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Child development researchers have shown renewed interest in recent °

ED225674

years in making contributions to the lives of real children as well as to

the undarétanding of developmental theory. This'interést'has_led us to
v ’ . ’ f . - .

pursue questions. with more direct relevance in the real world than was St
., ‘ -

,

3

K4

characteristic of our field a decade ago. At the same tige, our society"g

increasing aWareness of the hﬁrtfui situations of many dhifdren has pro-

-

duéed many. urgent demands for ass1stance in making dec1s1ons that w1ll
. affect children. Recent trends in litigation involving chi‘ld custody,

. ,pa{ental rights, foster care and child abuse draw héavily.on:interpreta- ‘ E
tiqps of developmental researcﬁiand theory. Researchers are joining * - ° :
- ) . . . ’ ] ' I '

. . . \" . Sy = .
ckinicians :as exﬂgﬁt witnesses and as educators of legislatures and courts.

~
¢ t

. . . o ot S >
) ' +  Some’ of our efforts, however, have been either embarrassing or humb¥ing as -

we digcover the short-comings of our research or find ourselves unprepared

for the adversary nature of legislative and judicial proceedings. It is

»

important for us to share sur experiences in attempting to apply- child

Iy . S v‘

 '"'4 development research in these settings both to sharpen our interpretive
]

s

skills and to inform-our research effortsd; .
f , . .

o

I had an opportunity recently to discover the scope of our'ignorance;in“

5

some areas of active research interest, particularly in regard to conse-

. quences of specific cﬁildrearing experiences. The case I participated in

. . . -

.

11

- -+ A shorter version of this paper was_yresented at thejSociety for Research
in Child DeVelopment Sah Francisco,”March 15, 1979.
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Vingérsecﬁ of several research énterprises, questions of practice and policy

<

rs:é notable case in termination of parental rights; it inJolvéd me in the

’

issues.

r

THE CASE A oA

©

Y

. In the case at hand, a teh-day old infant was found by a visiting nurse'

¥ .

to have four burns on its back, apparently caused by a lighted ciéaretté
and presumably inflicted by the mother. This.is the first child, a male.
The mother is in .her twenties, married and a chronic schizophrenic who has

been hospitalized several times since her mid-teens. Her mother is-also a
v x ,
chronic schizophrenic; both have paranoid symptoms. Her father committed

-

suicide when she wasyg young girl and apparently had a psychotic experience
. ~ . . &
before the suicide. Her husband shows signs of neurological ‘disfunction,

4

suffers from epilepsy and has had difficulties with,ﬂﬂé“law. Both are Q&Fh

. ~

School gradug;eé.
The visiting nurse tookvthe child and the mother to the hospital for

P 4

tréatment of the burns. The "‘Pediatrics staff, insisted that the child be

[

hospitalized and filed a repori with the~®epartment‘df Social and Rehabili-
tation Se?vices, which immediately petitioned for custody. Temporary

\ ‘ S
custody was granted and the child was discharged from the hospital into

foster care. On hearing & psychiatrist's evaluation of'tﬁp>mother, the

Department petitioned fop,ipmediateﬁtermination of paréntal rights so they

K

could place the,child‘fob‘aadbiibn. This was an unprecedented petition in

- ) P4 .

their experieﬁcé and the'§9cial-worker réquested that i testify on behalf

6} the Department and the child in support of the petitionf During the .,

period of foster care, the par%nts visited with the cgild in the presence

”

3

h

L Y




of the social worker to maiﬁtain whatever ties were being developed and \to ’/ ,
- ) ‘ ! ]

allow an opportunity to evaluate the parents and'their problems.

. The applicable state statute under which the petition’ was filed is a
g : section of the law giving the bépartment of Social and Rehabilitation

Services.the right to be granted custody and td petition for changes iQ
custody and residual rights.  That statute reduires the juvénile court to

consider ﬁhe best interests of the child aq? dictates examination of the

following: o o T » o
) . " 3

1. The interaction and interrelationship of the child with his [sic]

. ” N “a B
"natural parents, his foster parents if’any, his siblingsg and any

»
¢ .

other person who may 51gnif1cantly affect the child's best

<

¥ s - (&
1nterests .

2. The child's" adjustment to hls home, school, and communlty, .
»

3. The likelihood that the natural parent will be ablé’to resume hig. N

! *
& . -
s

[sic] parental;duties’ with%n a reasonable period of time; and

by, Wbether'the natural parent*has played and continues to play a
o . !
constructlye role, 1nc1ud1ng personal contact and demonstrated love

and affectlon, in the child's welfare. (V.S.A., Chapter 12, Title

N S

.o | 33, Section 667) '
The -issues the court had to address then, were: ' i :

o

- 1. Can these parents care for this'child now or within a "reasonable" o

time? i> : ' . _
L 4 . B

w " In this case the psyéhiatrist concluded that the paren;s,‘in particular tge

s % “mother, could not. But to support that finding, the court had to determine

P . what are paréhtaf‘dq}ies. The sécond question then was: .
e . ‘ : |

! 2. What' parental behavior$ or characteristics are minimally necessary

for normal developﬁenﬁ--not‘optimal but nonmai?

2
-
7
5
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‘, pretatlon bf research 11terature I did testify on that issue
but I worf't present that here The next question of ﬁ?ct followed:
) d—/

k}.- HowJoes th}s mother 1nteract with thls chlld and, generally, how

do hmthers wlth her particular characterlstlcs interact with the1r

h 4

) R . s »

. children? < ‘ .

. N .
The”social worker testified that the mother had- unreasonable expectations

™ for ‘her child and seemed to be alternately intrusive and neglectful. ''‘The

nurFedconfirmed that the‘pare previded by the mother was inadequate and

d -

that during -her visgits thevhduse was a ness and the mother disorganized.

-

I turned to the research llterature for an answer to’ the more general

qUes§ion:' . O .

L4
- 'id \

J ! ) [}
4. What is the nature of mother-infant interaction when the mother is

‘ ’ . * \
[y . A .
a schizophrenic? i .

Interdﬁtbin the(prdcess of transmission gf schizophrenia-is long—standiné;
o e

there is reasonable consensus that both/éenetlc pred1spos1t10n and appro—

priate (or 1nappropr1ate) learning experiences should be examined. There
Al ‘ v I
are now severallstudiesﬂof high-risk children designed to identify the

environmental variables associated with'development of schizophrenia and:

¥
\ . L . ¢ .
‘other psychiatric disorders. Unfortunately, in m%st of these studies

- '

little effort has been made to'examine the actual parenting care experi-

] . .
enced by high-risk irifants. Many investigators do not report whéther the
-, A} ‘ 4 :

Y .

child lived with the méther as an infant. The current intense research’
interest in mother-infant interaction has not yet found its way into the

study of parents w1th psychLatrlc dlsturbances

-
A

Schachter and his colleag

-

s (Ragins, et al., 1975 Schacter, et al.}

1977) have in their observatlons~a ‘alrzamount of data about speclflc
( . ) \
. f"“. O
< ) : J

Y
v

]

L



14

®

L

-

.

. interaction video-taped in the laboratory. These and similar studies as

yet ipclude',insufficient data on normal mether-child interactions.and on

~

outcomes for us‘to~say'any‘more than that the scHizophrenic mothers seem to

( be‘intrusive ang tbvinteract more but less contingently with their infants.

At‘thié time we can onl& speculate about .the effects of this interaction on

9 .
b

the infant. . R S oL -

-

5. What are the effects of anti-psychotie medication on the

mother-infant interaction?

cpe et

, .
1 - LA B . <

‘The effects of medication are crucial to. the issue of'whethengt%e mother"

-

cag'carry out parental responsibility. Excepting general discussion of the ~ -
LA

side effects of phehothiazines this question has been unasked in the

‘research literature. Perhaps it is too early-in our understénd;pg of

» n )

parent;chilq interactions to introduce this variable but it is an important

. a

) . 1 RN .
.one in this Kase. Anti-psychotic medication has been used routimely with

. kschizophrenics for nearly two decades,-buﬁ I found no -studies of‘ihs';

-

efPEcts on childréaring competence.

»

The choices )
r . W RS ,

To weigh the best ‘interests of thé’child; the court had to examine the

} re .
: kalternatives possible For this chifa,. Simply, these included (a) rearing

by the ﬁatural parents, perhaps-with supé&vision; (b) rearing by foster

.

parénts and fthen returning at some unspecified timg to the natural parents;

(c) foster care for dome unspecifiedfperiod of time and then eventual

placement in a pérmanent adoptive home; and: (d) Q?mediéte piacement in an

adoptive home, which was the recommendation of the Départpent. Considera- P

) .

tion of these alternatives led to another set of d%velopmental,questions.

A s *
. ‘ - ¢

’ . v
- -

"-\. A . . . ) P ! ) , -
| 8 .

~

-

.

1
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- (cT., Gamer, et al., 197@

6. What are the consequence§ of being reared by a s
ol ey

pr1marlly 1n01ded%e stUdlg and are des1gned
AR
'r
transm1ss1on of schlzopﬁ%enleytcf Anthony,
(\ .
- J 5
]97H Grunebaum, et alf: 1975 Landau, et al

N m

being born to a schlephrenlc mother is that

grow1ng up to be a sohlzophrenlc regardless

o) .
(Heston, 196@2 We Hﬁ%e not’ yet reached the

a 19775 Garmezy, 1977).
)f}\ \ )

Ra

i , ;

A consequenee of belné%r'ared .by a schizophrenic &
lyg o . )
& i
a thlrty to-fifty’ percent prob%b@&&ty of developlng b"
iy fjﬁ

Wity
ity problems as one 1s grow1ng up--1f ofle ~@ﬁ‘

s

1969).“ In an early study by Kallman (1938) for examPle, the mortality

.
a

/rate for 1nfants reared by schizophrenic mothets is Héported as being as

~ l'

high as NS% Sobel (1961) also reports hlgh mortallty rates and 1nJury -

. @ . %
rates for ch;ldren of schlephrenlc mothers. The “nfanticide literature is‘

distressingly concerned &ith‘schizophrenic mothep’s (érohne and Palmer,

1975; Myers, 1970; Resnick, 1970). Unfortunately, ihfmost studies there
. l;’/

are sample selection probfems. Suffbce it to say th&i while one peroent of

the mothers in the country may be schizophrenic, fa reater percgntages of ,’

schizophrenics appear in the studies of parents of ipfants who are killed.

It is very important, howevér, to note that all per] nent studies either:

ines for treatment of

L

were condycted prior to the general use of phenoth

.11ling or abusing -

-

schizophrenia or do not report whether the infant-

.

schizophrenic mothers were receivihg drug treatme@ ‘




4

. . . ' . 4
o - One of the gpst indications of the experience of being raised by a

~ . °*

- ‘ schizophrenic moth§(lﬂ3§aip prior to,use of phenotlriazines,“is presented by

* .o Manfred Bleuler (1974), who has follqwed the families of 208 schizophrenics

- k\} over two generations. ,Bleuler, reportg that while a‘larée percentaé% of thé
. x children of schizophrenics g;o;—hb coping vér; well, hg is impressed in

talking wigh them By %he fact that they Have experienced whatvhe calls

AN “ﬁtrocious" childh ‘ds.‘ Hé doeé‘not repbrt-mortaliﬁy rates or causes of

. « .
death for children in\his study. Because the variable of‘drugutherapy has

.. not been ihcfudeq, the studies avé?lé%}e cannot be used to predict the

- . ~ -

. ¢ . L .
consequences for'current and future children of schizophrenics. &

v %6 much for research on schizophrenic mothers. Now what about the acts

N N . .y -
that resulted in court action?.

3 . Q\\ 7. What are the consequences of being abused ‘as an infant? .
:, J - o ) - i

v . AN . . L]
We find that there is some ,similarity. in the consequences of childrearing
by a échizophpenic and childrearing by an abusive parent,fﬁhough again we

have: very little data on the parent-child interaction?(cf., Hyman, 1977;

3

Kline,'1977;'Martin and Beezley, 1977). The consequences of growingﬁup

- ]

witly intermittent or constant fear of injury are not documented in our

*»

. ) ' .
& studies of child abuse (cf., Green, 1978). Helfer reports a three to four

3

percént mortality rate for childreh who are abused in the early years and a

. . A . . - .

\\\ , (25 to 30 percent morbidity rate. Elmer (1977) recently found little
difference hétWeen‘%hildren abused as infants and other§. Her s;ydy has

several methodologi;al.featpres that restr]b

/ - Morse (Morse, Sahler, and Friedman, 1970) has reported data that I

t its usefulness, however. :

*

. 4 . .- -
g interpret‘to mean that children abused as infants have higher subsequent .

. . ( <
_risk than children abused,later in life. Since our attention is still

€,

&




1~
P .
i . .

focused on pnediction and prevention of child abuse, the actual expeniencei
and its consequences have been stiddied little.

The court also has to worry about the effects of its own actions:
- )
} . A & .
8. What'are the comgequences of foster care ;n infancy? f\ .

We find no speclflc literature on the” consaquences of foster car%a;n ©

infancy’. For prolonged‘foster care of glder chjildren there is 1ncrea51ng

evidence that the results are not good. Consequences reported in¢lude

self—conscioosness, a sepsevof i;olation, a sense of not belonging, of *

being oiffenentq difficg?ty investablishing a sense:of identity later in o

life and 1on self-esteem (Frank, 1977; Murphy, 1974). ,Compared tof
1} 12 . . .

adopt;on, long-tern foster caﬁ&’cannoﬂ be recommended .

’ . .

‘ In order to determine what was.the best course for this infant, the

court was encounaged to ask several questions about attachment

9. What is the out51de age, limit for transferring an infant from one

set of parents to another° ’

dbviopsly'there is no "outside" age limit.  One can do it~until the child

.y . . B » o

is no longer in need of .parents.  If we transform'the,question however to »

- 91

as&v@bout conseguencds of a change of parental figures in 1nfancy, Leon

o}

Yarrdw and his colleagués (1971; 1973), tell us that there is little observ-
‘ ‘ 4
- -~
able upset up to about three months for infants transferred from foster

t

care to adoptfﬁe care. hgter tnree months, the proportion of .infants-

- -
'

manifesting disfress increases with age up to 7 month8, when all infants

- show Qistness. The severity and duration of the reaction';ncreases-with

advancang age. For cnﬁldren who experience this transfer of panental
—3)

3
., . L)

' flgureyﬁand attachment after six months of age the consequences are reduced

depth of relating, reduced social effectiveness, and a decrement\in social”

’ : N .

s

disgrimination at age 10. The experience of change in, parents during




, ' Y

7

infancy reduces the capacity tb.establish different levels of relationships'

" and thu§‘encourageék%he formation of indiscriminate, inappropriate Eela-

"tionships %ater in life. We do not know yet Qhad the adolescent cours® for

Yaﬁrog%s subjects has been. ’

’

Since the element of formation of attachments was of concern and raised

. ¢
by the preceding question, the court asked: .
h}
v : .
1Q. When are specific aptachments formed? N .
. .- . +« ! » v

. We aill kndw from our undergraduate days that they are evident at six to

y eight months. But the court also asked:

.. How late can specific attachments be formed?
™ - .

The simple answer is, "We don't know." Childreh adopted-at six years, for

11

¢ example, ddfdevélop attachments. We have little infprmation about the
B ¢
process bﬁ which this happens. We don't know whether the attachments they

form are. different from those’formed in infanc?} though common Sense tells,

. 3

us they are; ' .
N -y N PR
% %{ 12. What are the’conseauences of permanent loss of an attachment figlre
' o : g . . oo% Co
g at @different periods df life? * = .» e R
Though we have clinical descriptions of the immediate grief reaction at '
b ’ different ages, Yarrow's research.again is alf that we have 3h the
St ’,,0 ) . .
long-term consequences. / N
13. What™ are the short and long-term effects of returning to a
’ previous attachment figure? ‘ ~ -
> * Returning to a previous attachment_fﬂéure is probably a p@fsitive éxperienge
1 : ' o

. ' I
‘but the loss of the intervening a;ézghment is negative; one has to weigh
those together. I found no research on reactions to or long term conse-

. : %
quences of separation and reunion o;£?hisAsort.

‘ hd

10 -
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|
. . © o> i
After”my discussion of the results of Yarrow's;studies'and the’effects

. _ . - . o

. of foster care on self-esteem and soc%al competence, the judge threw me

* -~ T . & T

what I thought was a pretty sneaky curve: " . '

v »
AN ° -~ K

. d ,
14, ére the consequences of these experiences of “such magnitude that

[y

"reasonable men" will not differ on their impertance.uﬁ the

individual? =

-

_This question raises fundamental issues in application of rgsearch to real 3 n
. /
11fe Can we generalize the oéten small differences between group means\ge
! !
find to the predlctlon of behavior? Do the differences we flnd mean any—

th1ng7 Are they va11d dlscrlmlnators, related to other 1mport nt - '

3 .
o ., N »
variables? . s . .

The obvious answer to the judge'JZZEETy is that, of course,a"reasonable o, ’
" men" will differ. And that brings us back full circle to what is minimally
; " necessary for growing -up nor@al——not optimel, but normal. =+ ..

°

Parenthetieally, I may add that’there is one legal duestion of interest«

~

A, ‘ -

. . PRI ,;r P

~§%\ n 15. Cad the rlghts of both parents be_te@minated if one 'is schizo~

which was-not ralsed spec1f1cally in thls casgﬁ" ‘ t

. Rt
i X phrenic ‘without proving the other also to be incompetefent?,

The fatheﬁ in this case did not appeal on that basis iﬁ sny other so therd R
\ :
R
was no test. Perhaps if he had been willlng and able tao. parent there

o

“would have been no orlglnal petltlon.‘ T - ‘ . A ng

RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS : i . ST | .

_1 E

~
A B
. . *JL RS . ,,,,M*WA~- : .

It 1s 31mp1e to suggest on the ba51s of this case that "another - ﬂg}.-
“ neglected group"——schlzopﬁﬁenlc chlld—abusers——should be studied. The :

populatlon however, is ppobably too small to make that pvoﬁuctlve L.ess -

'f o - . .
< 4
s1mply, we must look more olosely ‘at the process of chlldrearlng and its "

o




variations and at 2he ‘copsequences of those variations. ‘Inkspite of " the

- ¥ s - ’ -

P

. . X \
principle of examining the best interests of the child, neglect) abusé and
== oo "

custody disputes will be decided notipﬁ the basis of which parent or alter- -

A +

native is better but whether ,one f%:parmful. I'have strong suspicions that

L 4

- - ~

already~foﬁmed and the parental qplqtionship aggins% reliéf frém a poten-

- ‘ ‘ L. R
tially destructive childrearing practice. Ind&ed, Goldstein, Freud and
. . R a < .

i - ¥ L
Solnit (1978) argue .precisely that position. .{g we are to assist courts in
. L} «
* a 3 ~ N ‘ .
determiningvthe least detrimental alﬁérnatives.for'children, research must

4 . " - - *

. . . ' Lo
the hands of parents. ' researchers must investigate more closely the -pro-

-

. most cases involve the choice of least evil. Judges‘will'favob attachments

! ~

®document the real consequences- of disruption of hoﬁds’and of early abuse at

,ceég of ﬁarent-child interaction and tie itthyspecific,donsequeﬁceg,\ I dovYp

P

—~ar : [

not need.to be reminded that this has been a,major concern of “‘child devel-
v . L . ) ' - L .. 7 s
opment researéhers from. thd beg@nginés of‘our\?ield. I simbly point out
that the parents we have studied, the conééﬁuences théﬁ~we Mave examined ,
. oS : X !

. . f . 4

"and the'sophistication of our design and analyses have not yiéngd data

s 7

pe%ﬂinent to cgses of judical interest or data that will stand up in- an
. : : o ¥
adversary proceeding. 1In such, proceedings, decisions are made on the bdsis

of predictions.about iddividual parents and children as opposed %o general
- Q

conclusions about middle versus lower income parents, or. fathers versus -~
. . : . e . e : o~

2"

o . g

kY

-

mothers. - L ’;) o ool P

. . P o, : 4 L€ c . .- :
The progress of deinstitutionalizatidn and the increased efficacy of

~medication meén that there will .be more potential parents withvunughal -

parenting styles: I current’and proposed 1éngitudinal studies of high-

risk children and their parents-are to answer some‘of"thqpqueSbions the

N .

courﬁ’réised, their designs.must include the specifics of parent-child

A

.

, g T -
%vf' - . R R " .
) . '

-

“'interactionréhd“oﬁhéf'55§éété of the care of the child. - They must éombine,.

%

‘




data om the pEooess of child-rearing with demographic and outcome data,
such as on infant abuse and death, and with case data on parents, 1nclud1ng .

R

k’medlcatlon and course of parental pathology There must. be aggressive

s

follow-up and inyestigation-of causes\of subdectfattrition. Current -

emphasis by social service agencies on making permanent dispositions for P

*
'

. « o t . ‘
children as"oon as possible,will-also lead to more disputable recommenda-

tions for termination of parental rights. Studies of attachment and the

formation of new bonds and investigation of long-~-term ‘consequences both of

foster care and adoption will be very important in these cases. The
current state of child development research does’'not provide adequate basis
» FR.

:

<
for recommendatlon.

. .
et

CONCLUSION - R | 1

¥
The research needed to answer the questions raised in this case is of

o

intrinsic interest. The highly empirical observational, natural history
approach is finding renewed respectability among child development
researchers. In some instances, it is a small matter to add dimensions to

on-going studies that have a different primary question. 1In other
. «53 :
instances, we need quite different research efforts and“a new view-point

for research being done by practitioners. &s child development researchers

address social®issues and the impacts on children of social’ change, policy
. ‘ \v ¥ kS
and legislation, and as we take research into legislative and judicial

E}

settings, we are forced to design research pertinent to judicial and legal

. .

questions. Courts make decisions on the basis of. strong professional pre-
dictions and conclusions, not weak correlations and theoretical subtleties.

Decisions are made in an adversary setting, assuring that research is

subject to alternative interpretation. We must be prepared to provide data

135




B

that- are germane and~dntérpretations that are as objective as possible. We

- must continue to counter the misinterpretations of research that are thrown

about and use our best pbofessional and scientific judgments, aware of

-

their limitations and that they are subjec® to. revision.

»
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. ) ' s Abstract .

. Rgéent trends in litigation involving child custody, parental rights, }
& c . - -

v -

foster care, and child abuse draw.ﬁeavily on interpretations of developmental
Jf research and theory. In a recent landmark case a developmentalist testified '

on a number of issues for which scant developmental data were found.

%

Developmental issues involved’included -

a. neonatal bonding and the 8evelopment of attachments; =

v
d. consequences of separation froq the mother, and of subsequent reunion;

c. maternal-infant relational qualities minimally necessary for

normal development;

‘ d. Maternal-infant interaction and felationships when mother is :
. v ’ X
schizophrenic. s

v

e. Long—term'cénseqdences of rearing by a schizophrenic mother;’
f. short and long term consequences of abuse duiing infancy.
* . ® . .

The direct, concrete, questions posed by the court add. urgency to

research that already has theoretical and praétical interest. Inadequacies

.

of currently available data are'discussed and -appropriate research strategies

defined. - oo




