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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Despite the fact that family reunification remains the foremost
permanency-planning goal for children in the child welfare system, reunification is not always successful and reentry into foster
care after reunification is hardly a rare event due to parental
unaddressed needs, stress, and lack of supports. This study
explored a peer-delivered pre- and post-reunification support
program for child welfare-involved families. Using qualitative
focus groups and interviews, experiences of parents with the
peer support services were examined. The findings suggested
that the presence of a family coach with a shared experience
remained a critical source of support for many parents, providing
emotional, informational, instructional, and advocacy supports
while cultivating the special feelings of connection, comfort,
trust, and guidance. The efforts to ensure sustainable permanency outcomes should seriously consider the important role
that family coaches play as supporters, guides, and trusted confidantes to a vulnerable population of parents in need of more
comprehensive emotional and concrete services.
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With over 3.5 million referrals for investigation in 2017, child maltreatment
rates have increased 10 percent from 2013 to 2017 (U.S. Department of Health &
Human Services [U.S. DHHS], 2019). In the same year, over 442,000 children
were in foster care (U.S. DHHS, 2018). Within the child welfare system, family
reunification, which is the process of uniting children from foster care with their
families of origin, remains the foremost permanency-planning goal. The
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 requires that states make reasonable
efforts to preserve or reunify families (U.S. DHHS, 2016). The percentage of
children with the goal of reunification experienced an increase from Fiscal Year
(FY) 2007 (48%) to FY 2017 (56%) (U.S. DHHS, 2009, 2018). During FY 2017,
49% of 247,631 children who exited foster care were reunited with parents or
primary caretakers (U.S. DHHS, 2019). Yet reunification is not always successful
in the 12 month-period (U.S. DHHS, 2016) and reentry into foster care is hardly
a rare event (Barth et al., 2008). Researchers suggest that roughly 30% of
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reunified foster children reenter foster care (Berrick et al., 1998; Frame et al.,
2000; Miller et al., 2006; Wulczyn et al., 2011). It is in the best interests of local,
state, and federal child welfare agencies to identify interventions that would
address the needs of families and provide supports to parents in order to achieve
successful reunification and prevent reentry.

Literature review
Factors affecting reunification

Since the preferred permanency goal is the reunification of children with
their families, it is important to identify practices that help achieve and
maintain successful reunification. Families preparing to reunify after
a separation because of abuse or neglect face unique challenges in their
attempts to come back together. Given the potentially distressing changes
that both parent and child may have experienced during separation, reunification cannot be considered a facile event. The rates of maltreatment
recurrence remain high, which contribute to reunification failure and reentry
into foster care (Brook & McDonald, 2007).
Caretakers, for instance, may not have adequately addressed the issues
related to maltreatment, which initially precipitated the removal and placement of a child (e.g., parental substance abuse, mental health, etc.).
Additionally, for parents involved in the child welfare system, the removal
of a child can result in a plethora of complicated feelings including those
of fear and distrust toward professionals (Bicknell-Hentges, 1995; Cohen &
Canan, 2006). Studies have shown that frequent caseworker contact with
the parents promoted engagement and successful family reunification
(Farmer, 1996; Littell & Schuerman, 1995; U.S. DHHS, 2004). However,
there is an acknowledged distance between the child welfare worker and
parents and reluctance to engage due to mistrust and negative feelings
toward the child welfare system (Berrick et al., 2011; Kemp et al., 2009).
Furthermore, preexisting stressors can exacerbate the acute stress of
a child’s removal from the home especially since the preponderance of
child welfare-involved families commonly struggle with poverty, substance
abuse, domestic violence, and mental health issues (Cheng, 2010). In such
instances, parents may lack supports both formal (provided by professional
services) and informal (provided by family, friends, peers, church, neighborhood, and voluntary associations) to help them adequately meet their needs;
they may lack support networks that could offer much needed emotional
support, empowerment, and guidance, and may experience feelings of loneliness and social isolation (Cameron, 2002).
Among other challenges that parents typically encounter are noncompliance with services, limited timeframes to complete mandated services,
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lack of services and supports (e.g., concrete, emotional), stress, and feeling
misunderstood by child welfare caseworkers (Alpert, 2005; Cameron, 2002;
Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2011; Darlington et al., 2010). For
most families in the process of reunification and post-reunification, service
provision can be divided into the domains of concrete services and support
services (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2011). While concrete services comprise material assistance such as with housing and utilities,
support services include emotional support, parent training, substance
abuse programs, and others. Despite the fact that family reunification
remains the primary and preferred permanency-planning goal for children
in the child welfare system, child welfare agencies have been lacking
services that would effectively and comprehensively address the abovementioned needs of child welfare-involved parents pre- and postreunification (J. D. Berrick et al., 2010).
Peer support programs

Strengthening parents’ support systems can be a key strategy for supporting
reunification and avoiding reentry (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2017).
Child welfare services could be enhanced, if supplemented with informal support services, such as those provided by peer networks, neighborhood groups,
voluntary associations, and so on (Chaffin et al., 2001). As such, peer mentoring
programs have been gaining attention in child welfare. With the help of peer
mentors (also known as family coaches, parent partners, parent advocates, or
parent representatives), who are parents formerly involved with the child welfare
system, support services could be delivered to parents currently involved in the
child welfare system. Peer mentors usually interact with families in a much less
structured and hierarchical way than child welfare workers (Berrick et al., 2010),
with no decision-making power over their case. Peer mentors can fill the gap in
services by providing varying types of needed supports and/or making referrals
and connections to supports (e.g., concrete, instructional, or emotional) in an
engaging manner (Lalayants, 2012, 2014). Parents may feel more comfortable
and engage with peers who are familiar with the ins-and-outs of the child welfare
system and who can state “I’ve been there” (Cohen & Canan, 2006). Navigating
the child welfare system can be overwhelming and intimidating, especially for
parents newly involved. Having successfully gone through the system themselves, peer mentors can provide guidance, connect parents to community
resources, encourage peer networks, and teach advocacy skills (Lalayants, 2014).
While the use of peers in other fields has been increasing (Mizrahi et al.,
2009), the literature about peer-delivered supports to parents involved in the
child welfare system is limited. Kemp et al. (2009) note that the research on
the effectiveness of peer support interventions remains scant but preliminary
studies indicate that the use of peers demonstrates considerable promise as
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an economical measure that can supplement mainstream services (Cohen &
Canan, 2006). Marcenko et al. (2010) declare that parent peer support
programs are gaining more popularity nationally but there is a lack of
rigorous evaluations, which are necessary for the sustainability of these
programs. Such a sentiment is echoed by others who lament the dearth of
studies on programs characteristically beset by many hurdles to successful
evaluation (Falconer et al., 2008).
One example of peer support services is a program in Illinois that employed
peer recovery coaches as part of intensive case management services. These
coaches assisted child welfare-involved families with a range of services including
assessment, advocacy, service planning, and case management in order to help
parents connect to substance abuse services, improve treatment outcomes, and
promote family reunification (Ryan et al., 2006). The parents in the experimental
group, who were assigned to a coach, were more likely to achieve family reunification, although rates of reunification for both treatment and control groups were
very low due to their substance abuse involvement (Ryan et al., 2006). Similarly,
positive results were demonstrated in a quantitative study that examined the
relationship between participation in parent partner services and reunification
outcomes: the study found that recipients of parent partner supports were four
times more likely to reunify with their children compared to a matched sample of
parents (Berrick et al., 2011). Likewise, participation in a parent mentoring
program in Washington State reduced the time children spent in foster care
(Marcenko et al., 2010). Furthermore, in an evaluation study of a parent advocate
program in Kentucky, children whose families received parent mentor services
had fewer placement moves, spent less time in care, had higher reunification rates,
and less frequently exited to adoption or emancipation than those who did not
receive those services (Lianekhammy & Huebner, 2008).
A recent study examined whether participation in a “Parents in Partnership”
(PIP) program effected reunification outcomes for parents (Enano et al., 2017).
PIP is a pilot intervention run by the child welfare agency and makes use of
parent advocates who had successfully navigated the system and provide child
welfare-involved parents with information, empowerment, and mentoring. The
results indicated that parents who attended the program were five times more
likely to reunify with their children than those who did not (Enano et al., 2017).
Nonetheless, as authors noted, given the limited sample size (n = 98) and wide
confidence intervals, these results should be interpreted cautiously.
A qualitative evaluation of a parent partner program in Colorado used interviews and case studies to identify benefits of the program. The findings showed
that the program provided a mechanism for mutual understanding that was
essential in fostering positive and effective relationships; offered advocacy,
empowerment and emotional support; and represented family voice (Leake
et al., 2012). In a different study, various types of supports were identified by
participants during support groups facilitated by peers, such as informational
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and educational, emotional and affirmational, instructional/skill development,
instrumental, and advocacy supports (Lalayants et al., 2015).
Finally, in another program in California, child welfare-involved parents
worked with a peer mentor, which yielded positive feedback (Berrick et al.,
2010). The qualitative study findings emphasized the value of shared experience, ease of communication, and individualized support. Parents benefited
from the supportive relationships with their mentors and contrasted these with
their experiences with professionals such as caseworkers, attorneys, and others.
In summary, most of the existing literature focused predominantly on outcomes for families receiving support and not on perceived benefits and the indepth understanding of beneficial supports provided in order to achieve the
ultimate outcomes. Furthermore, there is a lack of thorough exploration of
what specific types of supports are considered helpful by parents, what unique
characteristics and qualities of peer mentors parents find to be valuable, and
what promotes parental engagement with peer mentors.
Study purpose
In order to address the above-mentioned gaps in the literature, this exploratory study aimed at extending the existing literature by examining experiences with pre- and post-reunification support services offered to parents in
the child welfare system. The study particularly deepened the knowledge by
posing the following research questions: What types of supports did parents
receive through the peer-delivered support services and what were the
parents’ and coaches’ perceptions of their benefits? What characteristics of
the peer mentor did parents find to be valuable? What factors promoted
parental engagement with the peer mentors?
Study site and program description
The peer support services program described in this study was implemented at
a large not-for-profit child welfare agency that worked in a direct service
capacity with child welfare-involved parents across multiple sites in
New York City. The peer mentors in this program were called family coaches,
and they annually assisted over 200 parents around the reunification process
through individual meetings and support groups, ensuring the parent’s and
child’s readiness for reunification, successful integration of the child into the
family, and providing post-reunification services to maintain stability. The peer
support services were part of the overall Family Success Initiative that aimed to
provide a continuum of services to help parents develop lasting behavior
change and support networks in order to safely parent their children. The
family coach is a parent who has had a personal history of child welfare
involvement and has successfully reunited with their child. The family coach
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is trained in the Solution-Based Casework model (Christensen & Todahl, 1999),
Motivational Interviewing (Miller & Rollnick, 2012), engaging fathers, strategies
for promoting permanency, overview of public benefits, and culture and diversity: overcoming prejudice, discrimination and harassment (with training provided by the agency). Additionally, the family coach is a mandated reporter,
who is required by the State law to report suspected child abuse and neglect.
Parents came into the program through existing social networks, parent-to
-parent recommendations, or caseworker referrals. For example, once a new
intake into the agency’s foster care and prevention programs occurred, the
program director worked closely with the case planning team to identify the
families who would benefit from support services. After a family was identified for referral, family coaches began the process of engaging parents –
reaching out by letter, phone, and in person to share information about the
available services and gauge interest and readiness to take part.
Other participants learned about the reunification support services
through informal parent-to-parent word-of-mouth testimonials and encouragement by contacts already embedded within their social circles. Utilizing
the so-called grapevine, parents learned of groups through soft contacts
defined as persons tangentially within a parent’s social circle such as a friendof-a-friend or through immediate contacts like a caseworker. Other parents
learned of peer support services through direct recruitment efforts made by
the family coach who attended ancillary groups.
The length of time that the support services were available to families
varied based on parents’ goals and needs. The support services were provided
to not only meet the goal of family reunification but also to provide postreunification supports to the extent the family desired.

Methods
Data collection

In order to gain an in-depth understanding of the experiences and perceptions of support services provided to parents, a qualitative approach was
applied. Through focus groups and in-person interviews, the study elicited
information about parents’ experiences utilizing the support services provided by family coaches. If parents were unable to participate in the focus
groups, efforts were made to conduct a one-on-one, in-person interview. The
focus groups provided an opportunity to dive into parents’ experiences
through facilitated discussion, in which participants shared their perceptions
as well as built on each other’s ideas (Krueger, 1994).
The researcher and a research assistant facilitated all focus groups and interviews using an interview guide with questions related to the major areas of
interest. The interview guide was developed by the primary researcher in
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consultation with a child welfare colleague. The data collection instrument for
the parent focus groups/interviews included open-ended questions about the
services and supports the family coaches offered such as “What types of support
did the family coach provide?” and “How has the family coach helped you?”
Similarly, parents were asked questions about family coach’s engagement
approaches and relationship-building with parents: “What did the family
coach do to engage you?” and “How trustful were you towards the family
coach?” Finally, parents were asked to explain “What are the qualities that
a family coach should possess in order to be successful in their work with
families?” Each focus group/interview lasted about one hour in length.
Similarly, the interviews with the family coaches followed a standardized protocol with questions exploring key topics such as types of supports provided by
family coaches, engagement of parents, and possible areas for improvements.
The researcher took detailed notes during the focus groups/interviews, the
sessions were digitally-recorded and subsequently transcribed verbatim by
a research assistant, and all respondent-identifying information was removed
from the transcripts. Focus groups/interviews took place in private conference rooms at the host social service agency. Prior to participating in the
study, all participants signed informed consent forms. At the completion of
the focus group/interview, each parent received a small cash incentive. The
research was approved by the Institutional Review Boards of the university
and the child welfare agency.
Participants

Qualitative data were generated through (a) face-to-face interviews with all
family coaches employed at the agency (FC, n = 2) and (b) focus groups or faceto-face interviews with a sample of parents (PR, n = 24). If parents were unable
to participate in the focus groups, efforts were made to conduct a one-on-one,
in-person interview. There were a total of three focus groups held (with five,
five, and six participants in each) and eight individual interviews. All participants were recruited from the agency’s multiple sites where the reunification
support services program was offered. Parent recruitment efforts included flyer
distribution at various sites, announcements during parent support groups, as
well as phone calls and e-mails to parents involved with the agency.
Among the 24 self-selected parent participants, 91.7% (n = 22) were female
and 8.3% (n = 2) were male. Respondents ranged in age (20–55 years old)
with an average of 34 (SD = 7.4) years old. Half of the sample, 50% (n = 12),
identified as African American/Black, 41.7% as Hispanic/Latina (n = 10),
4.2% (n = 1) as African American/Black and Caucasian/White, and 4.2%
(n = 1) as African American/Black and Hispanic. Only one respondent
(4.2%) indicated that she was married; 50% (n = 12) stated that they were
single; six (25%) were divorced; and five (20.8%) were in a relationship.
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As to the number of children in foster care: 45.8% (n = 11) had 1 child in
care, 50% (n = 12) had 2 or more children in care, and one person did not
provide a response. The mean age of a child in foster care was about 6
(SD = 4) years old, with an overall range of 1–15 years of age. The approximate average lengths of time in foster care was 2.3 years with a range of
6 months to as long as 6 years.
The two family coaches that were interviewed shared similar demographics as the parents they serviced: one identified as African American/
Black and the other one as Hispanic/Latina.
Data analysis

The focus groups and interviews were audio-recorded with the respondent’s
permission and then transcribed by a research assistant. The author and the
research assistant conducted an inductive, transcript-based analysis using
open and axial coding to identify themes and their interrelationships
(Charmaz, 2006; Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Initially,
they read the several of the same interview (n = 3) and one focus group
transcripts independently to begin categorizing the themes identified in the
transcripts and developed a list of codes. Then, the author and the research
assistant discussed the codes they created independently and agreed on an
initial codebook. Both independently coded the rest of the transcribed data,
detailing coding development through memoing, verifying coding with the
data, and selecting direct quotes to support themes for transparency (Strauss
& Corbin, 2008). The author and the research assistant then met again to
discuss the findings from the independent coding and detect and resolve
differences in coding and finalized the themes.
Findings
The analysis of qualitative focus group and interview data identified the
various roles that the family coach played. The findings revealed salient subthemes in relation to supports provided to parents (e.g., emotional, informational and practical, instructional, and advocacy). Furthermore, the analysis
illuminated fundamental characteristics of family coaches, described parent
engagement strategies employed by family coaches, and contrasted coach’s
approach to other professionals. Finally, parents provided recommendations
for improvements to support services delivered by the family coach.
Roles played by family coach

Parents identified a number of critical roles that the family coach played.
Many depicted the family coach as their advocate, ally, guardian (e.g.,
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“someone who had my back”), confidante (“whenever I need help, I reach
out to her; she is my confidante,” “she gives reassurance”), guide, insider, and
advisor (“she let us know our rights”).
The coaches’ self-perceptions of their roles aligned with parents’ depictions. In all of this, the ultimate goal of family coaches was to promote case
progression toward successful reunification outcomes and maintain stability.
One coach explained:
My impact has been moving the family forward. I am making sure that whatever is
needed I could provide, so the family will not return back to us … I’m going
around and trying to do whatever I can to get whatever they need … My goal is
a successful reunification (FC1).

Types of supports

The services provided by the family coach could be categorized into emotional, informational/practical, instructional, and advocacy supports, which
addressed the professed needs of parents.
Emotional support
Emotional support was the most frequently noted and beneficial type of
support identified by all participants. Emotional support consisted of encouragement, empowerment, validation, reassurance, providing an opportunity to
vent, and being part of a support network. Participants received emotional
support via their attendance in support groups, workshops, and special social
gatherings or events (e.g., outings, excursions, holiday parties) facilitated by
the family coach. In conjunction with organized activities, the family coach
provided individual counsel.
The family coach validated the feelings of parents, allowed them to vent
frustrations and discuss apprehensions: “I tell them, ‘I know how you’re
feeling today, and I know the feeling because I’ve been there” (FC1). Such
perceived sameness and validation promoted reassurance among parents
who experienced a disenfranchised loss with the removal of their children
or who were otherwise met with a lack of understanding by more formalized
support structures. Parents appreciated the opportunity to express their
concerns and voice their fears with someone who understood them: “I was
able to tell the coach how I felt and get my anger out” (PR3).
Frequently feeling isolated and experiencing lack of supports, parents stressed
the importance of having someone to talk to who was impartial: “It’s having
someone to be there besides a caseworker or a supervisor or the therapist or the
psychiatrist, it’s someone outside. I don’t have no outside friends, I don’t have no
one that I could sit down and be with” (PR5). Other parents added, “At one
point I was scared of being alone after reunification … I was more than happy
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when I knew I had somebody to back me up, to support me” (PR11); “everybody’s against you but when you have that supporter, it was like, ok I got
somebody” (PR2). It was a relief to “have a positive community that you can
go to and not worry about someone taking something from you or wanting
something” (PR20). Family coaches reinstated that they could be “an ear to
listen” for these parents and “sometimes it’s just feeling heard” was what the
parents needed. The support system that the family coach offered was invaluable: “When I feel like crap, I know I have somebody to talk to; if I need an
escort, I can call the coach … So I have a nice little support system” (PR6).
Another parent expressed her content with the following example, “She [family
coach] came to my graduation!” (PR19).
Furthermore, the family coaches created and facilitated peer support
groups for parents to connect with one another. The validation and sense
of mirrored experiences, not only with the family coaches but also with the
support group members, proved especially important and beneficial in developing a sense of community among individuals grappling with similar
circumstances. The understanding and empathy among the peers generated
feelings of acceptance and trust. For parents devoid of strong social support,
the availability of a group and a family coach was a great boon. One
participant related, “You just need that encouragement … I had no support,
no one hugged me, no one came to me” (PR6). Parents regularly articulated
sentiments like being able to “bond with parents who are going through
similar crises,” or “hearing what other parents are going through helped us
bond” (PR1). One parent communicated this sense of solidarity with the
assertion, “Often, you feel like you are alone. And now I am feeling like I am
not alone … There are thousands of parents going through the same thing”
(PR4). Such a sentiment was echoed by other parents who invoked the
common thread of shared experiences with statements like, “I’ve just been
through what they’ve been through” and “parents in this group feel comfortable when they speak about things because the other person understands.”
Although initially wary about confiding in strangers, many parents
revealed that the emotional tenor of the support groups facilitated friendships and a reliable network of trusted peers. One parent commented on the
instant trust that the group instilled, “We didn’t know each other, but after
the first meeting we bonded right away” (PR19).
Participants described the benefits of the friendship developed among the
peer support group members as “a rock to rely on.” The encouragement
offered by the family coach and peers inspired and strengthened parents
facing myriad challenges during the reunification process. Contending with
setbacks, delays, and disappointments parents admitted to feeling “scared.”
To this end, parents provided feedback and opined on the struggles of their
peers as articulated by one participant – “we just support everybody …
everybody put whatever they have as a problem and we talk about it” (PR7).
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The friendships created and facilitated by the family coach through the
support groups extended beyond the in-person groups. Parents shared that
“there is a lot of us that meet on Facebook” (PR18). Another person added,
“even though we are Facebooking, I still get a ring or a text saying ‘how are
you and how are you doing?’” (PR11).
Informational and practical support
Informational and practical support involved sharing information about
resources, making suggestions for additional services (e.g., preventive services,
family resource centers), and the provision of tangible services. Family coaches
provided parents with “information on when the next FTC [Family Team
Conference] is, when the next court date is … information about the school,
school calendars, summer camps” (FC1). They proposed resources (i.e., community organizations, housing specialists) that the parents and/or case planners
may have been either unaware of or unable to connect with. Housing insecurity
remained a foremost priority with many participants who were eager to draw
upon the expertise offered by the family coach. Still other parents availed
themselves of other resources including referrals to mental health specialists,
as in the case of one participant: “My son needs psychological evaluation … she
[family coach] has been looking into that for me” (PR10).
Peer support groups additionally provided opportunities for parents to share
information about useful resources, and as one parents noted, “I learn something
at every group” (PR17). Even if not present at group meetings, parents created
“connections with peers … and can get the information from them” (PR13).
Finally, the versatility of the family coach’s role was evidenced by the
numerous tangible services imparted to parents including “Metrocards,”
“cleaning supplies,” and other miscellaneous “household supplies.” While
the family coaches did not have a budget, petty cash was provided by the
agency for such circumstances if and when needed.
Instructional support
Instructional/educational support remained another arena of particular relevance for the parents. The family coach served as a guide, counselor, and
educator by instructing on child welfare system navigation, informing parents of their rights, proffering advice and “tips on what to do,” and edifying;
someone who parents asked “what do I do?” One family coach summarized it
as follows, “My accomplishment is to help the parents develop some skills
and knowledge about the system” (FC1).
A parent described her interaction with the family coach as instructive:
“She has given me advice for many instances: housing situations, how to go
about certain things with people” (PR9). Family coaches also assisted with
HRA [Human Resource Administration] applications: “I gave the parent
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some ideas in reference to her HRA; I went over some questions that HRA
might ask; I told her get a budget letter and send it” (FC2).
Of particular interest to parents was the accumulated practice knowledge of
the family coach who counseled parents on best practices such as speaking to key
players like caseworkers and other professionals. For instance, one parent stated,
“she tells us instead of blowing up at a caseworker, how we can respond; she
gives us alternatives” (PR6). By doing so, the family coach helped parents alter
their attitudes. Given the frustrations of reunification, many parents revealed
that negative emotions such as anger and hostility could obscure judgment and
that the wisdom of the family coach offered a reminder to remain civil, “change
your attitude, change the things you say” (PR3).
Parents received valuable practical advice and problem solving through
interactions with the family coaches as well as the peers. Their shared
experiences promoted a safe, comfortable, and understanding environment
to share problems and contribute solutions as “one person’s situation could
be another parent’s situation, who knows the solution” (FC2). Parents were
able “to get advice from peers who have similar experiences” (FC1).
Finally, the family coach served as a role model to some parents – someone who succeeded and turned their life around. These parents, interested in
the coach’s path, inquired about becoming a family coach or a parent
advocate: “They [parents] often ask about taking trainings to become advocates. They say, ‘How can I be where you at right now?’” (FC1).
Advocacy support
Advocacy support was evident through having the family coach accompany
parents on appointments (e.g., SNAP [Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program] appointment), agitating on their behalf for more services, and writing
“letters to court.” As one parent stated, “If there is a problem, you have somebody to advocate for you” (PR4). A family coach similarly recalled that “one of
the parents invited me, ‘would it be okay that you go with me to court?’ See, if
I’m able to sit, be in front of a judge and say that I have seen a difference … I’ll
relay that because I have seen a difference within that parent” (FC1). A parent
stated that she could rely on the family coach: “If I needed her in court, it
wouldn’t be a problem, she would be there for me” (PR5).
Others relayed that the family coach would go beyond just providing
advice and would go as far as “call[ing] housing and then she make[ing]
appointments” or “make[ing] sure they’re doing what they’re supposed to in
order to fix the apartment for my children” (PR7). The family coach also
helped with “applying for public assistance, applying for food stamps;” and
“getting an additional allowance for housing” (FC2).
Furthermore, the family coach helped moving the reunification forward by
checking to make sure that the services were successfully in place. As one
parent recalled, the coach frequently follow-up by asking:
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What are the services that you need? What are the services required for you to get back
to your children? Are you completing them? Are you engaging? She checked with me
to see what classes I am taking and what I need. She makes sure that I’m up-to-date
with the classes that I’m taking. And, if there is anything I need, she is on it (PR2).

A number of parents enlisted the help of the family coach to broker the tense
relationship with their caseworker: “One time I really got upset at my caseworker. I was ready to spit at her and punch her in the face … the family
coach came downstairs … helped me get her changed … I’m thankful cause
now with my new caseworker, we get along” (PR9).
Characteristics and perceptions of family coaches

When asked about the most important and valued characteristics of family
coaches, parents identified coaches’ relatability, perceived sameness, and trustworthiness. The first-hand experience that the family coaches possessed was crucial
in feeling relatable: “You just got to be someone that’s experienced the child welfare
system;” “someone that has navigated the system and has the knowledge of it”
(PR17). The family coach’s own personal experience with the child welfare system
sealed the trust and respect of parents as it helped endear the coach to parents: “I
trust her wholeheartedly. I said you know what? She’s been in the same situation as
me, so there’s no need for me to hide anything from her” (PR22).
Many parents perceived the family coach as available and accessible, all of
which were the self-same characteristics listed when describing the ideal
family coach. As described by parents, the family coach was “more than
available,” “gave me her cell phone number,” and “[the parent] would not
hesitate a second to call.” Convenience and ease of access were especially
important for parents who juggled multiple responsibilities. In describing the
family coach, parents revealed that “she is never too busy for me” and “she
calls back when she gets a message.”
Furthermore, the parents saw the genuine motives and true concern coming
from the family coaches: “I feel she’s really concerned … she cares about what
we’re going through” and “she will text me just to check in.” Others added, “She
genuinely wants to help you instead of doing it just for a paycheck;” “she really
takes the time to connect with you;” and “she truly cares.”
Finally, such qualities as being a “good listener,” “open” (“she shares her
experiences how she was also a part of the system”), and “easy going” were
frequently cited. “Forthrightness, transparency, and objectivity” were similarly mentioned by a large number of respondents.
Engagement tactics

The family coaches’ personal qualities played a significant role in engaging
parents as they found the coaches both relatable and personable. The coaches’
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use of certain techniques, like speaking about her own personal experience in the
child welfare system, resonated with parents who detected an empathy gap with
other professional supports. The openness and self-disclosure further promoted
engagement: “She shares her own personal story.” The sense of perceived
sameness with the coaches was critical for those who felt shared experiences
were necessary to forge a deep emotional connection and a keen sense of
understanding between a worker and client. Participants expressed that they
shared a bond with the family coach, “because she is a New Yorker, she is from
the Bronx, she is Puerto Rican, she is black … being in the hood, she still lives in
the hood” (PR2), and “she’s the same age” (PR5).
When interacting with the family coaches, some parents experienced feelings
of transference and regarded them as familiar and representative. Viewing the
family coaches as someone who deeply understands what membership in certain
demographic groups entails was important for this parent to feel fully engaged.
Another parent opined, “being a parent who has been through the terror of the
welfare system … we can look at her and see ourselves” (PR11). This generated
a sense of comfort for parents who described the family coaches as “more of
a girlfriend,” in possession of “knowledge and intelligence of the system,” and
engaging with “personality” and with a “sense of humor” (PR6). The ability to
mirror the experiences of parents and to adopt the position of a role model
allowed the coaches entrée into the lives of parents who were otherwise suspicious, guarded, and distrustful of child welfare staff. When asked about their
comfort level in reaching out to the family coaches, parents indicated that they
entertained few qualms about contacting them. In the words of one parent, “I’m
very comfortable reaching out to the family coach … because of her understanding and having been in the same situation” (PR8).
The family coaches’ largely positive perception by parents as trusted and
competent professionals helped endear them to the parent population. Yet,
it should be noted that the characterization of the family coach as
a welcome presence was not unanimous initially; some parents expressed
that they originally found the family coach meddlesome or intrusive,
though these opinions changed once a more established relationship was
developed with the family coach. One parent stated, “she just wanted to
know too much personal information,” which resulted in suspicion and
guardedness among parents distrustful of child welfare professionals.
Resistance to engage also originated from the lack of knowledge of who
the family coach was, what her role and affiliation with the child welfare
services were. One of the family coaches explained: “In the beginning,
they’re [parents] more hesitant than open with me … ‘Why would the
agency refer me to you; why were you not there when my kids were in
care?’” (FC1). As a result, the coaches had to break through this initial
reluctance and get the parent to come to the first meeting: “It’s a challenge
to get them to come in. But once they come in, they participate in many of
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the groups” (FC1). Family coaches used different strategies to engage
parents, including meeting with them away from the office and in less
formal settings (e.g., a coffee shop or restaurant).
Family coach compared to other professionals

Compared to professional supports, the family coaches occupied an inimitable
place for many parents due to the less formalized nature of the relationship,
resulting from both the engagement tactics and personable demeanor of the
family coach. Since the coach was viewed as an individual who was immediately
relatable by virtue of her own personal experience in the child welfare system,
parents developed an instant camaraderie and trust typically absent from relationships with caseworkers and the ilk. This conferred a sense of genuineness
and trust unto the family coach as, “She has a vested interest … based on her
personal experiences … I really feel like she has our best interest at heart” (PR1).
The separate role that family coaches carried from the child welfare agency
and their impartiality promoted trust toward them, in comparison to child
welfare workers. One parent explained,
Workers are the ones who have access to our children … they have access to things
that we don’t … every little thing we might say they will hold it against us … The
family coach didn’t take our children; she doesn’t know where the children are. She
is someone we can go to and feel safe (PR3).

The perceived power differential between parents and other professional supports was seen as a form of “leverage” that workers held over parents with one
parent stating, “they are just automatically, ‘I have to write this up’” (PR5). One
parent compared that perception with her perception of the family coach with
whom she “[did] not feel like we are being recorded” (PR2).
A number of parents did not conceal their uneasiness particularly of child
welfare workers: “When it comes to them, I don’t trust them at all. I don’t say
no more than I have to around those people” (PR12). The perceived empathy
gap with professional supports other than the family coach was articulated by
the attitude, “The workers don’t really know what we are feeling”, contrasting
perceptions of the family coach who “has been there, she has done that, she
has walked in your shoes” (PR23). Some parents felt the empathy gap more
keenly, with the sense that “with the workers it’s more you have to do this or
do that … I don’t feel like they care. I tell them things that are going on and
they don’t seem to do anything about it. I feel like they don’t listen” (PR3). In
comparison, the family coach was seen as a caring and empathetic ally:
A family coach is a person who has been to court, who has been to places the
average person hasn’t been … she’s walked, maybe not the whole hundred miles in
my shoes, but she’s walked, she’s conquered, she’s done it all … there are a few that
still have that compassion (PR4).
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The sense that the family coach remained a reliable and available source of
support was especially important to a parent population more accustomed
to inconsistent support from child welfare professionals. Several participants
invoked the sentiment that “my caseworkers change often” (PR2). The lack
of consistency and longevity of professional supportive relationships was
a recurrent theme among parents, who found the “constant” presence of the
family coach a welcome change, as articulated by one parent who revealed
having had at least four caseworkers in a period of two years (PR8).

Recommendations for improvements

When asked about recommendations for improvements to support services
delivered by the family coach, parents suggested that they would like to see
more family coaches and additional support services available. Parents recognized the logistical difficulties in demanding the attention of the available
family coaches: “There might have been one or two times when I haven’t
been able to reach her … ” (PR4). Another parent stressed: “They need more
family coaches” (PR11).
Among the recommendations for additional support services, a few parents suggested “more support especially when we go to court,” “housing,”
and “day care for the kids.” Other parents stated that they would like to see
improved communication from child welfare staff, more specifically, in
introducing parents to peer support services. For instance, one parent
revealed being unaware of the availability of family coaches for some time:
I didn’t know much about the peer support services. Like, they try to hide all the
good stuff about this agency … no other caseworker, no supervisor even told
me … I didn’t even know they had family coaches here (PR4).

Discussion

This qualitative study provided an in-depth look into the types of supports
offered by family coaches to parents in the process of reunification and
afterward. Parents seeking reunification participated in the support services
and characterized support as emotional, informational, instructional, and
advocacy. Central to the administration of this support was the family
coach who was viewed as an ally, a confidante, and a trusted advisor able
to proffer advice, a sympathetic ear, and access to additional beneficial
resources. The community created by the family coach offered access to
a cadre of likeminded peers who provided a supplementary source of
strength that should not be discounted. Parents greatly relied upon
a network of individuals grappling with similar circumstances, which only
served to deepen and authenticate ties beyond the superficial.
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A priority for both the child welfare system and the families involved,
reunification support deserves a closer examination, especially since about
half of abused and neglected children who are reported to child welfare
services ultimately return to their home of origin (U.S. DHHS, 2018).
Parents enumerated several benefits provided by their peer support network
and the family coach – validation, encouragement, and advice were but a few
of the emotional benefits they gleaned through their participation in the
program. In a similar vein, parents were also cognizant of the concrete
benefits delivered by the family coach who supplied parents with resources
ranging from household items to referrals.
For many parents, the disenfranchisement and loss experienced upon
surrendering one’s children to the child welfare system remained an
unmatched pain, understood only by a select few. The family coach and
the peer support group provided a community privy to the ups-and-downs,
traumas and even joys intrinsic to the experience of reunification. Support
group members and the family coaches were incomparable in their ability to
empathize and counsel. It was to such a sanctuary that parents returned to
again and again.
The study findings substantiate evidence drawn from the existing literature, which demonstrates that the availability of peer support provides
myriad emotional and concrete benefits to parents navigating the vagaries
of the child welfare system (Lietz et al., 2011); and having confidantes and
support encouraged and empowered parents in the process of reunification
(Berrick et al., 2010; Levin, 1992). Given the emotionally fraught environment created by the reunification process, which typically results in feelings
like “fear, distrust, and ambivalence” (Bicknell-Hentges, 1995; Cohen &
Canan, 2006), it is unsurprising that parents would opt for the services of
a family coach. This was especially true for parents who felt socially isolated
and devoid of a strong support network that could empathize and authenticate their unique experiences.
The findings suggest that to this end, the family coach occupied a role of
someone between a friend and professional and offered special insight into
the needs of parents. This is noteworthy since Hess et al. (2009) describe the
child welfare system as frequently hampered by labyrinthine legal mandates,
permanency planning timelines, and organizational jargon. For parents juggling multiple responsibilities, or who are not savvy to the bureaucratic
rigmarole of the child welfare system, the family coach acted as an advocate
and champion who illuminated an otherwise obscure process. Parents felt
more comfortable and less hostile toward family coaches, who were already
familiar with the ins-and-outs of the child welfare system and who could
confidently assure them, “I’ve been there.”
Frequently, respondents contrasted the support received from family coaches to other professional supports (e.g., child welfare workers) and found
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the family coaches to be a reliable and relatable source of support. While the
child welfare caseworker’s role is to ensure that children’s needs are met and
that they are living in a nurturing, safe, and permanent family as quickly as
possible, this is a difficult task as caseworkers have numerous responsibilities
that stem from governmental policies and regulations, often carry high
caseloads, respond to frequent emergencies, and operate under intense scrutiny; undeniably, that affects their responsiveness to parents’ inquiries and
adds tension to their relationship with parents (Bundy-Fazioli et al., 2009).
Indeed, from the start, parents view caseworkers as part of the system that
took their child into foster care. Moreover, the widely documented high
turnover rate among child welfare workers further impacts the ability of
caseworkers to build relationships with parents gap that family coaches have
been able to fill in (Strolin et al., 2007).
The role of the family coach is to unconditionally support the parent, even
while challenging the parent to make changes. The study contributed to the
literature by revealing the unique characteristics of family coaches, such as
their relatability, perceived sameness, trustworthiness, availability and accessibility, openness and transparency, and personable demeanor, which offered
them an unprecedented opportunity to engage parents and provide the
needed supports. In this sense, family coaches can be a complement to the
formal child welfare services.
Implications

Family coaches could play an influential role in providing supports to
families in the various stages of the reunification process. They can help
address barriers and challenges to reunification identified in the literature.
They can work hand-in-hand with parents to identify their strengths,
empower, guide, advocate and promote self-advocacy, educate, strengthen
their ability and confidence to support themselves and their families, and
teach to handle challenging situations. Family coaches could attend family
team meetings and advocate for parents in ways that caseworkers cannot do.
Family coaches could accompany family members to court hearings to lend
support or to assist them in engaging their legal representation. By doing so,
the parents may become more engaged in services and have their essential
needs addressed, which in turn could promote successful reunification outcomes and safe, loving, and permanent families. Their ultimate goal is to help
parents achieve and maintain a successful reunification.
Findings from this study, combined with outcome studies in the existing
literature, suggest a model that has a noteworthy potential. Parents illustrated
the unique role family coaches played in supporting their reunification experience. Contrasted with child welfare workers, family coaches offered genuine and
impartial support and motivated the family toward reunification. Family
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coaches demonstrated an honest, direct, and clear communication approach,
availed themselves consistently, and were regarded as trustworthy and relatable.
Parents in the child welfare system lack supports and often feel isolated. By
having access to the family coach as well as peers through the peer support
groups, parents were able to create friendships and a reliable network of
trusted peers. The coach and peers provided much needed empowerment,
encouragement, validation, and advice as well as shared resources among
each other.
Limitations

There are several limitations involved in the study design and method that
should be noted. Similar to other qualitative studies, sampling strategies do
not ensure representation; thus, the findings should be interpreted with
caution. The findings apply to the small self-selected group of parents from
one agency. A larger sample and recruitment from multiple agencies could
have detected some variations on the core themes. Another key limitation is
that the study did not differentiate the responses based on parents’ pre- or
post- reunification stage. It is possible that the supports needed during the
pre-reunification stage differed from post-reunification support needs.
Nonetheless, the parents had equally positive experiences with the family
coaches. It should be noted that the two coaches in this study may have been
particularly skilled or engaging, leading to positive experiences reported in
the study. Whether those positive experiences would hold once peer services
were scaled remains unknown. Finally, this study did not examine the
reunification outcomes in relation to the supports received.
Conclusion and future research

This study provided an in-depth understanding of the experiences of parents
involved in support services delivered by a family coach. The study findings
contributed to the evidence that these support services are needed, crucial,
and beneficial to parents in the reunification process. The findings suggest
that the presence of a family coach remains a critical source of support for
many parents who are overburdened, under-informed, or socially isolated
from more stable social support networks. Time and time again, parents
related the special feelings of connection, comfort, and guidance they
received from family coaches who had walked in their shoes and grappled
with similar quandaries and anxieties. The efforts to ensure sustainable
permanency outcomes should seriously consider the important role that
family coaches play as guides, advocates, and trusted confidantes to
a population of parents in need of more comprehensive emotional, informational, and advocacy services.
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Although findings from this small study are promising, future studies
should include larger samples and employ experimental or quasiexperimental designs to detect the impact of such interventions. It would
be important to differentiate the results based on their pre- and postreunification experiences. Additionally, future studies should examine the
reunification outcomes in relation to the types of supports received.
Understanding how the quantity, intensity, and the types of supports influence the outcomes is essential as it would help design programs that are most
effective. Finally, a cost-benefit analysis would illuminate if the use of familycoach-delivered services would produce cost savings by reducing the length
of time in out-of-home placements.
Parents involved in the child welfare system are frequently beset with
numerous co-occurring problems and would benefit from peer-delivered
supports. If child welfare agencies and state and municipal governments
are committed to positive child welfare outcomes with reunification as the
foremost permanency planning goal, it behooves them to consider supports
that have demonstrated helpfulness and success. Comprehensive services are
needed during the reunification and post-reunification in reducing the risk of
harm to children, repeat maltreatment, and reentries to foster care. Services
should be designed to promote full parental engagement and participation
and embed support systems in order to achieve and sustain an environment
to which a child can be safely returned and to help maintain that environment after reunification.
Acknowledgments
The author acknowledges the hard work and support of research assistants, Anne Benedict and
Sharon Jeon, at Hunter College, the City University of New York, who assisted in the collection
and synthesis of the literature sources as well as data collection, management, and analysis.

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

References
Alpert, L. T. (2005). Research review: Parents’ service experience—a missing element in
research on foster care outcomes. Child and Family Social Work, 10(4), 361–366. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2206.2005.00387.x
Barth, R. P., Weigensberg, E., Fisher, P., Fetrow, B., & Green, R. (2008). Reentry of elementary aged children following reunification from foster care. Children and Youth Services
Review, 30(4), 353–364. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2007.10.002
Berrick, J. D., Cohen, E., & Anthony, E. (2011). Partnering with parents: Promising
approaches to improve reunification outcomes for children in foster care. Journal of

JOURNAL OF FAMILY SOCIAL WORK

469

Family Strengths, 11(1), Article 14. https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/33d2/
3db55f206976f73eadd4733e826c5930c28f.pdf
Berrick, J. D., Needell, B., Barth, R. P., & Jonson-Reid, M. (1998). The tender years: Toward
developmentally sensitive child welfare services for very young children. Oxford University
Press.
Berrick, J. D., Young, E., Cohen, E., & Anthony, E. K. (2010). I am the face of success: Peer
mentors in child welfare. Child and Family Social Work, 16(2), 179–191. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1365-2206.2010.00730.x
Bicknell-Hentges, L. (1995). The stages of the reunification process and the tasks of the
therapist. In L. Combrinck-Graham (Ed.), Children in families at risk: Maintaining the
connections (pp. 326–349). Guilford.
Brook, J., & McDonald, T. P. (2007). Evaluating the effects of comprehensive substance abuse
intervention on successful reunification. Research on Social Work Practice, 17(6), 664–673.
Bundy-Fazioli, K., Briar-Lawson, K., & Hardiman, E. R. (2009). A Qualitative examination of
power between child welfare workers and parents. British Journal of Social Work, 39(8),
1447–1464. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcn038
Cameron, G. (2002). Motivation to join and benefits from participation in parent mutual aid
organizations. Child Welfare, 81(1), 33–57.
Chaffin, M., Bonner, B. L., & Hill, R. F. (2001). Family preservation and family support
programs: Child maltreatment outcome across client risk levels and program types. Child
Abuse and Neglect, 25(10), 1269–1289. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(01)00275-7
Charmaz, C. (2006). Constructing Grounded Theory: A practical guide through qualitative
analysis. Sage.
Cheng, T. C. (2010). Factors associated with reunification: A longitudinal analysis of
long-term foster care. Children and Youth Services Review, 32(10), 1311–1316. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.04.023
Child Welfare Information Gateway. (2011). Family reunification: What the evidence shows.
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Children’s Bureau. https://secure.cecredit.com/articles/101406/family_reunification.pdf
Child Welfare Information Gateway. (2017). Supporting successful reunifications. U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Children’s Bureau. https://www.childwelfare.
gov/pubs/supporting-reunification
Christensen, D. N., & Todahl, J. L. (1999). Solution-based casework: Case planning to reduce
risk. Journal of Family Social Work, 3(4), 3–24. https://doi.org/10.1300/J039v03n04_02
Cohen, E., & Canan, L. (2006). Closer to home: Parent mentors in child welfare. Child
Welfare, 85(5), 867–884.
Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2008). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for
developing grounded theory (3rd ed. ed.). Sage.
Darlington, Y., Healy, K., & Feeney, J. A. (2010). Challenges in implementing participatory
practice in child protection: A contingency approach. Children and Youth Services Review,
32(7), 1020–1027. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.03.030
Enano, S., Freisthler, B., Perez-Johnson, D., & Lovato-Hermann, K. (2017). Evaluating
parents in partnership: A preliminary study of a child welfare intervention designed to
increase reunification. Journal of Social Service Research, 43(2), 236–245. https://doi.org/10.
1080/01488376.2016.1253634
Falconer, M., Haskett, M., McDaniels, L., Dirkes, T., & Siegel, E. (2008). Evaluation of
support groups for child abuse prevention: Outcomes of four state evaluations. Social
Work with Groups, 31(2), 165–182. https://doi.org/10.1080/01609510801960890

470

M. LALAYANTS

Farmer, E. (1996). Family reunification with high risk children: Lessons from research.
Children and Youth Services Review, 18(4–5), 403–424. https://doi.org/10.1016/01907409(96)00012-6
Frame, L., Berrick, J. D., & Brodowski, M. L. (2000). Understanding reentry to out-of-home
care for reunified infants. Child Welfare, 79(4), 339–369.
Hess, J. Z., Barr, S. C., & Hunt, G. D. (2009). The practice of family mentoring and advocacy:
A theoretical investigation of critical issues. Families in Society: The Journal of
Contemporary Social Services, 90(2), 189–195. https://doi.org/10.1606/1044-3894.3872
Kemp, S. P., Marcenko, M. O., Hoagwood, K., & Vesneski, W. (2009). Engaging parents in
child welfare services: Bridging family needs and child welfare mandates. Child Welfare, 88
(1), 101–126.
Krueger, R. A. (1994). Focus groups. A practical guide for applied research (2nd ed.). Sage.
Lalayants, M. (2012). Parent engagement in child safety conferences: The role of parent
representatives. Child Welfare, 91(6), 9–42.
Lalayants, M. (2014). Parent representation model in child safety conferences. Child Welfare,
92(5), 107–136.
Lalayants, M., Baier, M., Benedict, A., & Mera, D. (2015). Peer support groups for child
welfare-involved families. Journal of Family Social Work, 18(5), 305–326. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10522158.2015.1026015
Leake, R., Longworth-Reed, L., Williams, N., & Potter, C. (2012). Exploring the benefits of
a parent partner mentoring program in child welfare. Journal of Family Strengths, 12(1),
Article 6. https://digitalcommons.library.tmc.edu/jfs/vol12/iss1/6
Levin, A. E. (1992). Groupwork with parents in the family foster care system: A powerful
method of engagement. Child Welfare, 71(5), 457–473.
Lianekhammy, J., & Huebner, R. (2008). Parent advocate program evaluation outcomes for
families served in Jefferson County, September 2005 to April 2008. Jefferson County
Department of Family Children and Youth.
Lietz, C. A., Lacasse, J. R., & Cacciatore, J. (2011). Social support in family reunification:
A qualitative study. Journal of Family Social Work, 14(1), 3–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10522158.2011.531454
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Sage.
Littell, J. H., & Schuerman, J. R. (1995). A synthesis of research on family preservation and
family reunification programs. Westat, Inc.
Marcenko, M., Brown, R., DeVoy, P. R., & Conway, D. (2010). Engaging parents: Innovative
approaches in child welfare. American Humane, 25(1), 23–34. http://www.centerforchild
welfare.org/kb/PRpub/engaging-parentsinnovative.pdf
Miller, K. A., Fisher, P. A., Fetrow, B., & Jordan, K. (2006). Trouble on the journey home:
Reunification failures in foster care. Children and Youth Services Review, 28(3), 260–274.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2005.03.010
Miller, W. R., & Rollnick, S. (2012). Motivational interviewing, helping people change (3rd
ed.). Guilford Press.
Mizrahi, T., Lopez Humphreys, M., & Torres, D. (2009). The social construction of client
participation: The evolution and transformation of the role of service recipients in child
welfare and mental disabilities. Journal of Sociology & Social Welfare, 36(2), 35–61. https://
scholarworks.wmich.edu/jssw/vol36/iss2/4
Ryan, J. P., Marsh, J. C., Testa, M. F., & Louderman, R. (2006). Integrating substance abuse
treatment and child welfare services: Findings from the Illinois alcohol and other drug
abuse waiver demonstration. Social Work Research, 30(2), 95–107. https://doi.org/10.1093/
swr/30.2.95

JOURNAL OF FAMILY SOCIAL WORK

471

Strolin, J., McCarthy, M., & Caringi, J. (2007). Causes and effects of child welfare workforce
turnover: Current state of knowledge and future directions. Journal of Public Child
Welfare, 1(2), 29–52. https://doi.org/10.1300/J479v01n02_03
U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
Administration on Children, Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau. (2004). Findings from
the initial child and family services reviews, 2001 to 2004. www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/
cwmonitoring/results/sld001.htm.
U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
Administration on Children, Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau. (2016). Reasonable
efforts to preserve or reunify families and achieve permanency for children. https://www.
childwelfare.gov/pubPDFs/reunify.pdf
U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
Administration on Children, Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau. (2019). Child maltreatment 2017. https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/research-data-technology/statistics-research
/child-maltreatment
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
Administration on Children, Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau. (2009). The AFCARS
[Adoption and foster care analysis and reporting system] report. https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
Administration on Children, Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau. (2018). The AFCARS
[Adoption and foster care analysis and reporting system] report. https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb
Wulczyn, F., Chen, L., & Courtney, M. (2011). Family reunification in a social structural
context. Children & Youth Services Review, 33(3), 424–430. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.child
youth.2010.06.021

