Chapter 1

CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT
The Myth of Classlessness
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: Chikl abuse is not a black problem, a brown problem, or a white
: problem  Child abusers are found in the ranks of the unem-
played, the blue-collar worker, the white-collar worker and the -
professional They are Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, Baptist and N
atheis! (Fraser, 1976-1977). ;
[Clhild abuse and neplect occur among familics Mrom all ‘25
socioeconomic fevels, religious groups, races and nationalities "
{Steele, 1975) g
The problem of child abuse is not limited o any particular i
economie, social, or intellectual fevel, race or religion (Fonlana,
1977). i
) ke
A8
.« [Clhild abuse and child neglect afflict all communitics, re- fi 1

gardless of race, religion o1 economic status (Besharov & Be- i
shiarov, 1977).

Reprinted, with permission, from the Americon Journal of Orthepsy- !
ehiatry, 1978, 48, 608-617: copyright 1978 by the American Crthopsychia- i
tric Association, Inc,
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While such oft-repealed statements are lrue, they are onlé
half-true. Child abuse and neglect havc:: :{:decd been fo;]ln
among all sociocconomic classes, and within all o[: the} Ouiil;
groupings mentioned. But these statements secrn to imply tha
child abuse and neglect oceur without rcgm:d to soclocconom]ac
class, or that they are distributed proportionately amor&g the
total population. The impression that ‘thcscf p{'oblcm§ arlc {;n:f
cratically distributed ih:’"oug!}qut society s {a:c{rca§1n% y i“g
conveyed by professionals writing in aczfdcmxc_joupm 5, atn 1o
the public through the news media, despite clear evidence to
CO"“;?IT}S;S chapter will be concerned primarily 'wi‘lh thre’:c;?sbucs:
(1) the extent and nature of the evidence associaling chilc duusr;
and neglect with social class; (2) the rcasons why the myth o
classlessness continues to be prom.u'lga{ed; and (3) the dnn:lag;
ing eflcets of the myth on our ability to understand and dea

with the problems.

WHAT THE STUDIES Stiow

There is substantial evidence of a strong re!nlionshiP bei
tween poverty and child abu:?c and ljcg!ecl:t« Every n(;ﬂlg::;ic
survey of officially reported incidents of chil” neglcq and a [
has indicated that the preponderance of the reports mvolves

ili he lowest socioeconomic levels. ‘
ram!]lifls l{:t?[;‘:rét of these studies, a umiom\jide survey of Ch;lk:
abuse reports made to central regist{;les, Gil (1979) ch:iurlil lhl;ld
nearly 60% of the families involved in the abuse incic cg?s ; :
been on welfare during or before the study year c)_!" .19 ) z;a;
that 37.2% of the abusive families had been receiving p;l tcr
assistance al the time of the incident. Fuil_l*.erm(.)re,jBf Yo O
the reported familics had incm}m.s b::'lm} '}?.C{‘O \ln 11 Gla:cigﬁ\;
pared with 25.3% of all American familics who had st o
incomes. Only 52.5% of the fathers had been elmj? oznd
throughoul the year, and at least 65% of the mothers ¢
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35.5% of the fathers had not graduated from high school. On
the other side of the coin, only 3% of the Tfamilies had incomes
of $10,000 or more (compared with 34.49% of alj American
families for the same year), and only 0.4% of the mothers and
2.2% of the fathers had college degrees.

More recent data have been collecled by the American
Humanc Association (AHA) through its national study of offi-
cial child abuse and neglect reporting. For the year 1975 (AHA,
1975), family income information was provided by 20 states and
territorics on a total of 12,766 validated reports. For 53.2% of
these reports, the yearly income was under $5,000, and 69.29
of the families had incomes of fess than $7,000. In fact, less than
1% of the families had incomes of $1 1,000 or over.

The AHA 1976 data (AHA, 1978) on 19,923 validated
reports, rom a greater number of states and territories, show
that 49.6% of the familics had incomes under $5,000, and
65.4% were under $7,000. Forty-two percent of the families
were recciving public assistance, mostly Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC). Only 14.9% of the reports in-
dicated family incomes of $11,000 or more, and only 9% of the
families had incomes of $13,000 or niore. The median family
income was $5,051 (which is at the 1976 poverty level for a
family of four), compared with about $13,900 for all American
families in 1976. For reports of neglect only, the median income
dipped slightly to $4,250, and it rose slightly to $6,882 for abuse
only.

More geographically limited but in-depth studies substan-
tiate this poverty picture. In her classic study of child abuse and
neglect in the early 1960s, Young (1971) examined the case
records of 300 families, taken from the active files of child
protection agencies in several different urban, suburban, and
rural areas of the country. She found that: *Most of the familics
studied were poor, many of them very poor.” Her data indicate
that 42.7% of the families had been on public assistance at some
time, and that only 10.7% of all of the families “were financially
conifortable and able to meet their physical needs.” In 38% of
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the familics, the wage carnet had not held one job continuously
for as long as two YCars; in 71% of the familics, the wage earncr
was an unskilled laborer. Furthermore, few of the families hved
i adequate housing: “poorly heated, vermin-ridden, in various
stales of disrepair, much of the housing was a hazaid to

health.”
A recent study (Pelton, 1977, see Chapter 4 of this book)

in which a random sample of active cases from the state child

protection agency caseload in Mercer County, New Jersey, was

carefully screened for abuse and neglect, and the case records
thoroughly analyzed, revealed that 81% of the families had
received public welfare penelits at some tme. Seventy-nine per-
cent of the familics had an income of $7,000 or less at the time
of case acceptance Two-thirds of the mothers had left school
by the end of the tenth grade.

Many more available statistics lead to the same unmistak-
able conclusion: The lower sociocconomic classes arc dispro-
portionately represented among a1l child abuse and neglect
cases known to public agencies, to the extent that an over-
whelming pcrcentagc_—indccd, the vast majority—of the fami-
ies in these cases live in poverty or near-poverly circumstances.

Those who uphold the myth of classlessness do not gener-
ally dispute such findings. Rather, they offer several disclaim-
ers. Poor people, it is suggested, are more available to public
scrutiny, more likely to be known 10 social agencies and law
enforcement agencies, whose workers have had the opportunity

to enter their houscholds. The family tives of middle-class and
upper-class people, on the other hand, are less open to inspec:
tion by public officials; they are less likely than people in poor
neighborhoods to turn to public agencies when help is nceded.
Thus, injuries to children of the middie and upper classes arc
less likely to arousc outside suspicion of abuse and neglect; even
when they do, the private physicians whom the parents consuit,
ficy may have a rather person

al relationship,
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reported child abuse
abuse and neglect ¢
ol eases. It i el ey ascs docs not reflect the
mez o to:s; i}irlhm implicd that there are propor[iof::: ?r
o mnonp ! e' Icascs among the middle and upper c[;sc d
abuse and fegol“ ir-ciass families, to such an extent that ;:h?fsl
ect arc more or less i ‘ (
! 3" : istri
ﬂﬂlon\% e proportionately distributed
hile the premi i
_ ises are valid—n
ject 1o publi el poor people are mor -
o Uiclnlihsysc; wliny—the conclusions do not follow lo{gei;':ll?
e ﬂu ) ¢ .h“{c no grounds for proclaiming that if mid::i!cy
s pper-class households were more open to bl"
ncgiecty;;-l\;;s would find proportionately as many ‘lbuszua ;é;
) i among them. Undiscovered evi i )
ence at all evidence is no evi-
Alth :
iny mer:;isg;rui;z:)r 1{)}-:(;[)!0 are more susceptible to public scru
' antial evidence that the relati 1shi )
soverly o ‘ at the relationship b
rcpoﬂi):]gnsd Sc{!nld abuse and neglect is not just an arioni?lveenf
i v y” ems. The Publlc scruliny argument -::amncty "
: ;ty lu: real relationship that exisls o
First, while it i ‘ h
e nwarencss“vic 1It is genemli).! acknowledged that greater pub
increase in re e new reporting laws have led to a si niﬁp (
attan of “i:;rllng over the past [ew years, the socioegonocrili:
. ¢ reports has not
indings el as not changed apprecia
ore fl i';lrcady rc_avmwcd here indicate that azlcx q;?ciyi B
" incrg az[pubhc watch has failed, over the ymrsp;o e.:da"d
b eas : 11 ' . )
Seconed [talmpornrf)n of reports from above the iowgrilfscse
lc ) . L N
il s :md lﬁ:l;lf)ii;ct s:ruln;y argument cannot explain why
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within egrees of pover
e loth&tﬂgamc Io.wcr class that is acknowicdgeti toliz, hore
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ncglect 10 lmvcgs ey (1.9“7()") foun-d the hipliest incidenc’e of ci;ilg
ererty, A T occurred in families living in the most extreme
1977)in ”Oﬂ{]c?::,Nn:zr;t recent study (Wolock & Horowilz
; Jersey com d AF ini :
lies Fow ersey pared AFDC recipient i
n to the state child protection agency andpideni?;::;
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and with whom
will be reluctant to report their suspicions 10 public authorities. Ji 35 having abused or neglected their chi
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found to be living in more crowded and dilapidated h?us‘:hﬁﬁi’
tg have been more likely to have gone hungry, nncl,im g;:};,[;é
to b(e existing at a lower malerial levcl'tlmn lllle_ot lierd o
families. The mothers in the maltreating !“m;nhcrs 135 sc'[’hc
, : i thers in the other families.
ars of education than the mo ' 5 i
?:\rltstigalors concluded that the abusing and neglecting families
‘ oorest of the poor. '
" L}"};i[:"d the public scrutiny argument cannot c‘xplatn why,
among thé reporied cases, the most severe :;uu}n’cj h{;l:fscc ?f:
i ‘ ities. In his study of child ab -
ed in the poorest fnmlllf:s' : of e
Cl{i)rr[ts Gil (1970) found that injuries were more likely to bt{:)i';é:v
gr sc’ﬁous among families whose annual income was
$3,500. . ' . .
$3,5 Severily certainly seems to be an important fflcu?‘r‘;tdli::s
reeard. If definitions of child abuse zm.d ncg]e.cl are vie ol o
a l%n ;:ontinuum, and stretched to their mos.t _tnn?'culc).ulz lbusé
;{ mfy indeed be concluded that, by ”deﬁ'mtiwn&d i;;vej e
( throughout society. Mo ,
and neglect are rampant . ! e
;:]yth itgsclf conveys the impression that §evcntly, asl(:’:lellme
frequency, of abuse is dislribu[cd.proporllonalc’?r”nn ° iﬂcd
cl*\csfses But, as Gil (1970) has pointed out, officially r‘pmivc
‘ ’ ! ) N v
incidents are more likely than unreporied mc!deqls [0[1::3 e
severe injury, since severity is an.xmpo.rtant criterion o r pand
ing. As we have seen, the relationship between pove '):1(:1115
se%;:rily of injury obtains even among t!1tal\lr'e‘i)lort?;!7:;1)cl()f 134‘
iti ith, Hanson, & Noble, .
A British study (Smith, ‘ o
battered infants and children undgr ﬁvelycars g[ a%ie, In'(::en[s
whom had been admitted to hospitals, .found t alT;e ;iv;wcm‘
were predominantly from the Jower social classes. The

i i i ' o e-
gators concluded that “battering is mainly a lower class phe- |

nomenon.” They further stated that

as the criterin Tor referval of cascs were ;a}c?tzgii:\;cd;r;
reasonably confident that ifm(?rc children [rou.a ']:fils ”“;“ s
families had been admitted with um:xpcc(l;:di n:;;:
sultant pacdiatricians would have referred them.
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The most severe and least easily hidden maltreatment of
children is that which results in death. As a forensic pathologist
associated with the Office of the Medical Examiner in Philadel-
phia, Weston (1974) reviewed the morttality of all children un-
der 16 years of age in that city from 1961 through 1965. During
this five-year period, 60 deaths due to child abuse and neglect
were found. Among the 24 deaths due to neglect, Weslon noted
that more than 80% of the families had reccived some form of
public assistance. The investigator divided the abuse viclims
into two calegories, according to prior trauma Of the 13 chil-
dren with no previous injury (36% of the abuse victims), he
reported that “more than hall” camc from ntiddle-class homes.
As for the 23 children with a history of repetitive trauma (64%
of the abuse victinis), he noted that, with few exceptions, most
came from “homes of extremely low socivecononiic level,” and
hone came from upper-middle or upper-class families

Kaplun and Reich (1976) studied 112 of the 140 apparent
homicides of children under 15 years of age, recorded by New
York City's Chiel Medical Examiner during 1968 and 1969.

Over two-thirds of the assailants in these homicides were par-
enls or paramours. The authors lound:

Most of the fumilies of the murdered children {70%} lived in

areas of severc poverty, and almost all were known to Lhe cily's
public weilare ageney.

Thus we can conclude from (hese studies that the vast
majority of the fatal victims of child abuse and neglect are from
poor families. Unlike certain other injuries to children, in only
rare instances can death be hidden. Because of its greater sever-
Hy and openness to public scruliny than other injuries, its true
causes, (oo, are less likely (o go undelected. Death will prompl
an investigation. However, if is probable that some child honii-
cides have been successfully passed ofl as accidents by the par-
ents, and some people will argue that investigative authorities
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have been more readily deceived by middle-class and upper-
class parents than by lower-class parents.
Yet there is simply a massive amount ol evidenee, from our

country and many others, that

_the gverwhelming majority of homicides and other assaultive
crimes are committed by persons from the lowest stratum of a
social organization (Wollgang, 1967

As Magura (1975) noted, the source of such evidence is not
fimiled to official slatistics and, moreover, any presumed bias
i the detection of offenses cannot explain the fact that official
crime rale differences between social classes are substantially
greater for physically aggressive crimes than for property
offenses. 1 anything, as Magura pointed out, since the serious-
ness of an offense is known o be related to the probability of
police intervention, the role of a bias in police recognition of
olfenses would be expected Lo be least influential in the delee-
tion of the most scrious offenses. The rate differentials can only
mean that, in actuality, crimes of violence are far niore preva-
lenl among the lowest socigeconomic classes. There is little rea-
son to believe that child abuse (leaving aside, for (he moment,
child neglect, which is an act of a different nature than most
violent crimes) conforms to any diflerent socioccononc pat-
tern than thal of viotent crimes in general. In fact, the available
evidence, including that pertaining to [atal child abuse, indi-
cales that it does not.

WHY THE MyTH PERSISTS

That the belicl in the classiessness of child abuse and ne-
glect has taken hold with such tenacily among professionals
and the public, despite cvidence and logic lo the conlrary,
suggesls that il serves important functions lor those who accepl
i, Maintenance of the myth permits many professionals 1o view

THE MYTI1 OF CLASSLESSNESS

child abusc and neglect as psychodynamic problems, in the
context of a medical model of “'disease,”” "treatment,” and
“cure,” rather than as predominantly sociological and poverty-
rcl'ntcd problenis. Morcover, like the popular conception ol an
epidemic discase, aflicting families without regard to social or
economic standing, the myth allows the problems of abuse and
ficg!cct to be portrayed as broader than they actually are—
indeed, as occurring in “epidemic” proportions.

.Boelfm (1964) has pointed oul that the strong psychody-
namic oricniation in the feld ol social work has led to the
flssump{iou that neglect is a classless phenomenon. Conversely,
it can be said thal the assumption of classlessness plays a key
role in upholding the psychodynamic orientation, as well as the
medical model of treatment.

The mystique of psychodynamic theories has captivated
many helping professionals, who scem to view the espousal and
praclice of such theories as conferring stalus and prestige upon
themsclves. Unfortunately, the mundane problems of poverty
and poverty-related hazards hold less fascination for them; di-
rect, concrete approaches lo these problems appear o be less
glanmorous professionally than psychiologizing about the poor
and prescribing the latest fashions in psychotherapy. Although
concrete services are the ones most attractive lo prospective
iowe:r-ciass consuniers, they arc the services that are least ap-
pealing to the middle-class helping professionals immersed in
the “psychological socicty” (Gross, 1978).

"Il.ms the myth serves several functions. It supports the
prestigious and fascinating psychodynamic medical-model ap-
proach and, by disassocialing the problems {rom poverty, ac-
cord§ distinct and separale status to child abuse and neglect
specialists. The myth holds that child abuse and neglect are not,
for the most part, micre aspects of the poverty problem. Ulti-
m‘a!cly, by encouraging the view that abuse and neglect are
wad_csprczld (hroughout society, the myth presumably aids in
prying loose additional federal Tunds for dealing with these
problems.
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Politicians, for their part, have been amenable to the myth
of classlessness because it serves certain functions for thenm. The
questioning of David Gil by then-Senator Waller Mm'}dale at
the 1973 Senate hearings on the Child Abuse Prevention a.nd
Treatment Act was most revealing of this preference. Invoking
the public scrutiny argument, Mondale pressed hard to estab-
lish that child abuse “is not a poverty problem.” As Patti (1976)

noted,

... it seems that the Senator wisbed to avoid treating child abuse
as another manifestation of poverly out of a concern that the
poverty issue had lost its political appeal

Berleman (1976) commented on the same hearings:

Some legislators wished 1o be reassured that a.busc was not dis-
proportionately distributed according lo socioeconomic class;
they were particularly anxious not to have the problem Lecome
identified with the lower class Many wilnesses also gave the
impression that the problem was not elass-related

Thus both professional and politician, each for his own
reasons, arc disinclined to see the problems as poveriy—re!aied
—the former to increase his chances of gaining funding for a
medical-model approach, the latter Lo increase his own chaluces
of getting a bill passed and thus appearing lo‘be Sggr‘e-ssweiy
dealing with the phenomenon of child “battering,” which the
public already perceives as a "sickness"“ ' o

But the ends (obtaining increased funding) cannol justify
the means (presenting a picture of child aE?usc and neglect not
supported by the evidence), even on tactical ‘grouudsw W!ien
certain claims are made in order to secure funding, these claims
will determine the disposition of the funds. If it is asserted that
there are millions of undiscovered abuse and neglect cases
among the middle classes, then legislators must r.casonably con-
clude that money should be earmarked for finding them. And
if it is claimed that the problems are unrelated to poverty, then
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money and attention will be diverled from poverty-oriented
services,

Well-meaning mental health professionals may be drawn
to the myth of classlessness, believing that the association of
child abuse and neglect with poverly constitules one more in-
sulting and discriminatory act toward poor people, one more
way to “stigmatize” them unjustly. In fact, the myth does a
disservice Lo poor people and (o the victims of child abuse and
neglect; it undermines development of effective approaches to
dealing with their real and difficult problems, and directs us
toward remedies more oriented to the middle classes.

To say that child abuse and neglect are strongly related to
poverly is not to say that poor people in general abuse and
neglect their children. On the contrary, only a small minority
of lower-class parents do so (Pelton, 1977). But the myth of
classlessness diverts our attention from the “subculture of vio-
lence” (Wolfgang, 1967), the stresses of poverly that can pro-
voke abuse and neglect, and (he hazardous poverly envi-
ronment that heightens the dangerousness of child neglect.

How THE MYTH SERVES AS A SMOKESCREEN

In the face of the evidence that child abuse and neglect,
especially in their most severe forms, occur disproportionately
among the lower sociceconomic classes, proponenis of the
myth of classiessness have provided little substance for their
beliefs. Nonetheless, as suggested above, the myth is persistent
and powerlul enough to blind many of us to the real poverty-
related problems of most abuse and neglect cases. For poverty
is not merely “associated” with child abuse and neglect; there
is pood reason lo believe that the problems of poverty are
causative agents in parents’ abusive and negligent behaviors
and in the resultant harm to children.

As Gil (1970) has pointed out, the living conditions of
poverly generate stressful experiences that may become precipi-
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lating factors of child abuse, and the poor have littic means by
which Lo escape from such stress. Under these circumstances,
even minor misbehaviors and annoyances presented by power-
[ess children may trigger abuse. Such poverly-relaled factors as
uncmployment, dilapidated and overcrowded housing, and in-
sufficient money, food, recreation, or hope can provide the
stressful context for abuse. This is not lo say that middle-class
parents ncver experience slresses that might lead to child abuse,
or that environmental stress always contributes to abuse. Nor
does it mean that the additional stresses of poverly cause most
impoverished families to maltreat their children. But, given the
established fact that poverty is strongly related to child mal-
treatment, we find that there are sensible cxplanations as to why
poverty might be a partial determinant of it.

Child neglect is a far more pervasive social problem than
is abuse, occurring in more than twice as many cascs. More-
over, when harm to the child is severe enough to require hospi-
(alization or medical attention, it is [rom onc-and-¢ -hall o two
times more likely due {o neglect than to abuse (AHA, 1978;
Pelton, 1977). In addition, neglect is somewhat more strongly
related to poverty than is abuse (AHA, 1978; Pelton, 1977}

Like abuse, neglect may partiaily result from poverty-
related stresses. In leading to neglect, these stresses may pro-
duce the mediating factor of despair rather than anger when,
for example, a single parent allempts to raise a large family in
cramped and unsale living quarters with no help and little
money. The relationship can be seen most clearly in those cascs
in which a terrible incident, such as a fire devastating the home,
also destroys the mother’s capacity to cope with poverty any
longer.

However, no matter what the origins of neglectful behav-
for, there is a more immediate way in which poverty causes
harm to neglected children. Poverty itsell directly presents dan-
gers for children, and very often neglect merely increases the
likelihood that those dangers will result in harm.

Neglectful irresponsibility more readily Jeads to dire con-

MIE MYTIH OF CLASSLESSNESS

sequences when it occurs in the confext of poverty than when
that same behavior is engaged in by middle-class parents (Pel-
ton, 1977). In middle-class {amilies there is some leeway for
irresponsibility, a luxury that poverty does not afford. A mid-
dle-class mother can be careless with her money and squander
some of it, but still have enough so that her children will not
be deprived of basic necessities. Identical lapses in responsibil-
ity on the part of an impoverished mother might cause her
children to go hungry during the last few days of the month.
The less money one has, the better manager of money one has
fo be.

Leaving a child alone or unattended is the most prevalent
form of child neglect, occurring in 50% of all neglect cases
(Pelton, 1977). A middle-class parent’s inadequate super vision
will not put the children in as great danger as will that of the
impoverished parent, because the middle-class home is not as
drastically besct with health and safety hazards. The context of
poverty multiplics the hazards of a mother’s neglect. Thus poor
people have very little margin lor irresponsibility or misman-
agement of cither time or money.

In some cascs the mother does not have much choice but
to leave her children alone. A welfare mother with many chil-
dren cannot casily oblain or pay for a babysitter every time she
must leave the house to do her chores; in addition, she may find
it more difficult to do her shopping than would a middle-class
mother. I she leaves her children alone, she is gambling with
their safety; if she stays with them, it may mean being unable
to provide proper food or other immediate necessities. Thus
some mothers arc caught up in difficult and dangerous situa-
tions that have less lo do with their adequacy and responsibility
as parents than with the hard circumstances of their lives.

The myth of classlessness diverts attention [rom the envi-
ronmental problems of poor houscholds that make neglect so
much more dangerous to children than it would be in middle-
class homes.

Recognition of the impoverished context of child neglect
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points us to the need for concrete services directed al the dan-
gers of poverty, services such as house finding, rat conlr.ol,
in-home babysitler services, installation of window guafdwrmis,
and emergency cash for the repair of boilers or plqmbmg, the
payment of gas and electric bills, a security deposit on a new
apartment, or the purchase of food, crib, or a play[?cn. Such
measures will often directly prevent harm to children in protec-
tive services cases, and obviate the need lor child placement. In
addition, by reducing the immediate stresses of poverty these
measures may have a rapid and positive impact on the parents’
behavior.

Although the stresses of poverty certainly have psycholqg
ical effects, the strong relationship between poverty and child
abuse and neglect suggests that remediation of situational de-
fects should take precedence over psychological treatments.
These parents’ behavior problems are less likely to be symptoms
of unconscious or intrapsychic conflicts than ol concrete ante-
cedent environmental conditions, crises, and catastrophes. Il is
these root causes that must be addressed.

Child welfarc agencics can neither enter the housing indus-
try nor raisc clients’ welfare benefits. But they can seck to
remedy many of the health and safety hazards tlta‘l allcfld
poverty and inadequate housing and that, in combination with
parental factors produced in part by those very hazards, place
children in danger of harm and abuse.

CONCLUSION

Both evidence and reason lead to the unmistakable conclu-
sion that, contrary to the myth of classlessness, child abuse and
neglect are strongly related to poverty, in terms of prevalence
and of severity of consequences. This is not to say that abuse
and neglect do not occur among other socioeconomic classes,
or that, when they do occur, they never have severe conse-
quences. However, widespread reports suggesting that abuse
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and neglect are classless phenomena are unfounded and mis-
leading. The myth of classicssness persists not on the basis of
evidence or logic, but because it serves certain professional and
political interests. Thesc interests do not further the task of
dealing with the real problems underlying abuse and neglect;
adherence to the myth diverts attention from the nature of the
problems and diverts resources from their solution.
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