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Abstract

A review of empirical literature reveals improvements in service utilization and outcomes for
women when substance abuse and child welfare services are integrated. The increased use of
substances by women involved in the child welfare system has resulted in a call for integrated,
coordinated, evidence-based practices. Since the late 1990s, specific system- and service-level
strategies have been developed to coordinate and integrate the provision of substance abuse and
child welfare services such that women are remaining in treatment longer and are more likely to
reduce substance use and be reunited with their children. The strategies reviewed provide useful
guidelines for developing components of effective, evidence-based programs for substance-
involved women in the child welfare system.
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Estimates of the percentage of parents involved in the child welfare system with serious
substance abuse problems range as high as 50-80% and have resulted in a variety of service
models and service system modifications to address the problem of parental substance abuse
in child welfare. More than 10 years ago, Young, Gardner, and Dennis (1998) outlined the
challenges associated with identifying and meeting the service needs of substance abusing
parents in the child welfare system. Aspects of the challenges those authors identified
remain, but a growing body of evidence now demonstrates that improvements in child
welfare service utilization and outcomes result when substance abuse and child welfare
services are integrated within the same service setting. Child welfare service systems have
identified strategies at both the systems level and the service delivery levels to integrate
services, including collaborative working relationships with substance abuse treatment and
child welfare administrators and service providers, child welfare worker training to better
identify substance abuse problems, processes to facilitate parents’ entry and engagement in
substance abuse treatment, and working relationships with family courts (Lee, Esaki, &
Green, 2009; McAlpine, Marshall, & Doran, 2001; Lee, Esaki, & Green, 2009; Osterling &
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Austin, 2008; Ryan, Choi, Hong, Hernandez, & Larrison, 2008; Semidei, Radel, & Nolan,
2001; Worcel, Furrer, Green, Burrus, & Finigan, 2008). The purpose of this paper is to
review the service system and service delivery context as well progress that has been made
in the development of integrated services for substance abusing parents involved in the child
welfare system.

Background and Context

The public substance abuse and child welfare service systems were each developed under
distinct legislative, administrative, and financing structures. The public substance abuse
service system was developed in the 1970s to address a growing concern with drug
“epidemics” and to respond to the service needs of stigmatized, drug-using populations.
Women substance users were of special concern in consideration of the potential deleterious
effect of their substance abuse on their children (Marsh, Colten, & Tucker, 1982; Colten &
Marsh, 1983; Marsh & Miller, 1985). The public substance abuse service system was largely
built on existing private, non-profit agencies and expanded when states receive federal funds
through categorical block grants. The public child welfare system, in comparison, developed
in response to a series of legislative mandates concerned with safety, permanency, and well-
being of children. The public system also was built on an existing private system and
expanded in the 1950s and 1960s when financing became available to states through Title
IVE of the Social Security Act.

The existence of distinct service systems has created barriers to the provision of evidence-
based practices to substance-abusing parents in the child welfare system. Only in the 1990s,
as the extent of substance involvement by parents in the child welfare system was
documented, did policy analysts, practitioners, and researchers begin to call for and develop
integrated service strategies (Young et al., 1998). At the same time, analysts and researchers
began to assess the system and service level barriers to effective treatment for this service
group (Feig, 1998). At least four aspects of child welfare and substance abuse service
systems and service strategies created difficulties in developing programs incorporating
evidence-based knowledge about recovery from substance abuse disorders in child welfare
settings: (1) regulatory environments and administrative structures in two systems, (2)
treatment philosophies and time frames, (3) assessment strategies, and (4) standards of
success and failure.

Regulatory environment and administrative structures

Despite the fact that substance abuse and child welfare systems often serve the same clients,
distinct goals and philosophies and work force requirements have led to separate
administrative structures within state-level human service organizations. Although variation
occurs across states, substance abuse and child welfare agencies invariably involve
distinctive state-level leadership, licensing and quality assurance mechanisms, and separate
management information systems that do not cross-communicate.

Treatment goals and philosophies

Perhaps the greatest distinction between substance abuse and child welfare systems results
from their treatment goals and philosophies. The philosophy surrounding substance abuse
treatment has been heavily influenced by recovery movements which emphasize the idea of
abstinence through supportive, self-policing peers and paraprofessionals (e.g., Alcoholics
Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous) (Burnam & Watkins, 2006). While substance abuse
treatment models are increasingly evidence-based and the workforce increasingly
professionalized, the influence of the recovery movement can be found in treatment goals
that are abstinence-oriented and reinforced by a paraprofessional workforce.
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The rehabilitation orientation of the substance abuse service system contrasts distinctly with
the regulation orientation of the child welfare system. Further, in the child welfare system,
parents of children found to be abused or neglected are regulated by the child welfare
system, and the children are the primary recipients of treatment resources. The history and
structure of the child welfare system reflect an emphasis on protecting children by
separating them from their families rather than supporting families to preserve the family
unit. Child welfare services are largely driven by legislation designed to protect children
rather than to treat or rehabilitate parents.

The most recent legislation affecting child welfare services is the Adoption and Safe
Families Act (ASFA) of 1997. ASFA was passed, in part, to address the perceived impact of
parental substance abuse in the child welfare system. In the 1990s, child welfare
administrators, caseworkers, and commentators argued that child welfare policies were
allowing parents too many chances and too much time to meet reunification requirements
and, as a result, children were lingering in foster care and being denied permanency
(Bartholet, 1999; Gelles, 1997). Based on child developmental research pointing to the
importance of stability and predictability in children’s lives (Goldstein, Solnit, Goldstein, &
Freud, 1996), ASFA instituted shorter deadlines for establishing return home versus
adoption permanency goals. ASFA developed specific timelines to insure that children
achieved permanent and stable living situations and established a foster care time limit after
which states could initiate efforts to terminate biological parental rights. The AFSA service
philosophy clearly prioritized child permanency over parental rehabilitation and family
preservation.

Assessment strategies

Both the substance abuse and child welfare service systems have applied relatively narrow
processes of problem assessment. Although it is well-documented that clients of both service
systems have multiple co-occurring problems (Brady & Ashley, 2005; Clark, 2001; Dore &
Doris, 1998; Grella, Hser, & Huang, 2006; Hser & Niv, 2006), substance abuse programs
have often limited the focus of assessment at treatment entry to substance abuse problems,
while child welfare programs have traditionally focused primarily on parenting. Until
recently, for example, standard family assessment tools used by child welfare workers
included only general observations rather than specific questions about substance abuse
(Dore, Doris, & Wright, 1995).

The evidence is overwhelming, however, that clients served in both substance abuse and
child welfare service systems have multiple problems. A recent study of parents with
substance abuse problems involved with the child welfare system indicated only 8% had
only a substance abuse problem; 30% had at least one other problem (i.e., mental health,
domestic violence, housing); 35% had two other problems; and 27% had three (Marsh,
Ryan, Choi, & Testa, 2006). Similarly, a study of pregnant or parenting women who
received residential substance abuse treatment indicated that 49% had mental health
problems, 77% were victims of abuse, 50% had criminal justice involvement, and 60% had
physical health problems (Porowski, Burgdorf, & Herrell, 2004). Another study of parents
involved with child protective services and the courts indicated that 59% of these parents
had mental health problems as well (Stromwall et al., 2008). Despite the overwhelming
evidence that substance-involved families in the child welfare system are dealing with
multiple problems, assessment strategies focus narrowly on either substance abuse or child
welfare issues. As a result, both service systems are ill-equipped to identify the broad range
of client problems or to provide comprehensive services designed to address them.
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Standards of success and failure

Both substance abuse and child welfare service systems also have applied relatively narrow
standards of service impact. Through the influence of the recovery movement, substance
abuse has focused on abstinence from substance use as an absolute measure of success.
However, as neuroscience reveals addiction to be a chronic brain disease characterized by
relapse, outcome measures in the substance abuse field have broadened to include relapse
prevention, controlled substance use, and improved social functioning (McLellan, 2002;
McLellan, McKay, Forman, Cacciola, & Kemp, 2005; Tatarsky, 2003). In child welfare,
“satisfactory” progress toward service plan goals is the standard measure of success and
failure. When parents have substance abuse problems, satisfactory progress is typically
indicated by abstinence (demonstrated through random-interval urine screens) as well as
completion of substance abuse treatment according to deadlines consistent with regulatory
requirements of ASFA, but inconsistent with research supporting addiction as a chronic
brain disease. ASFA regulatory time frames also conflict with evidence linking longer
treatment stays to greater chances of attaining lasting positive outcomes (Connors, Grant,
Crone, & Whiteside-Mansell, 2006; National Institute on Drug Abuse [NIDA], 2009). Thus,
parents with substance abuse problems who become involved with the child welfare system
face deadlines and expectations about the nature of addiction as well as outcome measures
that are inconsistent with the research evidence.

Consequences of a Fragmented Service Context

Increasingly, research has documented the damage to children and families when child
welfare and substance abuse service systems lack coordination and integration. For example,
children from substance-abusing families are more likely to be placed in out-of-home care
than in-home or community care (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration [SAMHSA], 1999). Parents can face delays and other obstacles to treatment
entry that negatively affect child welfare assessments (Gregoire & Schultz, 2001; McAlpine,
Courts-Marshall, & Harper-Doran, 2001; Young, Gardner, & Dennis 1998). Further, the
faster reunifications and case closures experienced by substance-involved families following
ASFA may be less stable than slower ones (Rockhill, Green, & Furrer, 2007; Wulczyn,
Harden, & George, 1997; Wulczyn, 2004). A study that specifically examined re-entry to
foster care rates for cases involving parental substance abuse found that cases moving
quickly to reunification and disallowing sufficient time for ongoing services and monitoring
had especially high re-entry rates (Terling, 1999). Another study indicated that substance-
using parents in the child welfare system are skeptical about the effectiveness of a
fragmented service system and, as a result, may be hesitant to accept services. A
longitudinal qualitative study addressing parents’ perspectives on the challenges they face in
overcoming addiction and attaining favorable child welfare decisions found that the parents
were reluctant to enter treatment because they had concluded that available substance abuse
treatment options did not offer sufficient hope for recovery from addiction or reunification
of their children from foster care (Rockhill, Green, & Newton-Curtis, 2008).

In addition to contributing to ineffective services and poor child welfare outcomes, the lack
of coordination and integration of the substance abuse and child welfare systems has meant
that clients are not receiving treatments of proven effectiveness. Lundgren, Schilling, and
Peloquin (2005) reported that despite evidence about which treatment approaches work best
for different types of substance abusers, such knowledge is infrequently used in child
welfare service planning. New brain research highlights the importance of treatment
approaches that address the full complexity of addiction. Such approaches involve a
continuum of care in which parents engage in different treatment modalities as they progress
through a recovery process. Such approaches also can incorporate pharmacological therapies
or medications in addition to behavioral therapy. Medications such as buprenorphrine for
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opiate addiction and naltrexone for opiate or alcohol addiction, for example, have been
demonstrated to be potentially effective treatment approaches (NIDA, 2007). Yet, parents
involved with child welfare services rarely receive them. Choi and Ryan (2006), for
example, found that only 24% of heroin users in a child welfare sample had been referred
for methadone treatment, despite evidence of methadone’s effectiveness in treating heroin
addiction. In sum, the rapid growth in knowledge of evidence-based substance abuse
treatment for women has had too little impact on the delivery of child welfare services.

Mothers in Substance Abuse Treatment

Women enter substance abuse treatment with more serious dependencies (Boyd &
Mieczkowski, 1990; Kosten, Gawin, Kosten, & Rounsaville, 1993; Halinkas, Croshy,
Pearson, & Nugent, 1994; Wechsberg, Craddock, & Hubbard, 1998; Morgenstern & Bux,
2003) and with more health and social problems than do men (Marsh & Miller, 1985;
Wechsberg, Craddock, & Hubbard, 1998; Chatham, Hiller, Rowan-Szal, Joe, & Simpson,
1999; Marsh, Cao, & D’Aunno, 2004). Although women and men remain in treatment for
comparable periods of time, women are more likely than men to use services available in
comprehensive programs (McLellan & McKay, 1998; Grella, Joshi, & Hser, 2000; Ashley,
Marsden, & Brady, 2003; Marsh & Cao, 2005) and more likely to benefit from them
(Greenfield et al., 2007). Women also report that relationship with their service provider is
an important service element enabling them to remain in treatment (Nelson-Zlupko, Dore,
Kauffman, & Kaltenbach, 1996). Substance-involved women commonly describe parenting
concerns and fears of losing their children to the child welfare system (Magura & Laudet,
1996; Tracy, 1994). In a study of parents of children under 18 in California, 20% of mothers
were afraid of losing custody of their children and 32% of mothers reported they were in
treatment to regain custody of their children. Although the motivation for the development
of services integrated with the child welfare system derived originally from concerns with
the well-being of children, a commitment to the development of special services for women
also has contributed to efforts to develop effective, evidence-based practices (Marsh,
D’Aunno, & Smith, 2000; Marsh, Cao, & D’Aunno, 2004; Olmstead & Sindelar, 2004).

Integrated Services at the System Level

Service integration strategies that have been recommended at the system level include
flexible financing, educational strategies, and increased administrative accountability
(Burnam & Watkins, 2006; Schroder, Lemieux, & Pogue, 2008; Young, Gardner, & Dennis,
1998). Flexible financing is required to overcome the funding “silos” that characterize
human service systems at the state level. Some states have developed inter-agency
agreements to jointly fund programs targeted at substance-abusing parents involved in the
child welfare system. Some state substance abuse agencies prioritize services for pregnant
women or parents in the child welfare system to increase access. And, in Illinois and several
other states, the Title IVE Waiver mechanism was used to capture Title IVE funds to
support an integrated services research and demonstration program (Ryan, Marsh, Testa, &
Louderman, 2006; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Administration for
Children and Families, 2005; Graham, 2007). In the lllinois example, parents with children
in foster care were linked with a substance abuse recovery coach. An evaluation using a
randomized control design found that parents with a recovery coach were somewhat more
likely than parents receiving typical services to achieve reunification and to avoid a new
substance-exposed birth (Ryan et al., 2006; Ryan et al., 2008).

Other significant system-level service integration strategies involve the institution of Family

Treatment Drug Courts and service co-location. Modeled on criminal drug courts, Family
Treatment Drug Courts serve substance-abusing families in the child welfare system and
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involve integration of child welfare and substance abuse services via court mandates.
Evaluations of Family Treatment Drug Courts have associated them with greater treatment
enrollment, faster treatment enrollment, and increased chances of family reunification
(Green, Furrer, Worcel, Burrus, & Finigan, 2007; Worcel Furrer, Green, Burris, & Finigan,
2008; Boles, Young, Moore, & DiPirro-Beard, 2007). Another significant system-level
service integration involves the placement — or collocation — of substance abuse treatment
counselors in child welfare offices. Whereas collocation initiatives are still early in an
evaluation process, initial evaluation findings suggest that the approach can lead to increased
understanding among child welfare and substance abuse staff, improved relationships among
service providers, and better coordination of services for clients (Lee, Esaki, & Green, 2009;
McAlpine, Courts-Marshall, & Harper-Doran, 2001). In addition to specific initiatives,
broad education and training mechanisms also have been used with major stakeholders such
as judges, practitioners, and policymakers to increase knowledge of the value of integrated
services. Finally, separate management information systems remain a challenge for many
states to assess the need for integrated services and the performance of public systems in
providing them.

Integrated Services at Service Level: Comprehensive Services

Although effective service integration takes place at both system and service levels, service-
level strategies designed to link clients with comprehensive services are relevant to the
development of effective programs. The substantial services research literature connecting
the provision of comprehensive services and service linkage to specific substance abuse and
child welfare outcomes provides the basis for articulating specific components of a service
integration model designed to overcome many of the barriers to service integration
discussed above.

Co-occurring service needs are common among women seeking substance abuse treatment,
but co-occurring needs are especially characteristic of women with substance abuse
problems involved with the child welfare system (Grella, Hser, & Huang, 2006).
Compelling evidence points to the potential of comprehensive services to improve child
welfare outcomes for mothers involved with the child welfare system (Mullins, Bard, &
Ondersma, 2005; Osterling & Austin, 2008; Marsh Ryan, Choi, & Testa, 2006).
Comprehensive services also have been shown to lead to better substance abuse treatment
outcomes (McLellan, Arndt, Metzger, Woody, & O’Brien, 1993; McLellan et al., 1998),
especially for women (Marsh, Cao, & D’Aunno, 2004; Grella, Needell, Shi, & Hser, 2009).
Research examining the relation between comprehensive services and positive child welfare
outcomes includes an Illinois study indicating reunification rates were highest for parents
who had addressed other pressing mental health, housing, and domestic violence problems
(Marsh, Ryan, Choi, & Testa, 2006). A California study found that mothers who attended
treatment programs providing more comprehensive services to address multiple service
needs were more likely to achieve reunification than were mothers who attended programs
offering fewer ancillary support services (Grella, Needell, Shi, & Hser, 2009).

Whereas such findings are encouraging, and most published studies of comprehensive
service programs find positive child welfare outcomes, caution is nonetheless warranted, and
more research is needed. One recent evaluation of a comprehensive substance abuse services
program for parents with children in foster care found that program participants took longer
to reunify and were more likely to reenter foster care than were comparison families who
received standard services (Brook & McDonald, 2007).
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A Comprehensive Service Model

Potentially important services and service mechanisms have been identified in the analysis
of comprehensive substance abuse treatment approaches where ancillary health and social
services are provided along with substance abuse counseling and child welfare services
(McLellan et al., 1998; Friedmann, Alexander, Jin, & D’Aunno, 1999; Friedmann,
Hendrickson, Gerstein, & Zhang, 2004; Marsh, Cao, Guerrero, & Shin, 2009; Marsh, Shin,
& Cao, in press; Marsh, Cao, & Shin, 2009). This empirical research provides the basis for
developing a comprehensive service model with four key ingredients or service mechanisms
and two types of outcome. The structure of these services and service mechanisms in
relation to service outcome is provided in Figure 1.

Service mechanisms

The service mechanisms include (1) access services designed to increase linkage to
substance abuse services, (2) outcome-targeted services or substance abuse counseling, (3)
matched services, i.e., services received by clients that match their descriptions of need, and
(4) client-provider relationship.

Access services represent any service that increases the likelihood that a client will be able to
reach or obtain the services they need. Lack of access to substance abuse treatment has been
a greater problem for women than men, and recent research has shown that specific linkage
or access services designed to reduce specific barriers that limit access for women — such as
lack of child care or transportation — enable them to remain in treatment and reduce post-
treatment drug use (Marsh, D’ Aunno, & Smith, 2000; Marsh, Cao, & Shin, 2009; Olmstead
& Sindelar, 2004; Smith, Marsh, & D’Aunno, 1998). Access services can include a variety
of service types (D’Aunno, 1997). Recent research in child welfare has shown that
transportation, child care, and intensive case management are access services that can enable
clients to receive services and ultimately to reduce substance use and increase reunification
rates (Marsh, et al., 2000; Marsh, Ryan, Choi, & Testa, 2006).

Outcome-targeted services are those directly focused on the outcome of interest. In
substance abuse treatment, substance abuse counseling is a service specifically designed to
reduce substance use. Treatment effectiveness research provides consistent evidence of the
impact of substance abuse counseling on reduced substance use (Egertson, Fox, & Leshner,
1997). In child welfare, a primary treatment tool is parent training designed to increase the
capacity of the parent to provide a safe and stable environment for the child. While there are
numerous evaluations of parent training programs, there have been limited studies of the
specific impact of parent training in the child welfare system on child welfare outcomes of
safety, permanency and well-being (Barth, Gibbons, & Guo, 2005; Berry, 1988).
Researchers and practitioners should explore further the potentially fruitful approach of
promoting stronger parent-child bonds and bolstering parents’ confidence as a step toward
also addressing substance abuse problems. Traditionally in child welfare settings, substance
abuse treatment is viewed as a means to safer parenting. Perhaps better parenting can be a
means to substance abuse recovery (Barth, 2009; Testa & Smith, 2009).

Evidence also is accumulating that when services are matched to specific client-identified
needs, comprehensive services are most effectively delivered as part of substance abuse
treatment (Friedmann, Hendrickson, Gerstein, & Zhang, 2004; Smith & Marsh, 2002;
McLellan et al., 1997; Marsh et al., 2009; Marsh, Cao, & Shin, 2009). Providing services to
clients with multiple problems requires the capacity to ask the client to define their problems
or service needs and then to respond with the needed services. As noted above, a
fundamental barrier to service integration has been the failure conduct a comprehensive
assessment, to obtain the client’s perspective.
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The client-provider relationship also has been found to be an important element in substance
abuse treatment. A set of recently reviewed studies indicates that client-provider relationship
is a reasonably consistent predictor of retention in treatment, but an inconsistent predictor of
post-treatment substance use (Dakof et al., 2003; Meier, Barrowclough, & Donmall, 2005).
Overall, evidence indicates each of these factors — access services, substance abuse services,
matched services, and client-provider relationship — can serve as a mediator or a mechanism
through which positive substance abuse outcomes are achieved.

Intermediate and ultimate outcomes

In the evaluation of social services, it is beneficial to examine both intermediate and ultimate
outcomes. Intermediate outcomes are the more immediate effects of treatment, such as
treatment completion or time spent in treatment, while ultimate outcomes are measures of
client functioning in the long term. Since a necessary condition to achieving ultimate
outcomes is to remain in treatment long enough to benefit from service elements, time spent
in treatment, i.e., treatment duration or retention, is a common intermediate outcome in both
child welfare and substance abuse services research. Child welfare research has shown a
correlation between remaining in treatment or treatment completion and child welfare
outcome of family reunification (Green, Rockhill, & Furrer, 2007; Grella, Needell, Shi, &
Hser, 2009; Marsh, Ryan, Choi, & Testa, 2006). And, substance abuse services research has
shown treatment duration is a robust predictor of positive substance abuse treatment
outcomes (Price, 1997; Simpson, 1979; Simpson, Joe, & Brown, 1997; Zhang, Friedmann,
& Gerstein, 2003). An analysis of three large substance abuse treatment studies found that
about half (46%-59%) of women who did not complete treatment or stayed for less than
three months were abstinent one year after discharge, compared to 76% of those who either
completed treatment or stayed for more than six months (Greenfield et al., 2004). Zhang et
al. (2003) found a linear relation between duration and drug use improvement for typical
treatment stays in methadone maintenance, outpatient, and long-term residential modalities.

Ultimate outcomes in both substance abuse and child welfare measure longer-term effects of
services related to client functioning. In child welfare, effects of services on client
functioning have been measured in terms reunification of the child with the family or
whether the child has achieved some other form of permanency (through adoption or
subsidized guardianship) as well as whether he or she is on a positive developmental
trajectory. In substance abuse, ultimate outcomes are increasingly measured in terms of
reductions in drug use as well mental, physical, and social functioning.

This comprehensive service model promotes service integration and addresses barriers
preventing integration in several ways. First, by incorporating access or linkage services as a
distinct service component, the model recognizes the difficulties that women, more than
men, have had in connecting with services. It acknowledges that access services such as
transportation, child care, and intensive case management — specifically designed to
facilitate linkage to services — are especially beneficial for women. Unless a service model
incorporates a component to actively facilitate access to services, clients will be less likely
to receive them and to benefit. Service intensity, dosage (or the amount of service that a
client receives) has been evaluated in a variety of ways in services research, including
counts of the number of different services a client receives, counts of any service contact
regardless of type of service, or measures of length of services or service duration. The
comprehensive service model described here promotes service integration by sorting
services received into outcome-targeted services and matched services. By specifying
outcome-targeted services, the provider is required to be clear that services are in place that
are specifically designed to impact the outcome of interest. While substance abuse
counseling, including the use of medications, has a well-documented relation to reductions
in substance use, child welfare interventions which have consisted primarily of parent
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training have had a less well-documented impact on child welfare outcomes of reunification
and enhanced child well-being. In general child welfare interventions are less specified and
less targeted on specific outcomes. Nonetheless, by specifying the inclusion of outcome-
targeted services in the model, service providers are encouraged to design services that
optimize achievements of the outcomes of interest — whether those outcomes are child
welfare or substance use. Similarly, the inclusion of matched services acknowledges that
clients have co-occurring problems and that in order to address those problems it is
necessary to conduct a comprehensive assessment of the broad range of client service needs
(ideally from the perspective of the client) and then specifically to match services to the
client-identified problem. Thus, the matched service component of the model is a measure
not only of service intensity but of service targeting and appropriateness. The matched
service component promotes service integration by acknowledging that clients benefit from
services provided across service systems and that child welfare outcomes improve when
clients” health, mental health, housing, and educational needs are met. Finally, by including
client-provider relationship, the model recognizes the relationship between provider and
client is a key element of service delivery and that most interventions are conveyed in the
context of a relationship. The character and quality of this relationship affect outcomes as
much or more than the receipt of specific services. Overall, the comprehensive service
model promotes integration at the service delivery level by promoting a comprehensive
assessment that documents all the co-occurring health and social problems and
systematically matches service needs to problems in the context of a positive client-provider
relationship.

Summary and Implications

A review of empirical literature reveals improvements in service utilization and outcomes
when substance abuse and child welfare services are integrated. Since the late1990s, specific
system- and service-level strategies have been developed to coordinate and integrate the
provision of substance abuse and child welfare services such that women are remaining in
treatment longer and are more likely to reduce substance use and be reunified with their
children. The strategies reviewed provide useful guidelines moving forward for developing
components of effective, evidence-based programs for substance-involved women in the
child welfare system.

The need for continued commitment to the provision of effective and appropriate services
for women remains. Despite the evidence that comprehensive health and social services
increase chances for more favorable substance abuse, health, mental health, and child
welfare outcomes, studies have found that comprehensive services for women have
diminishing availability, and parents in the child welfare system are left with unmet service
needs (Campbell & Alexander, 2006; DuCharme, Mello, Roman, Knudsen, & Johnson,
2007; Grella & Greenwell, 2004; Smith & Marsh, 2002). Further, despite the gains reported
in studies reviewed here, women continue to experience reduced access compared to men
(Wechsberg, Luseno, & Ellerson, 2008) and to reunify with their children at very low rates
nationally (Brook & McDonald, 2007; Marsh, Ryan, Choi, & Testa, 2006).

Child welfare systems have made substantial progress in identifying and responding to
parental substance abuse problems. More work is needed to assure that parents receive
treatment of demonstrated effectiveness. Some child welfare systems will need to shift from
an emphasis on compliance with standard service packages and treatment approaches toward
evidence-based strategies incorporating pharmacological therapies, levels of care, and
comprehensive health and social services responding to a range of service and concrete
needs. Child welfare researchers, policy makers, and practitioners must continue to support
and evaluate these shifts as well as to direct public attention to the larger social and
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economic conditions that adversely affect so many families involved with child welfare
services.
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Figure 1.
Components of Comprehensive Service Model
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