research team charged with evaluating
the Family to Family Initiative on both a systems level
and child level in these sites. A major goal of the eval-
uation was to determine whether the four key strate-
gies were implemented as intended and whether the
strategies worked together to improve outcomes for
children and families. Given his scholarship on engag-
ing communities in child welfare and protection, Dr.
Crampton was particularly involved in the evaluation
of the Building Community Partnerships (or “BCP”)
strategy. The underlying assumption of BCP is that by
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IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY AND PRACTICE

Harnessing the rich history of the Settlement
House movement in the nineteenth century,
the Family to Family Initiative’s reliance on
community partnerships and neighborhood-
based approaches to support vulnerable fami-
lies is not new.3 However, Family to Family is
unique in its efforts to use a community
based approach to transform public systems,
an ambitious undertaking.

A major hurdle to encouraging and sustaining
child welfare reform is the strict federal fund-
ing mechanisms under Title IV-E of the Social
Security Act where the majority of federal
funds pay for foster care and adoption (ver-
sus the much smaller pool of IV-B dollars that
pay for child and family support services).
Some states, including Ohio, participate in a
Title IV-E Waiver Demonstration Project and
have shown how more flexible use of IV-E
funding for services such as in-home family
strengthening activities improves outcomes
for children and families.6 Ensuring the 

availability of more flexible local levy funds to
supplement federal funding is another fiscal
policy challenge.

Despite efforts to improve community
engagement in child welfare practices much
work remains to be done if communities and
families are to become truly involved in efforts
to protect vulnerable children. With strong
director-level leadership, some of the elements
identified in the Family to Family evaluation
for building successful community partnerships
may be adopted through local child welfare
system policy change. These include: devel-
oping an infrastructure within the public child
welfare agency for community partnerships;
creating a shared vision for the overall safety
and permanency of children in care; and insti-
tuting formal mechanisms, such as contracts
with community-based organizations, geo-
graphic assignment of child welfare staff,
locating key activities such as family visitation
and TDM meetings in the community and 

utilizing parent advocates to support system-
involved parents to be engaged and successful.

Mandatory reporting of child maltreatment
has led to qualitative and quantitative changes
in the reporting of child maltreatment and in
the services offered by child welfare agencies.
Approaches to mandatory child welfare services
tend to focus on the individual or family level,
specifically considering the problems of the
relatively few children who are victims of seri-
ous abuse. While the protection of these chil-
dren is imperative, advocates and researchers
are increasingly calling for approaches that
also address the environmental stressors,
such as social inequality, that influence child
maltreatment. Broader approaches which
bring together children, families, child welfare
agencies and the community have the poten-
tial to provide more holistic, culturally-appro-
priate services and to serve the needs of a
larger number of children.7


