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FOREWORD

This report gives an overview of the developmentsin policies and services in
chj and family welfare in Australia over the past two decades. The data
for the study have been drawn from the annual reports of welfare departments
of three States (New South Wales, South Australia and Tasmania), and from
other documentssuch as CommonwealthGovernmentdepartments,Australian
Bureau of Statistics,and earlier studies in that field of welfare.

The aim of the report was to examine Commonwealthand Statesinitiatives in
child and family welfare; to ascertainthe extent and direction of these
initiatives; and to identify the outcomesthe interactionof these
initiatives might have had on what could appropriatelybe called a Child and
Family Welfare System in Australia. Although legally child welfare remains
in the States' sphere, the entry of the Commonwealthinto the field of early
childhood servicesand subsequentlyinto other related areassuch as family
support servicesschemes,must have been significant factors in the changes
that have taken place in the States'sphere. Furthermore, the Commonwealth
is the main provider of income support for dependentfamilies as well as a
provider of funds for servicesin other areasof child and family welfare,
such as health and education. For this reason, although the main source of
data in this study has come from Statewelfare departments,the field of
child and family welfare is conceptuallyperceivedas a systemof services
and provisions encompassingboth the Commonwealthand the States.

The report has been written in sevenchapters.

Chapter 1 outlines the backgroundof the study, giving an outline of the
earlier studiesat the Social Welfare ResearchCentre, which have led to
certain findings and hypotheses. These findings and hypothesesprovided the
rationale for this and further studies in child and family welfare which are
now in progressat the Centre.

Chapter 2 provides a societal context of the study, giving an outline of the
changesthat have occurred in the Australian society since the 1960s. The
chapter containsdescriptiveand statisticaldata on the changesin the
labour market, the growth and 'entrenchment'of unemployment,and the
increasein the dependenceon the state (in this case, the Commonwealth) for
income support.

Chapter 3 gives a descriptiveoverview of the developmentsin welfare
departmentsof the three Statesincluded in the study: Departmentof Youth
and Community Servicesin New South Wales; Departmentfor Community Welfare
in South Australia; and Departmentfor Community Welfare in Tasmania. The
chapter also identifies some of the Commonwealthinitiatives relevant to the
developmentsin the three States. The descriptiveaccount is supportedby
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statisticaldata on States'expendituresand allocationsto child and family
welfare services.

Child welfare servicesare examined in greaterdetail in Chapter 4. The
examinationincludes statisticson children under guardianship,on young
offenders, and brief data on reported incidenceof child abuseand of
children 'at risk' - a problem which has emergedwith an increasedintensity
over the recent years.

The developmentsin the prOV1S1onof early childhood servicesare dealt with
in Chapter 5. The chapterdescribesthe Commonwealthinitiatives in this
field and the responsesof the States. It points out that 'child care' has
a long history in Australia and prior to the entry of the Commonwealthinto
the field, it had been the responsibility of the Statesand of non-government
welfare organisations.

Chapter 6 examinesthe provision of serviceswhich come into the categoryof
'family support', such as emergencyfinancial assistance,budgetingadvice
services,crisis care, and homemakers'services. A sectionof the chapter
examinesspecifically the Family Support ServicesScheme(FSSS) introduced by
the Commonwealthin the late 1970s and briefly discussesthe effects of this
initiative.

Chapter 7 sums up the resultsof the study, pointing out the limitations of
the scope of the report and of the quality of data used in the analysis. It
attemptsto identify the changesin the perceptionson the issuesin child
and family welfare over the period covered by the study as well as some
problematicareasin the changingrole of Statewelfare departments. In
conclusion, the chapterargues for the necessityof Viewing child and family
welfare servicesas a system in which both the Commonwealthand the States
have a role to play, and then suggestsa conceptualframework which should
facilitate such a perspective.

ix



CHAPTER 1

THE CHILD .ARD FAMILY WELFARE SYSTEM

The background of this report

This report is the first in the current stageof the researchprogrammein
child and family welfare at the Social Welfare ResearchCentre. It gives an
overview of the developmentsin policies and servicesin child and family
welfare that have taken place over recent years in Australia, using as a
source of data the developmentsin three States: New South Wales, South
Australia, and Tasmania. These developmentsare examined in relation to the
CommonwealthGovernmentinitiatives in social security, and especially in
children's services, family support and youth services. In a broader
framework, the developmentsare examined in the context of changesthat have
occurred in the Australian society in such areasas family structure, income
distribution, and employment.

The current researchat the SWRC in this area of welfare constitutesthe
third stageof an ongoing researchprogrammewhich began in early 1980. In
the first stage, the focus of the researchwas on the welfare of young
children, and the result of that researchwas published in a report with the
title Services for Young Children: Welfare Service or Social Parenthood?
(Sweeneyand Jamrozik, 1982; SWRC R & P No.19). In that report we examined
the data on the use of servicesfor young children, such as formal and
informal child care, pre-schools,etc., and we presentedthesedata in the
context of the history of child care and child welfare servicesin Australia.
In particular, we traced the history of the CommonwealthGovernment's
involvement in early childhood services, the changesin the nature of that
involvement, and the manifest reasonsfor and aims of that involvement. It
becameapparentfrom our analysis that the reasonsfor and aims of the
Commonwealthpolicy statedat the time were not reflected in the use of
services. Briefly, the main discrepancyseemedto be betweenthe officially
statedpolicy of giving priority of accessto servicesto families and
children 'in need'; and the widespreaduse of servicesand care arrangements
of formal and informal kind by families as a 'normal' practice in the course
of everyday functioning of the family unit. Those findings led us to
examine available data on the use of child care servicesfrom other research
reports and then to conduct an empirical study in five suburbsof the Sydney
metropolitanarea of a sample of children's servicesand families using them.
Our purposewas to determine: the extent of usage; parents'experienceof
using child care over a period of time; the value parentssaw in child care
servicesfor themselvesand for their children; and the changesparentssaw
as desirablein the provision of services. We also obtained statisticaland
impressionisticdata from the providers of serviceson their experiencein
providing services; in the establishmentof services,and in the day-to-day
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administration. The findings of that study were published in 1984 as
Perspectivesin Child Care: Experiencesof' Parentsand Service Providers
(Sweeneyand Jamrozik, 1984, SWRC R & P No.44).

The main findings of the second-stageresearchmay be summedup as follows:

(1) It was evident that children's serviceswere used widely and for a
variety of reasons; they were used as part of normal functioning of the
family; parentsregardedthem as very important for the child's
development; and the servicesconstituteda significant family support.

(2) As family support, the servicesnot only seemedto enhancethe
functioning of the family unit but had a considerablepotential for
preventingcertain 'crisis' situationswhich may have necessitatedState
intervention of legal nature, such as Statewardship,
institutionalisation,etc. This 'preventive' role of children's
serviceswas evident from the reasonsparentsgave for using services,
as well as from the referralsof children to theseservicesby medical
practitioners, child psychologistsand social welfare workers. We came
acrossinstanceswhere child care serviceswere used to prevent a crisis
in a family as well as instanceswhere they were used as an
alternativeto residential care when a crisis had occurred.

(3) Children's servicesemployedmaterial and human resourcesprovided by
both Commonwealthand State governments. They also utilised
considerableresourcesprovided by the community itself, ego parents'
committees, parents'assistancein managements,fees, etc.

The analysisof the variety of reasonsthat parentsgave for
servicesindicated that the serviceswere used to meet three
of need: child's needs; parents' (usually mother's) needs;
of the family unit.

using child care
broad categories
and the needs

Child care servicesthus seemedto perform a supportivefunction,
supplementaryfunction, and substitutivefunction, that is, the kind of
functions that have been regardedfor some time as essentialingredientsof
child welfare and family welfare services.

However, we also had to note that in common perceptionsas well as in
professionalorientationsof social welfare practitioners, 'child care' and
'child welfare' were being regardedas two distinctly different kinds of
services, provided for different reasonsand serving different purposes,or
needs. Furthermore, the distinction had been carried thrOUgh into different
spheresof political responsibility; 'child care' being regardedas the
responsibility of the Commonwealthgovernmentwhile the responsibility for
'child welfare' remainedwi th the States.

It seemed, then, that in common perceptionsas well as in some aspectsof
policy two systemsof child welfare were now in operation: one, which was
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seenas positive and necessary,indeed essential,for normal family
functioning and child development,and was almost universally used as a
public utility rather than as a welfare service; and the second, which was
seenin a negativeperspectiveof the traditional 'welfare', and used as a
preventiveor protective interventionin selectivecases. Yet, at the
operationallevel, the distinction betweenthe two systemswas not always
clear. Furthermore, it was evident from some of the changesthat had taken
place in State child welfare departmentsthat efforts had beenmade for some
time, and continued to be made, to extricate those departmentsfrom their
'traditional mould' so as to enable them to play a positive role in enhancing
the functioning of the family unit and child development. In some State
departmentsnew forms of care had been introduced, such as temporary foster
care, or referralsof children 'at risk' to child care centresor family day
care schemes. Some of these changeshave been identified by Jan Carter
(Protectionto Prevention: Child Welfare Policies, SWRC R & P No.29, 1983)
and were further discussedin Child Welf'are: Current Issuesand Future
Directions (J. Jarrah, ed., 1984, SWRC R & P No.34).

These observationsled us to raise the question: when we consider the roles
and functions performed by child care and child welfare services,are we
looking at Two Systemsor One? (Sweeney, 1984). If the two different
systemsperformed the same, or at least very similar, range of functions and
were meeting the same kind of needs, why, then, were these needs perceived,
and respondedto, differently? Consideringthe fact that the needsvere
perceivedand respondedto differently, was it perhapsthe case that these
differenceswere influenced, or determined, by some societal factors such as
the position of users (parentsand children) in the socio-economic
stratification or class structure? Why, for example, was there a different
perceptionof a child in a child care centre, and a child in foster care, in
a 'family home' or in another kind of home or 'institution', if' all these
servicesvere perf'ol'lling the f'unction of' substitutecare? Then, at the
policy level, on what basiswere the lines drawn betweenthe Commonwealth
government'sresponsibility and the responsibility of the States?

It is these sorts of questionsthat have led us to the current stage of
researchinto the Family and Child Welfare System; for it became
increasinglyapparentthat the recurringly separateissuesof 'child care'
and 'child welfare' were, in fact, manifestationsof various aspectsof
family and child welfare policy and could be perceivedto constitute
different parts of one child and family welfare system.

Child and f'aJlily velf'are: vhose responsibility?

Historically, the responsibility for child and family welfare in Australia
has been (and, constitutionally, still is) placed in the province of the
States. That responsibility was seenas primarily a responsibility for
child welfare, or, more specifically, child protection, either in caseswhere
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the family was 'absent'or where it was seento be either incapableor
unwilling to care for the child in the manner deemedto be acceptableto the
community.

In practice, child welfare serviceswere concernedwith the welfare of
children from poor families. The activities of State welfare authorities
were, typically, involved in the provision of servicesfor children from
working-classfamilies, or other low-status families such as Aboriginal
families, who were seenas not having the 'right' attitudesto child rearing
or were not providing the right conditions or environment for the child, eg.,
suitable housing, adequateinstruction, cleanliness,health, etc. Child
welfare serviceshad �t�h�~�m�a�r�k of 'the Stateversus the family' argument,
typified by removal of children from their natural families and placing them
in a situation where they might be re-socialised. In this way, it was
believed that the developmentof children who would then grow up and join the
labour force (in the working classes)rather than be dependenton the State
would be achieved.

By and large, theseattitudesin child welfare remained sUbstantially
unchangeduntil the 1960s. Since then, according to official sourcesand
researchliterature (e.g. Carter, 1983), changeshave taken place, the main
featuresbeing a greaterattentiongiven to the child's natural family and a
changeof focus from 'child protection' to 'prevention'.

Changesin child and family welfare serviceshave occurred in all States,
and, in most States,at all levels of service provision; legislation,
administration, and service delivery. As part of these changesmost States
have held extensiveenquiries into the system of service provision. There
have also been changesin manifest policies and attitudes, accompaniedby
changesin terminology. Such terms as 'prevention', 'family support'
'care', and 'the community' becamethe operativewords of welfare agencies.
These changeswere accompaniedby claims of successfulreductionof
dependenceon Stateservices. For example, the New South Wales Department
of Youth and Community Servicesreported,

The word 'community' is now used extensivelyand appearsfar more
in departmentalliterature than previously. This is only to be
expected,as the emphasisin all social fields is to develop the
community, to give it supportiveand therapeuticstrengths,so
that people and families cannot only grow in it, but find in it
remediesand rehabilitation. Most new developmentsin this
Departmentduring the past year have been directed towards this
universal trend. The resultshave been less children in care as
wards, less in training schools, less on probation, and
apparently less before the courts. (NSW Annual Report 1976:25)
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Specific measuresthat have taken place since the 1960s have been in the
following areas:

(1) Changesin legislation - numerouschangesin South Australia; new Act
in New South Wales (not yet fully implemented); a new legislation to be
introduced in Tasmania.

(2) Changesin administration- decentralisation,regionalization,
specialization.

(3) Changesin names- from Child Welfare to Community Welfare; to Youth
and Community Services.

(4) Changesin practice and in methodsof operation; diversification into
new areasof service; including greaterreliance on non-government
welfare agenciesand community organisations,supportedby State funds.

(5) Increasedprofessionalisationat all levels - in policy formulation,
administration,and service delivery.

(6) Expressedchangesin policy and goal orientation- from 'child welfare'
to 'family welfare' and 'community welfare'.

Two featuresof these changeshave becomeevident: an apparent (or real)
shift from Child Welfare - with the focus on the child - to Family Welfare or
Community Welfare; and the notion of 'promoting' welfare; a conceptwhich
first appearedin the South Australian Social Welfare Act 1965. Later, in
the South Australian Community Welfare Act 1972 an attempt was made to define
the concept of community welfare by stating aims and objectivesof the Act.
Other Stateshave since expressedthe same, or similar, commitmentsand have
enshrinedthese commitmentsin legislation. The provision of welfare in the
community has been substantiatedon the belief that 'the welfare of the
family is the basis of community welfare', and has given rise to a range of
serviceswhich go under the name of 'family support'. The concept of child
welfare. has thus been extendedinto family welfare and community welfare.
The trend towards 'community welfare' extendedinto wider areasand became
the 'in' concept of the 1970s. It becamemanifest in the growth of various
community organisations,or 'self-help' groups, but mainly in the growth of
non-governmentwelfare organisationsat local, State and national levels (see
Milligan et al., 1984, SWRC R & P No.51). Many of these becameactive in
the field of child and family welfare, and most have sought (and received)
governmentsupport, either from the Commonwealthor the States,or from both.

An integral part - and in some areasa very significant part - of these
changeshas been played by the Commonwealthgovernment. The Commonwealth
entry into the field of early childhood services, the short-lived Interim
Committee for the Children's Commission, the Social Welfare Commissionand
its Australian AssistancePlan, were the notable eventsof the early 1970s.
While most of these initiatives were later abolishedafter the changeof
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government in 1975, they undoubtedlyleft a lasting mark on policies and
servicesprovided by the states,the non-governmentsector and in some areas
by the organisedself-help community groups. Moreover, the initiatives
introduced by the Whitlam governmentbecamea stimulus for changingattitudes
in the community to certain issues,and for greaterawarenessof, as well as
greaterdemandsfor, family and child welfare services.

Subsequentinitiatives of the Commonwealthgovernmentfurther widened the
scope of servicesinto such 'special need' areasas handicappedchildren,
homelessadults and youth, women's refuges and the Family Support Services
Scheme(FSSS) introduced as an experimentalpilot programmein 1978. In the
sphereof income support, the introductionof SupportingMother's Benefit in
1974, later extendedto becomeSupportingParent Benefit in 1978, shifted
States'responsibilitiesin that area to the Commonwealth,although the
processbegan already in 1968 through the StatesGrants (DesertedWives) Act
under which the Commonwealthbegan to reimburse the Statesa proportion of
their expenditureon 'relief' paymentsto single mothers and desertedwives.

Many programmesof Statewelfare departmentsnow entail Commonwealth
Governmentinvolvement. The outstandingexample (and the best known) is the
Children's ServicesProgram, administeredby the Office of Child Care. The
program also includes a range of activities, such as the Family Support
ServicesScheme(FSSS), Youth ServicesScheme, HandicappedChildren's Program
and many others.

What have been the effects of Commonwealthentry into these fields? As will
be seen later in this report (Chapter 6), in certain areas, ego in income
maintenance,the effects on Stategovernments'expenditureis clearly
evident. (eg. the effect of the introduction of SupportingMother's [now
Parents']Benefits in 1974).

Other effects are less easily ascertained; they need to be consideredin the
overall context of increasingdependenceon the state for income as well as
other services. If, for example, we considerEarly Childhood Services, in
1982 the Commonwealthsupported1460 projects throughout Australia, plus
indirectly via the States4,306 pre-schools. By 1984, the number of
projects rose to 1622, excluding pre-schools. (Since then, the block grants
to the Statespre-schoolshave been withdrawn).

According to the data from the Departmentof Social Security (Annual Report,
1981-82) in 1982, there were 244,828 children attendingchildcare centresand
family day care schemes(including pre-schools)and 26,640 people were
employed in providing these servicesin Australia (excluding Queensland).
It needs to be noted, however, that from 1977 to 1982 Commonwealth
expenditureon Early Childhood Serviceshad decreased(in constant1980-81
prices).

The expenditurewas increasedsubstantiallyin the first and second budgets
of the incoming Labor governmentin 1983 and 1984, but then reduced again in
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the 'mini-budget' of May, 1985. Nevertheless,the Commonwealthallocation
to the Children's ServicesProgramamounts to about a quarter of the total
expenditureof the Statewelfare departmentsin all six States.

All these changeshave taken place at the same time as the economy shifted
from growth to recessionand in certain sectorsof industry, and in some
States, to a significant decline. This change, too, resulted in growing
demandson the Commonwealthand the Statesfor income support and other
services. Changesin the society itself, e.g. in the structureof the
family, and in the attitudestowards the family and towards children and
youth as well as the aged, becameanother factor in the growing demandon
public expenditure.

Aims and .ethods of' study

The aim of the current stageof our researchprogrammeis to examine the
Family and Child Welfare System in Australia as a system in operation: at
the levels of policy, administration, and service delivery. By viewing the
three levels of the system in interactionwe aim to discover how policies are
translatedand applied in practice; what determinesthat one rather than
another service is provided; who are the recipientsof one or another sort
of service; and what are the effects on the recipient population. Because
the delivery of family and child welfare servicesis States' responsibility,
the focus of researchis primarily aimed at Statewelfare departments,but we
have also included the non-governmentsector as well as the role of the
Commonwealthgovernment, to examine the extent of interactionamong the three
sectors.

In the first instance,we have selectedthree Statesfor this study: New
South Wales, South Australia, and Tasmania. The reasonfor this selection
(apart from the constraintsof our resources)is that theseStates,while
retaining considerablesimilarities in resourceallocation and organisational
structureof their welfare departments,are different from one another in the
size of their population, and, apparently, have taken somewhatdifferent
approachesto family and child welfare. Ideally, we would have liked to
include all Statesand Territories in one report, as we are aware that
changeshave taken place in their child and family welfare servicesas well.
This will have to be the task for a later stageof our researchprogramme.

In this report we examine the provision of servicesin the three Statesfrom
1966 to 1982, with the aim of identifying any significant changesthat have
occurred in the operationof their welfare departmentsover that period.
The year 1966 has been selectedas a benchmarkfor three reasons:
statistical continuity and consistencyof certain data (e.g. Time Series
surveys conductedby the Australian Bureau of Statistics); the first
Commonwealthinitiatives towards provision of child care services; and the
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changesin the labour market which becameapparentin the 1960s, especially
the entry of married women into the labour force.

The aim of this researchprogrammeis not to evaluatethe merits or the
demerits of a particular legislation or of specific measuresand methodsof
intervention. The key issuesaddressedare the role of the state in the
provision of child and family welfare, the characteristicsof children and
their families who become the objectsof intervention, the reasonsfor
intervention, and the effects the interventionhas on children and families.

By 'state'we include the whole systemof child and family welfare, which
includes the Commonwealthgovernment, the stategovernments,the non­
governmentwelfare sector, the local government, and other community
organisationswhich may be involved in the provision of welfare services.

In this report, the focus is on the Statewelfare departments,that is, State
instrumentalitieswhich have the statutoryresponsibility for the provision
of child and family welfare services. In the Commonwealth/Statedivision of
responsibility, the Commonwealthis responsiblefor the provision of income
support and the Statesare responsiblefor the provision of non-material
personalservices. The Commonwealththus provides the means for survival
while the Statesprovide servicesaimed to facilitate and/or control, where
necessary,the social functioning of the 'dependent'population. In certain
circumstancesthis task may be carried out under the sanctionof the law.

However, in practice the division betweenthe two spheresof responsibility
is not always clear-cut. What seemsto be the case is that many individuals
and families receiving Commonwealthpensionsor benefitsare also recipients
of Statewelfare services,and many of them also receive servicesfrom the
non-governmentagencies. This suggeststhat the provision of income support
from the Commonwealthis, in many cases, insufficient to ensure independence
from the necessityof other forms of intervention.

The main sourcesof data for this report have been the Annual Reportsof the
welfare departmentsin the three States, from 1966 to 1982. It may be
argued that public documentssuch as annual reportsof governmentagencies
have a special purposeand may not be an appropriatesource of data for
research. However, the reportsare official public accountsof what the
public institutions do and how they dischargetheir statutory
responsibilities. They are the meansfor allowing public accountability,
they are tabled in State parliamentsas a mandatoryrequirement. The
reports thus purport to inform the parliament, the governmentand the public
on what activities the public funds have been spent and for what purpose.
More importantly, Statewelfare departmentsare human service organisations
with specific powers, including coercive powers, and the objectsof their
activities are the human beings - the citizens. It may be expected,
therefore, that the reports of thesedepartmentsprovide adequateinformation
on their activities. By and large, we have found this to be the case, but we
have also identified some limitations of data. These are discussedand
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commentedupon in the relevant sectionsof this report and especiallyin
Chapter 7.

By using the annual reports of Statewelfare departmentsas the main source
of data, this report examinesthe provision of child and family welfare
servicesthrough the eyes of policy makers and service providers and relates
their views and interpretationsto the statisticsalso provided by them, and
to the other researchdata. Implicit in this study are thereforesuch
questionsas: how are the policies translatedinto practice; who are the
recipientsof services; what apparentpurposeand effect do the services
achieve; and how do these activities fit into the whole social welfare scene
in Australia.

Complete analysis of all activities engagedin by Statewelfare departments
would be beyond the scope of one report. We have therefore restricted the
content of this overview to the main areasof departmentalactivities, i.e.,

(1) child welfare, including Stateguardianship,care and control of young
offenders, early childhood services,and child protection activities,
and

(2) family support services, including personalservicesand material
assistance.

Other areas, such as assistanceto non-governmentorganisationsand community
groups receive in this report only marginal attention. A detailed
examinationof these areaswould have added substantiallyto the volume of
the report, which is already rather long. We have also excluded such areas
as adoption servicesand maintenancematters (the latter being handled by the
South Australian Departmentfor Community Welfare but not by the welfare
authorities in the other two States). Other areaswhich may be regardedas
'peripheral' to the activities of State welfare departments,such as care of
the aged and servicesto ethnic minorities, have also been excluded from the
analysis.

Servicesto youth, early childhood services,and the role of non-government
organisationsin child and family welfare are the subjectsof forthcoming
reports in our child and family researchprogrammeand they will appearin
due course, in 1986 and 1987. The role of non-governmentagenciesis
currently subject of a field study, becausewe consider them to be an
important part of the system.

This report attemptsto compare the developmentsin three Statesbut it must
be noted that exact comparisonsare not possiblebecausethe range of
activities of the three departmentsis not the same. For example, the
Departmentfor Community Welfare in South Australia is the agency responsible
for the managementof maintenancepaymentsand is also responsiblefor the
managementof a large home for the aged. The New South Wales Departmentof
Youth and Community Serviceshas been involved in the provision of early
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childhood servicesto a greaterextent than the departmentsin the other two
States. The TasmanianDepartmentfor Community Welfare operatesa homemaker
service. The divisions of responsibilitiesamong Statedepartmentsand
statutorybodies differ from one State to another, and what may be provided
under the rubric of 'welfare' in one Statemay be 'education'or 'mental
health' in anotherState. However, the 'core' responsibilitiesof State
welfare departmentsare the same: protectionof children 'in need of care'
or of children 'at risk'; and control of young offenders; 'family support'
and 'community development' form the secondmajor areaof activity, although
what is included in that area may vary from one State to anotherand within a
State from one year to another.

It is also necessaryto note that changesin the field of child and family
welfare continue to the presentday and are likely to do so in the future.
Thus the period 1966 to 1982 presentsonly a stage in that evolution process,
although an important stagebecausethe extent of changesin that period has
been substantial. In attempting to identify some of these changeswe aim to
point out their significancefor the service providers, for the effects on
the recipientsand for the society as a whole, and then draw out some of the
implications for social policy and allocation of resourcesby the Statesas
well as the Commonwealth.

This report presentsan overview of the period 1966 to 1982. In sUbsequent
reports we will presentthe resultsof empirical field studieswhich are now
in progressand which aim to generatedata on the actual processesat the
level of service delivery. By drawing on a range of sourcesof dataand
applying appropriatemethodsof researchand analysis to each source (see
Table 1.1) we aim to arrive at a comprehensivepicture of the child and
family welfare as a systemin operation.
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TABLE 1.1: THE can.D DD FAMILY VEl.FARE SYSTEM
MEmOD OF RESEARCH

L,.'el of' Action
and of' Analysis

1. Political
Ini tiatives &
Legislation

2. Administrative

3. Operational

Sources of' Data

Acts of Parliament;
Policy statements;
other related
documents (e.g.
Annual Reports)

Annual Reports;
other related
documents; e.g.
reports of ad hoc
committees, etc.

Official documents;
researchreports;
internal documents
at State and local
level; empirical
surveys of service
providers and
service recipients

11

Bature of' Data

Descriptive and
some quantified;
e.g. allocation
of funds

Descriptive and
quantified; e.g.
allocation and/
or re-allocation
of funds or
personnel;
organisational
restructuring

Descriptive,
statisticalor
impressionistic;
group or indiv­
idual decisions;
case studies

Method of'
Analysis

Content analysis;
identification
of action and
purpose

Identification
of action;
analysisof
statistics

Analysis of
action to
determine
significance;
analysisof
perceptionsand
attitudes;
analysisof
outcomes;
analysisof
statistics.



CHAPTER 2

THE SOCIAL DD ECONOMIC CONTEXT OF CHILD DD FAMILY WELFARE

The developmentsin welfare activities of the Statesover the 17 years
examined in this report need to be seennot only in relation to the
Commonwealthrole in social security and social welfare but also in the
context of the changesthat have taken place in the demographicand socio­
economic structure in Australia over that period. These changeshave been
of considerablemagnitude in many areas: in the growth of population; in
the structureof families; in the labour market; in the distribution of
income and wealth; and in the growing dependenceon the state for income
maintenanceand income support.

In the period of 17 years (1966-1982) examined in this report, the population
of Australia increasedby 31 per cent, from 11.6 million to 15.2 million.
According to the survey conductedby the Australian Bureau of Statisticsin
1982, approximately90 per cent of total population lived in family units of
some kind. The ABS recorded4,070.5 thousandfamilies at the time: 87.7
per cent of thesewere two-parent families; 6.9 per cent were one-parent
families; and 5.4 per cent were other types of families (Table 2.1). Of
all these families, 2,171.8 thousandwere families with dependentchildren:
89.9 per cent were two-parent families, and 10.1 per cent were one-parent
families. The number of dependentchildren was 4,258.9 thousand, or 28.8
per cent of the total population (ABS, 1984, Cat.No.4408.0).

In the labour market, significant changeshave taken place, such as the entry
of married women into the workforce in growing numbers, a shift in employment
from primary and secondaryindustries to tertiary service industries, and
growth of employment in the public sector. The fastest-growingfield of
employmenthas been in the part of the public sector classified by the ABS as
'community services',which includes the fields of health, education, welfare
and related activities. Correspondingto these changes,there has been a
growth of employment in professional,sub-professionaland technical
occupations,and a decline of employment in trades, processwork, and manual
occupationsgenerally, in relative and in certain areasin absolutenumbers.
(Table 2.2).

In the mid-1970s, unemploymentbegan to increaseat a rapid rate, and by 1982
(August) it reached458.4 thousand,or 6.7 per cent of the labour force.
Then, over the next year, it rose to over 10 per cent, and in August 1983 it
was 9.9 per cent. Since then, it decreasedto 8.6 per cent by August 1984
(Table 2.3). But those numbersdo not tell the full story. The
distribution of unemploymentis not even throughout the labour force, and the
rates differ for various age groups and occupations(Tables 2.4 and 2.5).
The highest numbersand ratesof unemploymentare among the manual
occupations,while professionaland technical occupationsare less affected.

13



The second factor has been the increasein the averageduration of
unemploymentper person. In 1966, the averageduration was 3.0 weeks and by
1974 it reached6.5 weeks; it then rose to 12.7 weeks in one year, and
continued to rise to 32.8 weeks in 1982 and to 45.5 weeks in 1984 (Table 2.3
and Figure 2.1). What is more significant is that the older the unemployed
person the longer the period of unemployment: in 1984, the averageduration
for young people 15-19 years was 28.9 weeks, for people 20-24 years it was
45.9 weeks (61.4 weeks for men; 50.4 weeks for women). The averages,of
course, do not reveal the extremes,and there are now many people who have
been unemployedfor over two years.

This means that an increasingnumber of people are being excluded from paid
employmentand, consequently,they have to rely for income support on the
state. As shown in Table 2.6, from 1974 to 1984, the numbersof persons
over 16 years receiving unemploymentbenefits rose from 32,009 to 584,506 (as
at 30 June), or 18.26 times. This increasewas due not only to the increase
in the unemploymentalone but was compoundedby the growing rigidity of
unemployment,evident in the increasedaverageduration of unemploymentper
person. The result has been that while in 1966 only one unemployedperson
in four was in receipt of unemploymentbenefits, by 1984 the numbersof the
recordedunemployedand those receiving unemploymentbenefits reachedalmost
a parity (Table 2.3). Of relevanceto child and family welfare it needsto
be noted that in 1984, 26.8 per cent of the personsin receipt of
unemploymentbenefits received the benefitsat a married rate thus indicating
that their spousewas either unemployed,or was earning a minimum income, and
18.7 per cent of beneficiarieshad dependentchildren.

The compoundeffect of the changesin the labour market, and changesin the
family structure (and ageing population as well) may be seen in the growing
number of people receiving pensionsor benefits from the Commonwealth
Government. In the spaceof ten years, from 1974 to 1984 those numbershad
almost doubled (Table 2.6). While the age pensionsstill accountedfor a
major proportion, the largest proportional increaseshave been in the numbers
of recipientsof unemploymentbenefits, and supportingparentsbenefits.
The total numbersof pensionersand beneficiariesincreasedby 87 per cent
but the numbersof recipientsof unemploymentbenefits increased18.26 times
and those of supportingparent benefits increased5.84 times. Over the same
period, populationof Australia increasedby only 13 per cent and population
of 16 years and over by 17 per cent. As a result, while in 1974 14.9 per
cent of population 16 years and over were in receipt of pensionsor benefits,
by 1984 that proportion rose to 23.7 per cent. Furthermore, in 1984,
pensionersand beneficiarieshad among them an estimated700,000 dependent
children.

This means that 16 per cent of all dependentchildren were those of
pensionersor beneficiaries,and 265,934, or 38 per cent of those children
were from one-parentfamilies receiving supportingparent benefits.
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Additionally, in June 1984, 26,531 families on low earnedincomes received
family income supplement(FIS) which was introduced in May 1983, and the
number of dependentchildren in these families was 74,000. Almost all these
families (93.5%) were two-parent families. It is believed, however, that
the number of families applying for family income supplementis considerably
IOwcr than the number of families that would be entitled to receive it had
they put in their claims.

Viewed in the aggregate,the data indicate that in Australia today there is a
growing number of individuals and families who have becomedependentfor
their livelihood on income maintenanceprovisions from the Commonwealth
governmentas their main source of income. However, income maintenanceis
only one resourcethat individuals and families need for their survival and a
modicum of social functioning. How, then, are the other needsmet and who
provides the servicesand resourcesto meet these needs is the issue for
social policy that needs to be addressed.

In the division of responsibility for social welfare and social security
betweenthe Commonwealthand the States, the Commonwealthis responsiblefor
cash benefitswhile the Statesprovide non-materialservices,e.g. health,
educationand welfare. However, that division is not clear-cut, and it is
even less clear in the area of child and family welfare. The Commonwealth
provides funds directly to various non-governmentwelfare organisationsand
community groups which provide child care, family support servicesand relief
assistancein cash or material such as food, clothing, or shelter. Some
servicesdelivered or administeredby the Statesare also either fully or
partly financed by the Commonwealth. This assistanceis renderedin
addition to the funds paid to the Statesunder the Commonwealth/States
reimbursementagreement.

As will be seen later in this report, the main concernof the States'welfare
authorities is still with child welfare, but an increasingamount of
resourcesover the past 17 years (examined here) has been allocated to
serviceswhich aim to provide support for families. Most of these services
are non-material, such as advice, counsellingand information, but provision
of emergencyrelief in cash or kind is also frequent. On all accounts, it
appearsthat approximately90 per cent of people who receive such assistance
come from the people who are in receipt of Commonwealthpensionsand
benefits.

What the Statesdo in the area of child and family welfare is thereforeof
direct relevanceto the Commonwealthsocial welfare policy, as it is
increasinglyevident that the 'target population' of both is to a large
extent the aa.e population, that is, the individuals and especially the
families at the lower end of the socio-economicladder, or, in another
perspective,an 'underclass'of people in an otherwiseaffluent society.
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Table 2.1: Australian Families, 1982

Family Composition N('OOO) %

All Families 4,070.5 (100.0)

Two-Parent Families 3,571.7 87.7

Without children 1,317.0 32.4

With children 2,254.7 55.4

With dependentchildren only 1,579.1 38.8

With dependentand non-dependentchildren 313.5 7.7

All two-parent families with dependentchildren 1,892.6 46.5

One-ParentFamilies

With dependentchildren only
With dependentand non-dependentchildren

With children(l) and other relatives

Other Families

All Families with dependentchildren

279.2

218.9
43.1

17.1

219.5

2,171.8

6.9

5.4
1.1

0.4

5.4

53.4

Estimated resident population 14,794.8 (100.0)

Personsliving in non-family settings 1,529.2 10.3

Personsliving in family settings 13,265.6 89.7

Dependentchildren 4,258.9 (100.0)

Dependentchildren in two-parent families 3,786.2 88.9

" " in one-parentfamilies 472.7 11.1

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1984) Australian Families, 1982:
Cat. No. 4408.0

(1) Of which at least one is dependentchild
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TabIe 2.2: Changes in EmpIoyment between 1966 and 1984

PersonsEmployed Change 1966-84

Industry/Occupation 1966 1984
N( '000) % N( '000) % N( '000) %

Industries

Community services 486.0 10.1 1138.4 17.6 + 652.4 + 134.2

Finance, property & businessservices 294.4 6.1 619.3 9.6 + 324.9 + 110.4

Public service, communications,gas,
electricity and water services 366.9 7.6 601.2 9.3 + 234.3 + 63.9

Mining 58.0 1.2 93.2 1.4 + 35.2 + 60.7

Recreation, peronal & other services 287.0 5.9 420.0 6.5 + 133.0 + 46.3

Transport & storage 270.0 5.6 354.1 5.5 + 84.1 + 31.1
Wholesale& retail trade 993.5 20.6 1271.4 19.7 + 279.9 + 28.0

Construct ion 406.0 8.4 423.2 6.5 + 17.2 + 4.2

Agricul ture & related industries 429.6 8.9 400.2 6.2 - 29.4 - 6.8

Manufacturing 1232.5 25.6 1141.4 17.7 - 91.1 - 7.4

All industries 4823.9 (l00.0) 6462.3 (100.0) +1638.4 + 34.0

Occupations

Professional, technical, etc. 472.8 9.8 1015.7 15.7 + 542.9 + 114.9

Service, sport, recreation 395.7 8.2 650.1 10.1 + 254.4 + 64.3
Cleri ca1 729.0 15.1 1169.2 18.1 + 440.2 + 60.4

Sales 397.7 8.2 579.0 9.0 + 181.3 + 45.6
Admi ni strati ve, executive, manageriaI 330.1 6.8 442.4 6.8 + 112.3 + 34.0

Transport & communications 302.5 6.3 324.2 5.0 + 22.0 + 7.3

Mi ners, trades, processwork, etc. 1731.3 35.9 1836.4 28.4 + 105.1 + 6.1

Farmers, fi shermen, timbergetters,etc. 464.8 9.6 445.5 6.9 - 19.3 - 4.2

All occupations 14823.9 (100.0) 6462.3 ( 100.0) +1638.4 + 34.0

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, The Labour Force, Australia, 1978; Cat. No.6204.0

The Labour Force, Australia, August 1984; Cat. No.6203.0
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Table 2.3: The Labour Force, Unemployment, and Unemployment

Benefits Paid, Australia, 1966-1984

The Labour Force Unemployment Ratio of

Year Labour Force Employed Unemployed Benefitspaf Unelll'loyedj
Mean as at 30 Junl unemployment

N('OOO) N('OOO) N('000) "
�~�u�r�a�t�i�o benefitspaid

wpplr..

1966 4902.2 4823.6 78.6 1.6 3.0 19.5 4.03

67 5019.6 4932.8 86.8 1.7 3.0 24.0 3.62

68 5136.6 5055.5 81.1 1.6 8.9 21.3 3.81

69 5261.8 5182.9 78.9 1.5 7.4 15.9 4.96

70 5473.8 5395.6 78.2 1.4 7.3 13.0 6.02

71 5608.3 5515.6 92.7 1.7 6.6 19.4 4.78

72 5753.9 5609.9 144.0 2.5 9.7 41.6 3.46

73 5888.7 5782.9 105.8 1.8 9.3 37.9 2.79

74 5996.1 5885.2 140.9 2.4 6.5 32.0 4.40

75 6119.7 5841.3 278.4 4.6 12.7 160.7 1.73

76 6190.6 5897.9 292.7 4.7 17.5 188.4 1.55

77 6354.8 5995.5 359.3 5.7 20.9 250.3 1.44

78 6365.3 5969.6 395.7 6.2 26.2 286.1 1.38

79 6415.3 6041.5 373.8 5.8 28.4 312.0 1.20

80 6639.0 6246.7 392.3 5.9 32.1 311.2 1.26

81 6733.4 6356.3 377.1 5.6 35.1 314.5 1.20

82 6806.0 6347.5 458.5 6.7 32.8 390.7 1.17

83 6916.7 6232.6 684.1 9.9 41.5 635.0 1.08

84 7066.9 6462.3 604.6 8.6 45.5 584.5 1.03

Change
Ratio 1984-66 1.44 1.34 7.69 5.38 15.17 29.98 -

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics,The Labour Force, Australia, August,

catalogueNos. 6203.0 and 6204.0 (various years)

Departmentof �S�~�~�i�a�l Security, Annual Report 1983-84.

18



Table2.4: Unemployment, August 1984

Unemployed Persons
Men Women Persons

Industry/Occupation Rate Rate Rau
N( '000) % N(1000) % N( '000) �~�.

Personswho had worked full-time for
two weeks in the last two years, in:
Industries

Community services 9.5 2.3 15.7 2.1 25.1 2.2

Finance, property & businessservices 11.0 3.3 6.4 2.1 17.4 2.7

Publ ic service/otherindustries 20.7 4.4 7.1 4.4 27.9 3.9
Mining * �,�~ * * * ...,:

Recreation,persona1 & other services 19.1 8.9 14.3 6.0 33.4 7.4

Transport & storage 13.4 4.3 * * 15.2 4.1

Wholesale & retaiI trade 48.9 6.3 26.8 4.6 75.7 5.6

Construction 40.0 9.5 * * 41.5 8.9

Agriculture & related industries 19.3 6.0 * * 21.6 5.1
Manufacturing 66.1 7.2 15.7 5.1 81.8 6.7

Occupat ions

ProfessionaI, technical, etc. 9.6 1.7 9.9 2.1 19.5 1.9
Service, sport, recreation 20.0 7.5 18.8 4.4 38.8 5.6

Clerical 8.4 2.5 26.2 3.0 34.5 2.9
Sales 15.5 5.5 16.3 4.9 31.8 5.2
Managerial, security, admin. & others 8.0 2.1 * * 10.1 2.2

Transport & cornmuni cat ions 17.8 5.9 * * 19.6 5.7
Miners, trade, processwork, m.e.c. 144.0 8.2 14.6 6.4 158.6 7.9
Farmers, fishermen, timbergetters,etc. 24.7 6.6 * * 26.8 5.7

All previously employed as above 248.0 5.8 91.8 3.6 339.8 5.0

Looking for first job 47.5 - 46.0 - 93.5 -
Other 84.3 - 80.9 - 165.2 -
Stood down * - * - 6.1 -

All unemployed 381.5 8.7 223.1 8.3 604.6 8.6

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics,The Labour Force, Australia, August, 1984
Cat. No. 6203.0

Note: Unemployment rate = unemployedpersonsas %of personsemployed & personsseeking work

* Frequency too small for statistical inference
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Table 2.5: UnemploymentRates and Duration of Unemployment

Australia, August 1984.

Unemployment rate (per cent)

Age group (years Males Females Persons

15 - 19 22.1 19.7 21.0

20 - 24 14.3 10.3 12.5

25 - 34 7.6 7.0 7.4

35 - 44 5.0 5.6 5.3

45 - 54 5.7 4.6 5.3

55 - 59 5.4 * 4.9

60 - 64 8.1 * 6.6

All unemployed 8.7 8.3 8.6

Duration of Unemployment (weeks)

Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median

15 - 19 28.6 17.1 29.2 17.1 28.9 17.1

20 - 24 45.5 26.1 46.4 22.0 45.9 26.0

25 - 34 49.6 26.1 35.5 16.0 44.7 24.0

35 - 54 61.4 39.2 50.4 26.1 57.4 33.2

All unemployed (a) 48.6 27.0 40.1 21.0 45.5 26.0

Sources: Australian Bureau of Statistics,The Labour Force, Australia, August 1984
Cat. No.6203.0

(a)

*
Includes personsaged 55 years and over (not shown separately)

Frequencytoo small for statistical influence.
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Figure2.1: Unemployment in Austral ia, 1966-1984:
Number of Unemployed and UnemploymentBenefits Recipients,
and Average (mean) Duration of Unemployment Duration

(weeks)
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Table 2.6: Recipientsof Pensionsand Benefits, Australia: 1974-1984

(as at 30 June)

1974 1984 Increase
Category of Pensioner/ Ratio

Beneficiary
N % N % 1974 - 1984

Pensioners/Beneficiaries
with DependentChildren

Class A Widows' Pension 64,084 4.5 81,176 3.0 1.27
Supporting Parent Benefit 26,286 1.8 153,589 5.7 5.84

90,370 6.3 234,765 8.8 2.60

Pensioners/Beneficiaries
who may, or may not, have
DependentChildren

UnemploymentBenefits 32,009 2.2 584,506 21.9 18.26

SicknessBenefits 22,036 1.5 62,400 2.3 2.83

Special Benefits 5,244 0.4 18,293 0.7 3.49

Invalid Pensions 182,640 12.7 307,847(1) 11.5 1.69

241,929 16.9 973,046 36.4 4.02

Age Pensions 1,049,124 73.2 1,382,690(1) 51.7 1.32

Class B Widows' Pension 51,137 3.6 81,755 3.1 1.60

Class C Widows' Pension 89 0.0 114 0.0 1.28

1,100,350 76.8 1,464,559 54.8 1.33

All Pensions/Benefits 1,432,649 (100.0) 2,672,370 (100.0) 1.87

Estimated Population ('000) 13,722.6 15,543.6 1.13

Pensioners/Beneficiaries
as % 10.4 17.2

Est. Population 16 years
+ ('000) 9,644.6 11,267.7 1.17

Pensioners/Beneficiaries
as % 14.9 23.7

Source: Departmentof Social Security
(a) Annual Report 1983-1984
(b) Ten Year Statistical Survey 1974 to 1984

(a) includes wives' pensions
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CHAPTER 3

CHILD AlID FAMILY WELFARE IB THREE STATES;
HEW SOUTH VALES, SOUTH AUSTRALIA, AlID

TASMOIA

In this chapterwe presenta brief overview of the governmentdepartments
responsiblefor child and family welfare in the three Stateswhich have been
selected,in the first instance, for our study of child and family welfare in
Australia. In this overview we note certain innovations and changesthat
mark significant steps in the evolutionary process,and then compare the
resourcesthe departmentshave used in various areasof activity. We then
provide a comparativechronology of events in the three Statestogetherwith
certain initiatives taken by the Commonwealthgovernmentin child and family
welfare. Closer examinationof activities in the areasof child welfare,
family support, and community work is presentedin subsequentchapters.

The evolution of policy and servicesand the extensionof servicesto new
areasof activity have not proceededat the same pace or in the same manner
in each State but there are many common elementsand factors among them. To
a large extent, the evolution of serviceshas followed a similar pattern,
from a rather narrow concernwith child protectionand the control of young
offenders in the earlier years, to the concernwith 'the family' and later
with 'the community'. However, the primary statutory responsibility of the
departmentsconcernedhas remained in the field of child welfare which is
renderedin the name of 'protection' or 'prevention'; the latter being now
emphasizedas the preferred form of intervention (Carter, 1983). In
practice, the distinction betweenthe two terms is not clear, as the purpose
and methodsof intervention cannot be separatedinto neat, clear-cut
categories. The common link, and the underlying philosophy of intervention,
has become the term 'care', although many activities and methodsof
interventionmay have, and in a broad societal sensehave, the purposeof
social control.

The commitment to the maintenanceof the family unit and the belief that the
welfare of that unit forms the basis of community well-being is frequently
statedand has been enshrinedin the child welfare legislation in most
States. For example, the aim of the New South Wales Youth and Community
ServicesAct 1973 was seen

••• to promote the welfare of the family as the basis of community
well-being and to mitigate the effects of disruption of family
relationshipwhere disruption occurs. (Annual Report 1977:9).

• In the following pages the abbreviation 'AR' is given for Annual Report.
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Similarly, the aim of the Community Welfare Act in South Australia has been
statedin the same, although rather broader, definition•

••• to promote the welfare of the community generally and
individuals, families and groups within the community; and to
promote the dignity of the individual and the welfare of the
family as the basis of the welfare of the community. (Community
Welfare Act, 1972-1981:10(1»

And the philosophy of the TasmanianDepartmentfor Community Welfare has
expressedthe same purpose, i.e.,

The primary objective of
and families who require
of their ability, and to
restore the family unit.

the Departmentis to enable individuals
help to function in society to the best
preserve,strengthenand where possible

(AR 1982:7)

Thus 'the family', 'the community' and 'care' have become the operative terms
of Statewelfare departments; the fourth term frequently stated, especially
in relation to community work, is 'development'. What these terms really
mean in practice, that is, how they are actually translatedand applied to
individual casesof interventionmay be only inferred from the official
annual reports of the departmentsconcerned. However, they do project a
certain image of welfare with positive characteristicsand serving 'the whole
community'. Whether the departmentsactually perform such a wide role may
be a debatablepoint and subject to varied interpretation. As will be seen
later in this report, the spectrumof servicesmight have widened but the
main areasof departmentalactivities and concernsstill revolve around the
residual functions of care, assistance,and control of individuals and
families in the lower socio-economicgroups.

The work of the three governmentdepartmentsexaminedhere also needs to be
seenin relation to the size of the population that comeswithin the scope of
their responsibilities. In 1982, the populationof New South Wales was four
times the size of the population in South Australia and over twelve times of
that in Tasmania. From 1966 to 1982 the population in the three Stateshad
grown at a lower rate than the population in Australia as a whole (30.9%).
Of the three States, the highest rate of growth (25.2%) was recorded in New
South Wales, and the lowest in Tasmania(15.7%). South Australia recordeda
growth of 21.3 per cent (Table 3.1).

Children's population 0-17 years, that is the age group which falls into the
definition of 'a child' in Statewelfare legislationsin most States(0-16 in
Tasmania)had grown over the same period by only 11.4 per cent in Australia
and the numbers in that age group have been decreasing,in fact, since the
peak year in 1975. Again, the rate of growth in New South Wales between
1966 and 1982 was only 7.9 per cent, and in the other two Stateschildren's
populationactually declined; by 3.4 per cent in South Australia and by 7.4
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per cent in Tasmania. In New South Wales the decreasein children's
population began since 1974, in South Australia since 1972, and in Tasmania
since 1971.

In comparing the evolution of welfare servicesareas,a range of factors
apart from the size of population needs to be taken into consideration. For
example, the economic factors referred to in the previous chapterwould have
similar effects in all Statesbut there also would be differencesbecausethe
economiesof the three Statesare not the same. The economic recessionof
the 1970s, for example, affected South Australia more severelybecauseits
economydependedmuch on the automobile and white goods industries, and
Tasmaniahas always experiencedspecific economicdifficulties becauseof its
size and relative isolation. At the same time, these two States,and
especiallyTasmania,have had the advantageof receiving a larger
proportion of Commonwealthfunds ( in relation to their populations) under
the Commonwealth/Statestaxation reimbursementformula than New South Wales.
These differencesare reflected in the Statebudgetsand, to a certain
extent, also in the expenditurelevels of welfare departmentsin each State.

REV soum VALES: DEPARTHDT OF YOUTH AIm COMHORITY SERVICES

The 17 year period (1966-1982) was a period of expansionfor the Department,
in the numbersof people employed, the size of its expenditure,and the range
of its activities. The Departmentwent under the name of Child Welfare
until 1971 when it changedto Child Welfare and Social Welfare, and then to
Youth and Community Services (YACS) in 1974, following the passageof the
Youth and Community ServicesAct, 1973. With that change, the Department
took on wider responsibilities,including the conceptof 'community welfare'.

The prime purposeof the 1973 Act was 'to provide for the implementationof
Governmentpolicies on community servicesin a more integratedway than had
previously been possible.' The Act also provided a 'charter' for the
Minister and the Departmentwhich statedthat the objectivesof the
Departmentwere

to promote, protect, develop, maintain and improve the well-being
of the people of New South Wales to the maximum extent possible
having regard to the needsof and resourcesavailable to the
State... (AR 1974:11)

Among the actions taken in that year (1974) was the provision of subsidiesto
local governmentauthoritiesto employ social workers and welfare officers,
appointmentof a 'community worker' in a developinghousing area, and
establishmentof special social work service to schools, the latter two
initiatives being introduced as pilot projects (AR 1974: 16,24).
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The changeof 1974 was foreshadowedby the attentiongiven to the care of
intellectually handicappedpeople in the new Part IX of the Child Welfare Act
in 1967, by the inclusion of Aboriginal Welfare in the Department's
responsibilitiesin 1969, and by the acceptanceof the Department 'as an
appropriatepoint from which various welfare and related servicesmay be co­
ordinated' CAR 1971:14). This expansionof activities necessitated
administrativere-organisationwhich took place from 1970 to 1975,
characterizedby decentralisationof authority and some regroupingof
functions. The new structurewas expectedto facilitate decisionmaking, to
ensuremore effective service and greater flexibility for coping with
expandingcommunity needs CAR 1972:9).

By 1975, the Departmenthad evolved from one providing various welfare
servicesto children and families in difficulties to one whose charter also
provided for,

the provision of liaison, consultative,developmentaland
advisory servicesin the field of youth and community welfare,
and for the promotion of Aboriginal advancement;

the developmentand promotion of early childhood services; and
the provision of grants to organisationsproviding social welfare
services CAR 1974:11).

The need to respondeffectively to the needsof those in receipt of
Departmentservicesprompted a steadydevelopmentof staff training at all
levels of the Department. The policy of staff recruitment to 'child
welfare' roles changedover this period. In 1966 emphasiswas on
recruitmentof staff from within the Departmentfor the Child Welfare
Officers training courses. In 1975 the Director reported that,

In the areasof field staff there was increasedemphasison
intake of graduatesand diplomatesin the course in line with
Departmentand Public Service Board policy of professionalisation
of the field CAR 1975:15).

Another area of activity that receivedattentionwas research. Already in
1967 the Director expressedthe need for expandingthe researchsectionof
the Departmentso that additional programmesof researchand evaluationwould
'operateconcurrentlywith work already under way and provide the basison
which modifications and new servicescan be plannedmore effectively and
realistically' CAR 1967:9).

The feature of all thesedevelopmentssince the passageof the Youth and
Community ServicesAct, 1973, was a sustainedmovement towards community
services. The pilot projects, first introduced in 1974, later became
permanentfeaturesof departmentalactivities, on an increasedscale.
Community developmentofficers, social plannersand consultantson various
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programmeswere employed in increasingnumbers, either directly by the
Departmentor by local governmentbodies which received funds from the
Departmentfor that purpose. Theseactivities brought the Departmentinto
closer contactwith other governmentbodies, non-governmentwelfare agencies
and community groups. A significant outcome of theseactivities was not only
a changein the Department'scharacterbut also a wider role played by local
governmentauthorities in the social welfare scene.

However, while the expansionand diversificationof activities was being
introduced, the major part of staff work and departmentalexpenditure
continued to be devoted to the welfare of children who becameStateWards and
were in residentialcare and to the young offenderscommitted to training
institutionsor placed on probation.

What follows below is a brief overview of the changesin various areasof
departmentalactivities.

Dependent children

The preferred form of care for children removed from their natural families
continued to be foster care. However, as foster care was not always
available for all children under the Minister's guardianship,the Department
provided residentialcare.

A significant feature in the residentialcare of dependentchildren was the
decreasein the size of residentialunits, in an effort to replicate the
family situation. The most appropriateliving situationwas seento be a
cottagemanagedby a married couple who gave their full attention to the care
of a small number of children (AR 1969:19). An innovation introduced in
1974 was a 'Family Group Home'. This concept was basedon 'the acceptance
of the premise that family life offers the best opportunitiesof meeting'a
child's physical, emotional and social needs' (AR 1974:40). The small
cottageunit and a family group home also enabled the placementof siblings
together. Previously, the age-and-sex-segregatedlarge establishmentsmeant
that brothersand sistersplaced in residentialcare were often separated.

A similar trend to smaller residential facilities developedin the non­
governmentchild welfare sector. Involvement of non-governmentand private
organisationsin providing residentialcare for children was actively
supportedby the Department. The Child Welfare (Amendment) Act, 1966 (Part
VIII) provided for licensing of non-governmentfacilities, thus enabling the
Department to control the standardof care. Section 27 of the same Act
allowed for the provision of financial assistanceto residentsin such
establishmentswho were not supportedby parentsor relatives. The �s�~�e

sectionalso provided for continuationof allowancesto Statewards who
attendedapprovededucationalcoursespast their school leaving age.
Furthermore, in line with the endeavourto �'�n�o�r�m�a�l�i�~�e�' the lives of children
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in residential care, participation in community activities and attendanceat
local community schoolswas encouraged. In more recent years, attentionwas
given to Statewards who neededhelp with the transition to employmentand
independence.

Regular reviews of children placed in care do not appear to have been
formalized until 1976, but the Departmenthas always statedas its goal to
restore the children to the care of their natural parentswhenever this was
possible. Among the duties of District Officers was the task 'to establish
and maintain contact with the natural parentsin an effort to assistin their
rehabilitation to the point where restorationof their children may be
seriously considered' (AR 1973:29).

Despite thesestatementsand intentions, most children placed under State
guardianshipwere placed in substitutecare. By the late 1970s, however,
the policies and practiceshad changedtowards an emphasison keeping as many
children as possibleat home with their parents. This is reflected in
changingdepartmentalproceduresand in such measuresas the Alternate Care
Programmeintroduced in 1979, or the use of temporary foster care. In 1981,
the Departmentreported that 301 Statewards were restored to their parents
in that year. This was seenas the effect of 'increasedcounselling,
support and financial assistanceto the natural parentsof wards'.
Together, thesemeasuresincreasedthe number of restorationsas well as a
reduction in the number of children coming into 'permanent'care (AR 1981:8).

YOUDg offenders

In 1967, the Departmentannounceda transition from the 'training' approach
to a 'treatment'approachin the rehabilitationof delinquent children and
young people. The training approachwas seento be characterizedby
imposition of discipline aimed to make the offender adopt certain habits by a
systemof reward and punishment. The treatmentapproachwas to utilize
individual psychologicalcounsellingand group work aimed to alter the young
person'sattitudesto 'society, authority, himself and other people' (AR
1967:18).

New training programmesin residential institutions introduced in 1973
encouragedthe involvement of parentsand were heraldedas a significant
innovation in the training activities. One such facility, 'Tallimba', was
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seenas a,

theJ'apeuticcommunity to provide an intensive programmeof
relatively short duration ••• The conventionalhistorical
structurecommon to the organizationof most institutions has
been considerablyreduced and, instead, Tallimba community
functions with a higher degreeof democracy, communalismand
confrontation (AR 1974:52).

As in the residentialcare for dependentchildren, training facilities were
developedto provide small groups as the living units, even when large
numbersof children were accommodatedon one site (thesefacilities are now
referred to as 'campushomes'). Overall, shorter training periods for young
offenderswere introduced over the period (AR 1975:47). Some institutions
were closed down or restructuredand new ones opened, usually of a smaller
size and with special training programmes. Attendancecentresand youth
projects centreswere also establishedas an option falling betweenprobation
and training in a residential facility. The centresaimed to provide
community-basedprogrammeswhich allowed the young offenders to remain in
their own localities. Community Youth Centresestablishedin 1976 were an
extensionof that idea, providing another alternative to a training school.

Changesin community attitudes, increaseduse of official police 'cautions'
and a wider choice in alternativesto institutionalizationwere reported to
have decreasedthe committals to training establishmentsbetween 1971-72 and
1980-81 by 45 per cent (AR 1981:26). A changeappearsto have also occurred
during the 1970s in the legal classificationof young offenders. In the
earlier years very few young offenders would be classified as State Wards but
in more recent years the practice of classifying young offenders committed to
training institutions as StateWards appearsto have increased.

Intellectually handicapped children and young people

The responsibility for care of intellectually handicappedchildren was
acquired by the Department through Part IX of the Child Welfare Act,
introduced in 1967. The new legislation authorizedthe Minister for Child
Welfare to provide accommodationand training of intellectually handicapped
children under his guardianship. It also allowed for the guardianshipto be
extendedbeyond the child's age of 18 years thus providing for the care of
such personsthroughout the whole of adult life if this becamenecessary.
The legislation provided for,

regular review of personsplaced under guardianshipfor reasonof
intellectual handicap (AR 1967:9).
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In responseto the legislation the Departmentestablishedhostels for
intellectually handicappedyoung personsof working age. The hostelswere
placed in community settingsso as to facilitate interactionwith the
community. Field officers provided supervision, and financial assistance
was given to agenciesproviding servicesto handicappedpersonsthrough the
InLellectually HandicappedAssistanceFund. This assistancehas continued
after the Commonwealthgovernmentintroduced the HandicappedChildren's
(Assistance)Act, 1970.

The establishmentof the HandicappedPersonsBureau in 1978 has substantially
influenced the Department'sresidentialcare policies. There are now many
such facilities available providing permanentcare or respite care for use by
parentsor foster parentsof handicappedchildren.

Early childhood services

The Department'sinvolvement in early childhood services,other than its
licensing function, developedearly in the 1970s. Assistancebecame
available for the establishmentof non-profit pre-schoolcentres,especially
for children of single parents, immigrants, Aboriginal people, and other
groups perceived to be 'under-privileged'. Subsidieswere made available
toward the cost of staff neededto meet licensing requirements,and grants
were made to organisationsinvolved in the training of pre-school teachers.

Increasedinvolvement in this area of child welfare led to the establishment
of Early Childhood Division within the Departmentin 1974. It was also at
that time that funds were made available from the Commonwealthgovernmentfor
non-profit community-basedday-carefacilities. Later, Commonwealthfunds
becameavailable for family day care schemes,vacationcare, and after-school
care, and the Departmentwas responsiblefor the administrationof some of
thesegrants.

The field of early childhood servicesis examinedmore fUlly later on in this
report (Chapter 5). Here, it is appropriateto note that the involvement of
the Departmentin early childhood services (if judged by the allocation of
funds - see Table 3.3a) has been evidently higher than the involvement of the
Child Welfare departmentsin the other two Statesexamined in this report.
This does not necessarilyindicate a higher commitment of the State funds,
but rather the differencesin administrativearrangementsamong the States.
For example, in some States,other departments(e.g. education,health) have
been involved in providing early childhood services.
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Community services

Changesin specific programmesneed to be seen in the context of the overall
change that has taken place in the Department. The major developmentssince
�1�9�C�~ have been in the changing role of the Departmentin its relationship
with 'the community'. This changehas resulted in a more open characterof
its residentialcare facilities, in the developmentof alternativesto
training institutions, and in a greater role assignedto non-government
welfare organisations. The impetus for these changescame from the Youth
and Community ServicesAct, 1973, the subsequentestablishmentof the
Community Liaison Bureau, and the influx of professionallytrained staff
(mainly social workers). The move to 'community-basedalternatives'was
facilitated by the creationof Community ServicesFund (originally a minor
Social ServicesFund), which becamethe source of funds for innovative
servicesin the community, financed and supportedby the Department.

Another notable event was the establishmentof the Family and Children's
ServicesAgency (FACSA) in 1977. The agency has functioned as a Ministerial
advisory unit, and has played a significant role in the developmentof
children's servicesin the State; it has conductedand sponsoredresearch,
and it has also been instrumental in the establishmentof the NSW Children's
ServicesFund through which many serviceshave been assisted.

The developmentsin New South Wales, as in the other States,have taken place
at the same time as the Commonwealthgovernmentbecameincreasingly involved
in family and children's services. As will be seen later in this report,
that involvement now extendsbeyond the provision of income support through
pensionsand benefits. While the Commonwealthprovides few services
directly, it has certainly been a source of funds as well as a stimulus for a
range of servicesprovided by the Statesand by the non-governmentwelfare
sector.

soum AUSTRALIA: DEPARTMEBT FOR COHKURITY WELFARE

The South Australian Departmentfor Community Welfare has undergonemore
changesthan any comparabledepartmentin the other States. Until 1965, the
Departmentwas known as Departmentof Children's Welfare and Public Relief
and was administeredby a statutoryBoard of the same name. The Department
came under a direct responsibility of the Minister for Social Welfare in
1965, under the new Social Welfare Act 1926-1965, which was proclaimed on 27
January, 1966. The Chairmanof the previous Board becameDirector of Social
Welfare and head of the Department. The Act also establisheda Social
Welfare Advisory Council, consistingof the Director and five other members
appointed by the Minister.
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Apart from the responsibilitiesunder the Social Welfare Act, the Department
also had responsibilitiesunder a number of other Acts, viz.,

Adoptions of Children Act, 1925-1965

Children's ProtectionAct, 1936-1965

EducationAct, 1915-1965

Juvenile Courts Act, 1941-1965

MaintenanceOrders (Facilities for Enforcement)

Act, 1922-1955

Offenders ProbationAct, 1913-1963

CommonwealthImmigration (Guardianshipof Children Act, 1946-1952

CommonwealthMarriage Act, 1961

CommonwealthMatrimonial CausesAct, 1959-1965

The functions of the Department,at the time, were statedas follows:

to provide necessariesfor the destitute, both children and
adults, to care for children who are neglected, to guide and
befriend children who are or may becomedelinquent, and to train
those who are placed in departmentalhomes and institutions.
Briefly, it is the responsibilityof the Departmentto provide
social assistanceto children and adults who are in need.
(AR 1966:6)

In 1970, the Departmentwas amalgamatedwith the Departmentof Aboriginal
Affairs and was renamedDepartmentof Social Welfare and Aboriginal Affairs.
In that year, a new Director was also appointed. After a wide range of
consultationswith various welfare organisations,the philosophy of the
Departmentwas formulated, basedon the main principle which said,

The resourcesof the Department should be used to promote the
well-being of the total community, and to assist individuals,
families and groups of personsto achieve to their fullest
potential in society. (AR 1971:4)

From 1970 to 1972, extensivechangestook place in the organisational
structureof the Department, resulting in greater regionalisationand
decentralisationof services, in changingmethodsof service delivery,
the formation of various consultativebodies and advisory committees.
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of these changeswere eventually incorporatedin the new Community Welfare
Act which came into force in 1972. The Departmentwas also renamedinto
Department for Community Welfare. Incorporatedinto the new Act were
principles and objectivesof the Departmentbasedon a new philosophy which
(as officially stated) demandedthat,

the provision of welfare servicesin the community should be
readily available and easily accessibleand must be in a form
which will not perpetuatea dependenceon the servicesprovided.
To prevent this a new emphasismust be placed on preventive
services. This is leading to the developmentof community
treatmentservicesand supportiveand supplementaryfamily
servicesand is taking the Departmentinto new areaswhere little
has been done before. (AR 1972:3)

The new Act provided for the decentralisationof Department'sservicesand
for the broadeningof its activities. Some decentralisationhad already
occurred in the 1960s, and the processhad acceleratedin the early 1970s.
Among the facilities that were to be developedwere the Community Welfare
Centreswhich were to provide local information and referral services,
facilities for use by community (welfare) groups, a base for community
developmentactivities, and a local centre for providing the statutory
servicesof the Department. The aim of placing statutoryservicesin the
midst of theseother community activities was to change the negative image of
'welfare' in the community.

Community consultationand participationwere to be fostered by local
Community Welfare ConsultativeCouncils consistingof local and State
governmentrepresentatives,the DepartmentDistrict Officer, and membersof
the local community. The Councils were later restructuredin 1975 to co­
ordinatewith the Australian AssistancePlan introduced in 1974 by the
CommonwealthGovernment. In 1979, the responsibility for the Councils was
transferredto a new Departmentof Community Development.

A Community Welfare Grants Schemewas also establishedin 1972. Initially
grants were made to organisationsinvolved in youth activities but the grants
were later expandedto include a wide range of welfare organisations.

Organisationalchangescontinued throughout the 1970s. The extent of these
was most evident in the regionalisationof servicesand in the establishment
of new offices acrossthe State. In 1966, departmentalserviceswere
provided from the Head Office in Adelaide and four District Offices: two in
the outer metropolitanareasand two in country centres. In 1982, the
serviceswere decentralisedinto six regions, and were provided through 30
District Offices and Community Welfare Centres, and 15 Branch Offices or
Visiting Offices.

The scope of the Department'sactivities also broadenedconsiderablyover
that period. In addition to its work with children and families 'at risk'
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or 'destitute', the Departmentdevelopedservicesfor other- specific groups:
the disabled, the aged, the Aboriginal people, women, and ethnic minor-ities.
There was also a desire to provide 'integrated'servicesthrough co-operation
with other Governmentdepartmentsand non-governmentorganisations,such as
integratedhealth and welfare servicesand school-basedcommunity centres.
A 'Community ResidentialCare' systemwas introquced in 1979, and a programme
of 'Community Aides' was developedas a commitment to volunteerismand an
expressionof community �d�e�v�e�~�o�p�m�e�n�t�.

Among the featuresof the �t�h�t�U�~�t towards the 'community' was the introduction
in 19rp of contractualarrangementswith a �n�u�~�b�e�r of non-governmental
�o�r�g�a�n�~�~�a�t�i�o�n�s providing residentialcare for ohildren or young people; and
the 'Intensive NeighbourhoodCare' (INC) in 1978-79 to provide an alternative
to institutional placementOf young offenderson remand or after appearance
in cO\l'rt.

The main activities of the Department,however, remained focussedon the
children and families 'at risk'. The concernat the breakdownof the family
unit has been frequently expressedin its reports, and a range or services
aimed at preventingor lesseningthe likelihood of breakdownshave been
developed: crisis care, budgetingadvice, emergencyassistance,andmany
forms of 'family counsellingand support'.

The servicesof the Departmentthus appearto have beendevelopedin two
directions. On the one hand, the servicesaimed to serve the whole
community, and were basedon the belief that 'for too long the associationof
need with poverty has deterredmany people from seekinghelp' CAR 1975:3).
On the other hand, it is evident that the majority of people whom the
Departmentservedhave been (as always before) the children and families who
experienceddifficulties related to low income, inadequatehousing, and,
increasingly, unemployment.

The follOWing sectionsprovide a brief �s�~�r�y of changesin the various
areasof departmentalactivity, and detailed analysisof specific areasis
given in the subsequentchapters.

lIeglected children and Children 'at riSk'

The �f�~�a�t�u�r�e of the Depavtment'swork in the areaof child neglect has beena
significant reduction in the numbersof children admitted into State
guardianshipsince the early 19708, and a greateruse of short·termmeasures
such as temporaryguardianshipand other 'non legal' methodssuch as
temporary foster care provided by non-governmentorganisationssupportedby
the Department.

The prevalent form of substitutecare tQr children under guardianshiphas
been foster care. This has been a �l�o�n�g�~�e�s�t�a�b�l�i�s�h�e�d practice in South
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Australia, and a high proportion of children under State care and control
have always been cared for in this manner. Foster care has not been without
problems, which included breakdownsof placementsand difficulties in placing
children with special needs, such as disabled children or, in the earlier
years, Aboriginal children. Later, with the policy of restorationof
children to their natural families foster care often becamea short-term
care, and the introduction of temporary foster care was a next step in that
direction.

Residentialcare used to be provided in large institutions but since 1968 the
Departmenthad adopteda policy of providing smaller units of 'cottage'or
'family' homes. By 1975 all large congregatehomes had been closed or
convertedinto cottagehomes. In the same year an agreementwas made with
16 non-governmentorganisationsfor the provision of specialisedresidential
care. These organisationshave been receiving grants for employing social
workers and subsidiesfor each child in care. The servicesof departmental
psychologistsand other professionalshave also been available to these
ogranisations. From the mid-1970s, the reportsof child abusebecamethe
matter of increasingdepartmentalconcern. Since then, crisis care services
and child protectionmeasureshave becomeimportant aspectsof the
Department'sactivities.

Young offenders

The issue of young offenders has always been in the forefront of pUblic
interest in South Australia, and in this area of child welfare more changes
have taken place in that State than in any other State in Australia
(Jamrozik, 1973, 1976). In the 17 years reviewed here there were three
distinct periods, each initiated by a new Act: the Juvenile Courts Act 1965;
the Juvenile Courts Act 1971; and the Children's Protectionand Young
Offenders Act 1979. Each Act introduced changesin the judicial systemand
methodsof dealing with young offendersas well as in the methodsof
correction, training or treatment.

In the earlier years, young offenderswould either be releasedon bonds of
good behaviourwith or without supervision,or be committed to the
Department'scare and control as Statewards. The committal could be to a
training institution or to a supervisionin the community. The 1971 Act
raised the lower age of legal responsibility from 8 to 10 years and
introduced the non-judicial systemof Juvenile Aid Panelsfor children from
10 to 16 years. The Act of 1979 empoweredthe Panels (re-namedChildren's
Aid Panels) to deal with young offendersup to the age of 18 years (except
for offencesunder the Motor Vehicles and Road Traffic Act, and serious
offencessuch as homicide) and introduced the systemof ScreeningPanelsas
the first step in the processof dealing with reportedoffences.
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In the treatmentof young orfendersone of the innovative methods introduced
in 1978 was the Intensive NeighbourhoodCare (INC), mentionedearlier.
Youth Training Centresbecameanother form of treatment. The feature of
theseand other methodshas been the emphasison short-termintensive
intervention, resulting in large 'turnover' of young people through the
systemof servicesbut relatively fewer numbers in the systemat any given
time (seeChapter4, pp.65-66).

HandicappedcJUldren

Children with disabilities have been cared for by the mainstreamservicesof
the Department. One training institution has cateredfor the special needs
of intellectually handicappedboys since the late 1960s, particularly of
young boys who had been invOlved in offences. In 1979 community units were
openedat the institution to assist the transitionof boys to independent
living. Since then, an outreachservice has been developedto assist
intellectually handicappedteenagersand their families, and cottagehomes
have been provided for those handicappedchildren who could not be placed
elsewhere.

Early childhood services

Until the early 1970s the Department'srole in early childhood serviceswas
restrictedto licensing of crechesand day care centreswhich were not
liqensedby local �g�o�v�e�r�n�m�e�~�t authority. After the introduction of the
Community Welfare Act 1972, the Departmentbecameresponsibletor licensing
at all child care facilitie$ except those operatedby the Education
Departmentand the KindergartenUnion. The most intensive involvement of
the Departmenthas been in family day care. Unlike the arrangementsin the
other Stateswhere most family day care schemeshave been operatedunder the
auspiCesof local government, non-governmentwelfare organisationsor
community groups, most family day care schemesin South Australia have been
�~�I�e�d by the Departmentof Community Welfare.

8el"Yices to young people

Servicesspecifically desiglled to assist young people beganto take shapein
the 1960s, with the appointmentof an Organiserof Youth Welfare Activities
in 1966-67. The main function of the Organiserwas to develop after-school
activities and thus reduce.the rate of growing youth delinquencyreportedat
the time. Later, the Community Welfare Grants Fund establishedin 1972-73
was initially used to assistfinancially recreationalgroups and youth
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leadershiptraining. During the 1970s youth serviceswere diversified and
establishedat regional and local levels. Among the innovations introduced
were 'Job Hunters Clubs', to provide assistanceand support for unemployed
young people; and youth shelters,to provide accommodationand certain
activities for homelessyoung persons. Another service developedin the
later 1970s was the 'key worker' scheme, provided in schools and designedto
assistyoung personsexperiencingbehaviouralproblems.

Fallily supportand COIIIIJnity services

Family support serviceswere developedduring the 1970s; in the first
instance,with the aim of preventingchildren from enteringresidentialcare.
The impetus for the developmentof theseservicescame from the Community
Welfare Act 1972 and, later, from the Commonwealthinitiatives such as the
Social Welfare Commission, the Australian AssistancePlap, and, later again,
from the Office of Child Care and the Family Support ServicesScheme(FSSS).
Most servicesin the 'family support' categoryhave offered non-material
support in the form of counselling, budget advice, and crisis intervention.
The Family AssistanceSchemeintroduced in 1974 has provided emergency
financial assistance. The funds available from the schemehave been used by
the DepartmentalCommunity Welfare workers for specific purposes,such as
food orders, or relocation expenses.

A feature of the Department'scommunity work has been the use of community
aides and volunteers. These personsreceive training in family support and
community work: they are registeredwith the Department,which provides the
necessaryinsurancecover and gives them accessto the departmental
resources. They are also reimbursedfor incidental expensesincurred in
their work.

As mentionedearlier, the Departmenthas provided Community Welfare Grants,
allocated from a fund establishedin 1972-73.

TASIWIIA: DEPlB'l"MEIT FOR COMMORITY WELFARE

The Departmentfor Community Welfare (until 1982, Departmentof Social
Welfare) has been responsiblefor the administrationof the Child Welfare Act
1960 and for a number of other Acts, e.g. Adoption of Children Act 1968,
Domestic AssistanceServicesAct 1947, Child ProtectionAct 1974, as well as
some relevant Commonwelathlegislation such as Family Law and Immigration
(Guardianshipof Children) Act (Annual Report, 1981:6).

Over the period under study (1966-1982) the Departmentwent through a process
of change in its organisationalstructureas well as in its philosophy and
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goals. Most of these changesoccurred from the mid-1970s and came to
fruition in the early 1980s. The 'new' philosophy and objectiveswere
outlined in the Annual Report for the year 1980-81. In that report it was
stated,

Over the last decadethere has been throughout Australia a strong
movementaway from social welfare as a residual service, that is
merely picking up social problems as they arise out of social and
economic systems, to a community welfare model with State social
welfare departmentstaking initiatives in facilitating co­
ordination betweenhuman service agencies,and establishing
community participationand social planning mechanisms. This
'moving out' by social welfare should do much to remove some of
the stigma attachedto social welfare servicesand ensure
appropriatesocial impact into governmentpolicy planning
(AR 1981:5).

At the same time, it was acknowledgedin the samereport that there was still
an ever-increasingdemand for 'traditional' services,and 'the impetus
towards community welfare has been impeded by presentfinancial constraints
as well as uncertaintyas to the impact of Commonwealthpolicy'. The broad
objectivesof the Departmentwere defined to be,

••• To enable individuals and families who require help to
function in society to the best of their ability, and to
preserve,strengthenand where possible restorethe family unit,
by counselling, advising and assistingfamilies and individuals
in need, and by identifying and developing community support.
Individuals needinghelp should be treatedwith dignity and
respect,and the attitude of staff should be one of caring and
acceptance(AR 1981:6).

These objectiveswere to be achieved by legislative changes,by
regionalisationand decentralisationof the organisationalstructure,and by
the adoption of a three-levelwelfare strategyin servicedelivery. The
three levels were seen to be inter-relatedand to consist of Primary
Assistance(Remedial and Rehabilitative), SecondaryAssistance(Preventive)
and Tertiary Assistance(DevelopmentalPerspectives)(AR 1982:7-8).

Primary Assistanceis seenas consistingof 'servicesto children and
families after a crisis has occurred'. At this level of assistance
the servicesoften require to provide a substituteof the family for
the child, such as residentialcare, custody and control, legal
supervision,welfare counselling, referral and information.

SecondaryAssistancemeans 'servicesto children and families to
prevent a crisis'. Such servicesare to be offered for a limited
period until normal functioning of the family is resumed. The aim of
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theseservicesis to prevent the need for primary assistance,and
servicesmay take the form of providing assistancethrough a family
assistancescheme, food orders, temporary admissionof child(ren) into
care, home-helpservices,homemakerservices,and child care subsidies.
Servicesmay be also provided indirectly through grants to
organisationswhich offer emergencyrelief and welfare counselling.

Tertiary Assistanceis to be provided through the Department'sservices
'directed towards social enhancementand developmentof families and
individuals and the provision of broad community welfare serviceswhich
link personsin need of care with available social facilities and
resources'. Examplesof such servicesare the NeighbourhoodHouses
and Child Care programmes.

The scope of the departmentalwork and the range of servicesoffered have
certainly widened over the years, although, as indicated by the three-level
strategyof servicedelivery, the priority has remainedwith 'primary
assistance',that is, remedial work with children and families 'after a
crisis has occurred'. In 1966, and for most of the period examined here,
the work of the Departmentof Social Welfare (as it was then called) was
organizedin two divisions: The Relief Division and the Child Welfare
Division. The Relief Division was 'concernedwith financial and other
assistancefor personsin necessitouscircumstances',and the Child Welfare
Division was,

concernedwith measuresto safeguardthe welfare of children
generally, to provide for children who are placed in guardianship
or custody of the Director and to control and re-educatechildren
who have come under notice of Children's Court becauseof
delinquency (AR 1966:2).

In practice, there was a considerableoverlap betweenthe work of the two
divisions, especiallyat the level of servicedelivery, as Child Welfare
Officers performed tasks related to both the relief and the child welfare
functions.

By 1980 the Departmentwas concernedwith a wider community, with policies
and programmesfor disabled people, Aboriginal affairs, multicultural
affairs, women's shelters,and servicesto youth, particularly in the face of
unemployment. It was also actively involved in Early Childhood Services.
All of thesegroups did not come under the administrativeumbrella of the
Departmentin 1966 and had been gradually included over a period of years,
especiallyin the period of developmentsince the mid 1970s.
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Some sourcesof changein the Departmenthave been:

•

•

•

a departmentalinitiative in 1977 to introduce a Wardship Review process
which led to regular planning and reviewing of the placementand
progressof StateWards

the Social Policy Planning Unit which was establishedin 1973-74 under
the CommonwealthGovernmentAustralian AssistancePlan. It filled a
recognisedneed for continuing researchand evaluationof the
Department'sprogrammes.

the availability of Commonwealthfunding for Early Childhood Services
which prompted a more active involvement by the Departmentin this area.
Commonwealthfunding also assistedthe Departmentin providing other
services, in conjunction with grants to organisations.

Two reports commissionedby the Governmentof Tasmaniaand releasedin 1980­
81 were expectedto have considerableimpact on the organisationof the
Departmentand on the provision of social welfare and child care services.
The report of the Review of Child Care Services(1980) was implementedin
1981 and resulted in some re-organisationof the departmentalstructure.
The report on Child Welfare Act and StateSocial Welfare Services(1981)
recommendedthat the Child Welfare Act be replacedby a Community Welfare
ServicesAct. The new Act was to broadenthe activities of the Department
and give a legislative basis for a number of activities which-were already
introduced in practice. The legislation was to be prefacedby a statement
of philosophy and principles which were to form the basis for the Act. (The
Bill for the new Act was expectedto be introduced in Parliament in the
spring sessionof 1984, but is now expectedto be introduced later in 1985).

Among the factors that hamperedthe developmentof serviceswas the lack of
opportunitiesfor social work educationin Tasmania,and the centralized
administrationof the Department. As statedin the report for 1973, 'Social
work in this Departmentcontinued to be seriouslyhandicappedby the lack of
any tertiary coursefor the training of social workers in the state' (AR
1973:5). This need was eventuallymet by the College of Advanced Education
in 1974; prior to this a number of post graduatescholarshipswere granted
for study at Flinders University in Adelaide.

Staff training was seento be an important issue, consideringthe grOWing
range of responsibilitiesof Child Welfare Officers and the geographic
isolation experiencedby many workers in the field. The Departmentalso
utilized a number of volunteers in child welfare work. In responseto these
needs, the professionalisationof staff was accompaniedby an increasein
emphasison staff training within the Department.

Structurally, the Departmentremainedhighly centralizedfor most of the
period under review in this report. In view of the nature of settlementin
Tasmaniathis obviously had deleteriouseffects on service provision
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throughout the State, with delays causedby the necessityto refer matters to
a centralizedadministration.

A number of District and Sub-District offices had openedby 1975, but a more
effective plan for regionalisationwas not put into effect until 1981. As
well as the elimination of delays in decisions, the Departmentsaw other
advantagesin a regionalisedstructure, such as ability for clients to relate
more readily to a 'localised' service, better support to field workers and
more integratedlocal service delivery betweenthe Departmentand other
authorities,which the Departmentnow sought to adopt in line with the
community welfare model.

Most of the changestook place in the late 1970s and early 1980s, but many of
thesehad been 'in the making' for some years and were formally adopted
later. It thus appearsthat experimentationand innovation at the level of
administrationand service delivery precededformal restructuringof the
departmentaladministrationand proposalsfor legislative changes.

As an overall trend, the feature of the period was a widening of the scope of
departmentalactivity, from a comparativelynarrow concernwith care and
control of 'neglected'or 'delinquent' children, to a diversification of
activities towards more work with families and with specific groups such as
youth, handicapped,early childhood, women's refuges, etc. As part of that
processthere was a growing involvement of the non-governmentalsector and
various community groups. There was also an increasingdirect and indirect
involvement of the CommonwealthGovernment,as many initiatives were
implementedwith the assistanceof funds from the Commonwealth.

The Child Welfare Act 1960 remainedsubstantiallythe main legislative basis
for departmentaloperationthroughout the period. There was no major piece
of legislation introducedor passed,although the ministerial responsibility
was extendedby adding the portfolio of Child Care to that of Social Welfare
(later renamedCommunity Welfare). However, various piecesof Commonwealth
legislation affected the activities of the Department.

The formal regionalisationof departmentalorganisationalstructuredid not
occur until 1982. However, the groundwork for regionalisationhad been laid
since mid-1970s with the opening of a number of area offices. Similarly, it
appearsthat the methodsof service delivery remainedsUbstantiallyunchanged
until the mid-1970s but from then on the policies and methodschanged,
manifest in such developmentsas a decreasingemphasison residential care;
decreasein the numbersof children declaredand/or admitted as Statewards;
diversification of servicesfor special groups such as youth, the
handicapped,the Aborigines; increasein 'preventive'work with children and
families; and beginning of 'developmental'work in the community.
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Children and young people

Traditionally, the role of the Departmentwith respectto the welfare of
children and young people was divided into the 'care' of children who were
estrangedfrom their natural family and the 're-education'of those who came
to the attentionof the Departmentbecauseof criminal or 'anti-social'
behaviour. However, the TasmanianChild Welfare Act, 1960, blurred the
distinction betweenthose children who were victims of neglect and juvenile
'offenders'. This had occurred because,

At the time when that Act was drafted it was perceived that
'delinquency'by children was a product of poor or neglectedhome
circumstances,and that in consequence,the orders and facilities
available to the courts in dealing with young offenders should
not be distinguishedfrom those used to promote the well being of
children found to be 'neglected' (AR 1981:8).

Consequently,neglectedchildren and delinquent children placed in
residentialcare would often be housed in the same departmental'training'
institutions which basically had a training role for delinquentand disturbed
children. Care for the children who were not delinquentor disturbedwas
also provided in approvednon-governmentchildren's homes, foster homes, some
minimal hostel accommodationfor statewards commencingemployment, and
receiving homes which provided temporary care. The Departmentprovided
financial assistanceto those facilities.

Reliance on care provided by non-departmentalfacilities had certain
implications for the control by the Departmentover the quality of care
provided. The Child Welfare Advisory Council surveyedboth statecontrolled
and private facilities for the care of wards in 1975 and expressedconcern
about the 'deplorablelack of family contact with children in some
institutions and in some instancesthe separationof siblings within
institutions and foster homes' (AR 1975:5). As a result of this 'discovery'
a Wardship Committee was establishedin October 1977 'for the purposeof
advising the Director on the statusand placementof wards, not subject to
any systematicreview previously' (AR 1980:22). From then on, all children
under State wardship were to be reviewed every two years. Before the
Committee was establishedindividual children had been subject of review only
when they warrantedspecific attention. The Committeewas thus a positive
step towards eliminating a situation of being 'lost' in care. The Committee
focused on 'family identity' of children and on the assessmentof existing
placementand statusof wards. It was intended that the reviews would
entail the participationof a number of people, including the child or the
young personconcerned. Implicit in that approachwas the questioningof
the need for a child or young personto continue in wardship.

By 1981, there was a reduction in the numbersof children in Approved
Children's Homes, and the homes were becoming involved in the provision of
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shorter periods of care and in a more active re-establishmentof parent/child
relationships(AR 1981:16). During 1981-82 two of the eleven Approved Homes
closed down.

The favoured form of placementfor children under guardianshiphas been
foster care. Foster homes have consistentlycateredfor a large proportion
of wards and received financial support from the Department, and there were
no significant changesin foster care policy over the period. In 1982 it
was reported that foster care had increasinglybeen applied to short term
care for 'special categories'of children. A review of the foster care
programmewas also being undertakento addressissuesof 'permanency
planning, delegationof guardianshipand contract care' (1982:22).

Until 1976 the Departmentoffered limited 'hostel' type accommodationfor
older male wards requiring support as they commencedemployment. One of
these hostelswas set aside for a community treatmentfacility and the other
was absorbedinto the receiving home complex in 1978-79. Receiving homes
were conductedby married coupleswho receivedpayment for each child in
residence. These homes provided temporary accommodationwhile places for
more permanentplacementwere being worked out or when only temporarycare
was needed. In 1981 the receiving homes were re-named 'Family Homes', and
by 1982 there were 18 such homes 'strategicallyplaced throughout the State'
(AR 1982:23), providing accommodationfor State wards as well as for other
children who neededshort-termplacementin residentialcare.

The training function for delinquentor disturbedchildren was basedalmost
entirely on institutional care until the mid 1970s. Two institutions
cateredfor boys and one for girls. Where practical, children in these
institutions attendedlocal schools and were involved in local community
activities. Older wards received training in specific skills; farming and
trade skills for the boys, domestic training for the girls.

This institutional base for training and rehabilitationremained unchanged
until the formation of the Social Policy Planning Unit in 1974, although the
inadequacyof the institutional facilities available was brought to light in
1970-73. During this period, due to pressureplaced upon institutional
accommodationand the conflicting aims of long term and short term placements
in the same institution, plans were initiated for a central remand and
assessmentcentre to cater for the special needsof short term placement
which had aggravatedacccmmodationpressuresat existing institutions.
However, subsequentlythe need for such facilities was apparently
reconsideredwith the changingphilosophy towards community-basedcare, and
the centre was not built.

The move to community-basedtreatmentfacilities was made by establishinga
Community Youth Centre in one region of the Stateand a Regional Resource
Centre in another. One training institution for girls was closed and the
other two re-modelled; one accommodatingyounger boys and girls and catering
for boys with intellectual disabilities. Much of the care for
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intellectually handicappedchildren, especiallygirls, is now provided by
non-governmentorganisationswhich receive financial grants from the
Department.

Other services

As mentionedearlier, by 1982 the Departmentprovided, or was involved in, a
range of servicesgoing beyond the legislative framework of the Child Welfare
Act 1960. Some of those serviceswere aimed at children and families 'in
need'; others were aimed at specific population groups, such as youth, the
handicapped,Aborigines, etc. The extent of departmentalinvolvement may be
grouped into three categories,e.g.

Direct services

Administration, Liaison,
and/or Supervision,
involving other
Government Services, and
involving State and/or
�C�~�n�v�e�a�l�t�h Govern.ents

Grants to Organisations

e.g. Homemakerservices
Home-Help Services
Direct Financial Assistance

e.g. HandicappedPersons'Services
Aboriginal Affairs
Women's Refuges
NeighbourhoodHouses
Family Support ServicesScheme
Youth Services

e.g. Sundry ServicesGrants
Special ServicesGrants

The provision of theseservicesis examined in Chapter6 of this report.
The Department'sinvolvement in early childhood servicesis examined in
Chapter 5.

ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES: HOW DO TIlE THREE STATES COMPARE?

From the foregoing brief overview, it is evident that in the 17 years from
1966 to 1982 the Welfare Departmentsin all three Stateshad extendedtheir
activities into new areasof service provision. These changescould not
have occurredwithout any increasesin the allocation of resources. It
needs to be noted, however, that over the same period all governments­
Commonwealthand States- increasedtheir budgets in real terms to meet the
demand for increasingpublic services,as well as to meet the rising costsof
operations.
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In the Commonwealthsphere the largest increasesin expenditurehave been in
the field of social security, due to the growing numbersof people receiving
income support through various forms of pensionsor benefits. The extent of
this growth has been discussedearlier in this report, in Chapter 2, and
welfare expenditureincurred by the Statesneeds to be seenin the overall
context of social security and welfare expenditureincurred by both the
Commonwealthand the States.

Each of the three Statesexaminedhere has also increasedits budget between
1966 and 1982, in real terms. A comparisonof the levels of expenditure
betweenthose two years is given in Table 3.2. In that Table, expenditure
by the welfare departmentshas been relted to the total expenditureof the
respectiveStategovernments,and both State and welfare expenditureshave
been related to the size of the population, thus giving the details of
expenditureper capita. To arrive at a comparablemeasure, the expenditure
has been calculatedin constant1980-81 prices (1980-81=100),using the
ConsumerPrice Index (CPI) as the basis for conversionfrom actual
expenditureat current prices. The details of expenditurefor each year
from 1965-66 to 1981-82 in current and constant1980-81 prices are given in
Table 1 and Table 2 in the Appendix.

Departaental expenditure

As may be ascertainedfrom Table 3.2, all three Stateshad increasedtheir
expendituresin real terms above the rate of populationgrowth, with New
South Wales showing the highest rate of increaseand South Australia the
lowest. However, Stateexpenditureper head of population in 1981-82 was
still the lowest in New South Wales, as it was in 1965-66, and the highest
was in Tasmania. The expenditureof the NSW Departmentof Youth and
Community Servicesalso increasedfaster than in the other two States,both
in real terms and as percentageof the total State budget, but still
remaining the lowest per capita. Nevertheless,the differencesin per
capita expenditureamong the three departmentshad narrowed considerably
between1965-66 and 1981-82.

The movementsof Stateand welfare departments'expendituresover the 17
years are shown in Figures 3.1 and 3.2 Figure 3.1 shows that State
expendituresper capita had risen steadily over the 17 years, with some
fluctuations, except for South Australia where expendituredecreasedsharply
in 1976-77. Expenditureper capita by the Departmentfor Community Welfare
in that State also shows a decreasesince 1977-78, while in the other two
Statesit shows a steadyrise.

As a percentageof Statebudgets (Figure 3.2), there was a sharp increasein
the departmentalexpenditurein New South Wales in 1969-70 and in 1970-71 in
South Australia. These rises had evidently occurred when the respective
departments(YACS and DCW) becameresponsiblefor Aboriginal Welfare. There
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was another sharp rise in South Australia in 1972-73when the Community
Welfare Act 1972 and the reconstructionof the Departmenttook place.

Notwithstandingthe overall increasesin Welfare departments'expenditure, it
needs to be noted that Welfare departmentsin all three States(and
presumablyin the other Statesof Australia) account for a minor proportion
of States'bUdgets, ranging from 1.20 per cent in Tasmaniato 1.87 per cent
in New South Wales (in 1981-82). Furthermore, it appearsthat the
proportion began to diminish since 1980-81 in both New South Wales and South
Australia, while in Tasmaniait maintaineda gradual increase(except for a
fall in 1980-81) but still remaining at approximatelytwo-thirds level of the
other two States.

Allocations within Departaents

Comparisonsof the allocationof resourceswithin the departmentsare
difficult to make with any great precision becauseeach departmentpresents
its account in a different form. South Australia adoptedprogramme
budgeting in 1980-81 but the presentationof the aggregateaccount is
condensedin the Annual Reports both in terms of itemization of expenditure
and terminology, which makes a reconciliationof programmeexpenditurewith
the aggregateaccount rather difficult. Tasmanialists all salariesand
overheadsunder 'generaladministration'; while from the accountsin New
South Wales it is impossible to disaggregatethe large expenditurein the
Community Fund from which funds are allocated to grants to the non-government
sector.

Subject to these qualifications, it appearsfrom the accountsfor 1981-82
that the largest item of expenditurein each of the three departmentsis
related to the welfare of children who are either Statewards, under another
form of guardianship,or under departmentalcontrol as young offenders
(Tables 3.3a, b, and c). New South Wales appearsto have a higher
proportion of expenditureincurred in providing residentialcare (25%), with
South Australia in the secondplace (22%) if both the governmentand non­
governmentresidentialcare are counted. However, expenditureon
residentialcare in New South Wales is probably higher, if the expenditureon
the maintenanceof children in non-governmentestablishments(under Section
27 of the Child Welfare Act) is included. It is difficult to arrive at the
cost of residentialcare in Tasmaniabecauseof the way the accountsare
presentedin the annual reports. As a very broad estimate, it appearsthat
in 1981-82 approximatelyone-third of all expenditureof the three
departmentswould have been incurred in providing residentialcare for
children. Furthermore, if South Australia is an indication, a major
proportion of that one-third would be taken up by residentialcare of young
offenders (18% of total expenditureof the South Australian Departmentfor
Community Welfare in 1981-82).
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The Statesand the Commonvealth

The involvement of the Commonwealthgovernmentin family and child welfare
tends to be equatedwith, or seento be limited to, the assistanceprovided
for early childhood servicesthrough the Children's ServicesProgramof the
Office of Child Care. This view is, however, a gross over-simplification,
as the relationshipbetweenthe Commonwealthand the Statesin that area of
welfare is far more complex. While it is perhapspossible to identify which
governmentfinancesor is responsiblefor a particular serVice, the sceneis
quite different if the evolution of servicesis perceivedas an interplay of
initiatives and responsesin each sphereof governmentover a period of some
years.

As a brief overview of that evolutionary process,various initiatives and
events related to family and child welfare from 1966 to 1982 are presentedin
chronologicalorder in Table 3.4. The list of events is certainly not
exhaustivebut it is evident from the data in that Table that significant
changesin the States'spherebegan to take place in the 1960s (and later in
Tasmania) but in the early 1970s, and especiallyduring the three years of
Labor governmentin Canberra,an important stimulus for innovation and change
came from the Commonwealth. Ever since then, many programmesdevelopedby
the Stateshave been assistedby the Commonwealth. Furthermore, the
perceptionof issuesin family and child welfare had changed,especiallythe
perceptionof the role of 'the community', whatever the interpretationof the
word 'community' might be in various quarters, and irrespectiveof how the
meaningof the term might changeover time.

The significanceof Commonwealthinitiatives is not easily ascertainedfrom
the reportsof State welfare departments,as thesereports tend to present
the issuesand performancesfrom the States'perspective. However, some
initiatives stand out as being of particular significance, such as the work
of the Social Welfare Commissionand of the Interim Committee for Children's
Commissionin the early 1970s. For example, the Director of the New South
Wales Departmentof Youth and Community Servicescommentedin 1976 on the
significanceof the Australian AssistancePlan in the following terms:

The Australian AssistancePlan has given an organized impetus to
community work throughout the State and even in those areaswhere
it is relatively inactive its very existencehas createdsome new
thinking in relation to what a community should and could do
(AR 1976:26).
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'J'llhl{' '1.1: Puplllal iOIl Challge, IY66-IYH2

Austrlllill, New South Wales, South Allstrlllia, Tasmanill.

New South South
PopulationChange Australia TllsmAnill

Wales Australia

Total Population

Total Population, 1966 11,599,498 4,237,901 1,094,984 371,436

I! I! 1982 15,178,409 5,307,948 1,328,738 429,752

Increase1966-1982 + 3,578,911 +1,070,047 + 233,754 + 58,316

I! I! (%) + 30.9 + 25.2 + 21.3 + 15.7

Children'sPopulation0-17yrs*

Population in 1966 4,043,007 1,417,151 390,132 134,529

I!
I! 1982 4,502,464 1,529,495 376,759 124,564.

Increase/decrease1966-1982 + 459,457 112,344 - 13,373 - 9,965

I! I! I! (%) + 11.4 + 7.9 - 3.4 - 7.4

Highest population 4,575,531 1,569,058 412,880 138,504

Year highest pop. reached 1975 1974 1972 1971

Source: CommonwealthBureau of Censusand Statistics(1973) Estimated Age
Distribution of the Population: Australia, Statesand Territories,
1966 to 1971; Ref. No. 4.15

Australian Bureau of Statistics (1982) EstimatedResident Population
by Sex and Age: Statesand Territories of Australia, June 1971 to
June 1981: Cat. No. 3201.0

* Population covered by Child Welfare legisllltion: 0-16 yellrs in Tasmania.
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Table 3.2: StateExpenditureand Expenditureof StateWelfare Departments:

1966-1982

(at Constant 1980-81 Prices) .

State Item

NSW Population

Total State Expenditure ($'000)

Expenditureper Capita ($)

1965-66

4,237,901

$1,715,601

404.82

1981-82

5,307,948

$4,803,924

905.04

Change
Ratio
1966-82

1.25

2.80

2.24

Department (YACS) Expenditure ($'000)

Dept. Expenditureas %of State Exp.

Dept. Expenditureper Capita ($)

16,592

0.97

3.92

89,860

1.87

16.93

5.42

1.93

4.32

S.A. Population 1,094,984 1,328,733 1.21

Total StateExpenditure ($'000) 801,480 1,560,156 1.95

Expenditureper Capita 731.96 1,174.16 1.60

Department (DeW) Expenditure ($'000) 7,882 28,100 3.56

Dept. Expenditureas %of State Exp. 0.98 1.80 1.84

Dept. Expenditureper Capita ($) 7.20 21.15 2.94

Tas. Population 371,436 429,752 1.16

Total State Expenditure ($'000) 281,530 630,011 2.24

Expenditureper Capita ($) 757.95 1,465.99 1.93

Department (DeW) Expenditure ($'000) 2,325 7,574 3.26

Dept. Expenditureas %of State Exp. 0.83 1.20 1.45

Dept. Expenditureper Capita ($) 6.26 17.63 2.82

Source: StateBudget Papersand DepartmentalAnnual Reports

Note: (1)

(2)

"Per Capita" mean per head of State population

Department'sexpenditureis net of any reimbursement
from Commonwealthand other �~�r�c�e�s�.

CPI: 1980-81:100; 1966: 30.4; 1982: 110.4

50



Figure 3.1: State and DepartmentalExpenditurePer Capita, 1966-82

(at constant1980-81 prices)
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Table 3.3a: Departmentof Youth and Community Services, NSW,

Allocation of Expenditure. 1981-82 (Current Prices)

Field of Activity Expenditure

Children $'000 %

Maintenanceof Children, Section 23 of C.W. Act

Special Clothing & other requirementsfor Wards

Maintenanceof Children in Shelters, transfersetc.

" " ", Section 27A, C.W. Act

Expensesrelated to Family Group Homes

Developmentof Family and Children's Services

3,520.6

681.9

1,225.2

2,449.0

394.3

439.8 8,710.8 8.8

11,325.3 11.4

4,127.5 4.2

8.827.5 8.9

12,934.1 13.1

25,302.0 25.5

17,699.9 17.8

101,467.1 102.3

2,261.9 - 2.3

$ 99,205.2 (l00.0)

12,120.0

420.0 12,540.0 12.6

4,300.0

1,750,0

2,815.0

600.0

649.4

457.0

460.0

40.0

73.9

250.0

8,255.0

4,127.5

8,827.5

Head Office and General Div. Salaries,etc.

ResidentialCare Division, Salaries,etc.

Field Division, Salaries,etc.

Total Expenditure

Less: Revenuecollected (less C'wealth Contributions)

Total Expenditure (Net)

Grants, Subsidiesand Contributions

Children's ServicesFund-Contribution- 19,250.0

Less: Commonwealthpayments 7,130

Day Nurseries- Grant

Community Development

Assistanceto the Handicapped

Women's and Youth Refuges

HomelessPersons

State Youth Grants Fund - Contribution

Vacation Care programmes- Grants

Special Projects

DisasterWelfare

Community Education activities

InternationalYear of Disabled (Non-recurring)

Home Help Serviceof NSW - Subsidy

Less: CommonwealthContribution

Cash and 'other assistance

Source: Departmentof Youth and Community Services, Annual Report, 1981-82.
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Table 3.3b: Department for Community Welfare, South Australia

.Ulocation of Expenditure, 1981- 82 (Current Prices)

%
Expenditure

$'000
Children and Youth

Field of Activity

Youth Offenders and Children "at Risk"

Services to Aid Panels and Courts

Residential Care (Secure= 3,999.5;
Non-Secure= 1,653.0)

420.0

5,652.5

Supervision in Community, Youth Projects,
Schools 2,987.0 9,059.5 29.2

23.87,371.7

1,277.0

264.,0

192.0

2,502.3

759.• 0

455.0

1,286.0

44.0 5,046.3 16.3

3,371.0 10.9

1,026.0 3.3

44.0 0.1

154.0 0.5

2,517.0
1,683.0

921.5 5,121.5 16.5
1,903.0 6.1

1,100.0 3.5
34,197.0 110.2

1,581.0
1,594.0 3,175.0 - 10.2

$31,022.0 (100.0)

Youth Services

Adoptions

Family and Individual Support

Counselling,Health Care, Budget
Advice, Legal Advice

Women's Refuges

Crisis Care Service

Emergency Financial Aid

Adviser on Women's Welfare

Other Children Services

HandicappedChildren 865.0

Child Care Services 856.7

Child protection 578.0

Foster Care and Emergency Foster Care 3,339.0

Residential Care (Govt - 270.0;
Non-Govt = 1,007.0)

Less Receipts: Commonwealth Payments
Other

Net Expenditure

Other: Disaster Control, Volunteers,
Publicity, Research

Adviser on Ethnic Minorities

Professionaland Administration:
Support Services
General Admin
Other

Interest on Capital funds, etc.

Grants to Welfare & Other Organisations

Services for the Aborigines

Services for the Aged

Source: Department for Community Welfare, Annual Report 1981-82
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Table 3.3c: Department for Community Welfare, Tasmania

Allocation of Expenditure, 1981-82 (Current Prices)

Field of Activity

Child Welfare

Maintenanceof boarded-outchildren

Incidental Expenses:Family Group Homes

" "Institutions

Regional Centres Incidental expenses

Child care subsidies

Less: Repayments

Relief Assistance(less repayments)

908.8

117.9

173.8

34.1

�~
1,244.1

33.6

Expenditure

$'000

1,210.5

1,188.9

%

14.5

14.2

Grants

NeighbourhoodCentres

Sundry Social ServicesGrants

Women's Refuges

Youth Services

Less: CommonwealthContributions

HandicappedPersons

Child Care

Less: Other Commonwealthpayments

88.2

63.6

69.1

360.0

412.5

24.6

393.6

97.5

1,357.3

1.0 1,356.3 16.2

Administration and General

Salaries

Other Expenditure

Less: Repayments

Total Expenditure

4,090.0

519.1 4,609.2

2.6 4,606.6

$ 8,362.3

55.1

(l00.0)

Source: Department for Community Welfare, Annual Report 1981-82
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Table3.4: Chronology of Initiatives and Events in Child and Family Welfare: 1966-1982

U1

'"Ol

Year

1965-66

1966-67

Commonwealth New South Wales (YACS)

Amendment of Child Welfare Act
1939; providing for licensing
and control of non-government
residentialcare for children;
provision for assistancewith­
out declaring children State
Wards (Section 27).

Amendment to Child Welfare Act;
new Part IX provides for care
of intellectually handicapped
children and young persons.

South Australia (DCW)

Proclamationof Social Welfare
Act 1926-65, establishing
Departmentof Social Welfare;
Social Welfare Advisory
Council (SWAC) established
under the Act.

Appointment of Organiser
of Youth Welfare Activities

Tasmania(DCW)

1967-68 I CommonwealthStatesGrants Gradual decentralisationof
(DesertedWives) Act, providing administrationand service
for reimbursementof 50% of delivery; new District
expenditureincurred by State Offices established.
in relief payments

Gradual decentralisationof
administrationand service
delivery; new District
Offices established

1968-69

1969-70

First full year of operation
of the StatesGrants (Deserted
Wives) Act.

HandicappedChildren's
(Assistance)Act

Aborigines Act 1969;
,Department(YACS) takes over
responsibility for Aboriginal
""",1 f"rp

New Director appointed;
Review of Department's
!administration.

Staff Training Officer
appointed

ResearchOfficer appointed;
SWAC releases2 reports;
Community Facilities for Youth;
Legislation concerning ,
Juvenile Offenders



Year

1970-71

Table 3.4 cont.

Commonwealth New South Wales

Name changedto Department
of Child Welfare and Social
Welfare

South Australia

Amalgamationof Departmentwith
Departmentof Aboriginal AffaUs
departmentalre-organisation;
new Director appointed

Tasmania

A schemeof secondment
of staff for full-time
study in social work.

l.Jl
0\
0"'

1971-72 I Child Care Act 1972 passed.

1972-73 I Changeof Government.
Social Welfare Commission
(SWC) established.

Two ConsultativeCouncils
appointed: on Pre-Schoolsand
Education; and on Handicapped
Persons

Re-organisationof Department;
Asst. Director (Community
Services)appointed;
New sections: Licensing and
Regulatory Functions; and
Community Liaison. Youth
Advisory Council (est. 1967)
transferredto Minister of
Youth and Community Services

Community Welfare Act 1972
proclaimed; name changed to
Departmentfor Community
Welfare; Regionalizationof
administrationand services.

Community DevelopmentBranch·
established; Juvenile Aid
Panelsestablished; a
number of Consultativeand
Advisory Commissions
established.

1973-74 Benefits for Orphans introduced
Children's ServicesProgram;
SupportingMother's Benefit
Australian AssistancePlan
launched by SWC.

Youth and Community Services
Act 1973: Departmentre-named
accordingly; Family Group
Homes introduced for State
Wards; Early Childhood DivisiOn!
established; Grants to local
governmentbodies for welfare
services.

Introduction of Volunteer
Community Aides; Remission of
Local Governmentrates and
taxes schemeintroduced
(for pensionersand low­
income families - subject to
means test).

Social Policy Planning Unit
establishedwith Common­
wealth grant from SWC
under AAP. School of Socia
Work establishedin Tasmani,
Staff secondedfor full­
time study.



Year

Table 3.4 cont.

Commonwealth New South Wales South Australia Tasmania

V1
0\
()

1974-75

1975-761

Children'sServicesProgramme
introduced by the Interim
Committee for Children's
Commission

Changeof Government;
Office of Child Care set up
in Departmentof Social
Security; Social Welfare
Commissionand Interim
Committee for Children's
Commissionabolished;
Australian Assistance
Plan abolished.

Councils for Social Development
establishedunder the AAP.
Child Welfare Legislation
Review Committeeappointed;
Ethnic Affairs Bureau e&ablUted.
Concernabout reports of child
abuse; a District Officer
appointed to specialized
duties; servicesintroduced
in new housing estates;
servicesto schools.

Child Welfare Legislation
Review Committeecompletes
report; "Community" becomes
the operativeword in Dept.
Work; Impact of AAP noted;
2 social workers added to
work in area of child abuse;
Pilot project for Community
Support servicesset up ­
funds from CommonwealthCSP.

Councils for Social Development
establishedunder the AAP:
Funds from Nat. Hospitals and
Health ServicesCommission for
employmentof social workers
in Health Centres; Funds from
Interim Committee for Children's
Commission for after-school
activities; Unit for Social
Planning set up with funds from
SWC, Consultant for Family
Day Care appointed; FDC
schemesestablishedwith funds
from Children'sServices
Program.

Established: Budget Advice
servicej Crisis Care service
Community Care project aimed at
diverting children from residential
care (funds from CSP)j Home
maker'sservice set up (funds
from AAP)j Established:
EmergencyFoster Care; Youth
Services,Youth Consultant,
Volunteer'sJob Hunters' Clubsj
Greater use of non-government
service in residential care
noted.

Councils for Social
Developmentestablished
under the AAP; Commonwealt
Funds for Family Day Care
Schemes; Homemaker's
Service establishedby
Department.

Childhood Services
Programmestarted: 1 socia
worker & 4 officers
appointedj Submissionto
Commonwealthfor funds;
for child care; and for
a schemediverting
children from institutional
care.

,.'!t
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Table 3.4 cont.

Year I Commonwealth

1976-77 I Funding for Social Policy
Planning Units in State
departmentswithdrawn.

1977-78 IFamily Support Services
Scheme(FSSS) introduced in
all States- funds from CSP:
SupportingMother's Benefit
extendedto sole parentsof
either sex - now Supporting
Parent Benefit (SPB).

New South Wales

Home Help service set up
(previously Housekeeper
EmergencyService);
Child Life ProtectionUnit
established; Family and
Children'sServicesAgency
(FACSA) establishedas an
advisory body to the Minister.

FSSS introduced Child
Welfare (Admendment)Act 1977
proclaimed - provides for
compulsory reporting of
suspectedchild abuse; Child
Life ProtectionUnit set up;
Liaison with Housing CommissiOn
re housing for the aged.

South Australia

Family therapy service
established(for families where
residentialcare for child is
imminent (funds from Office of
Child Care); Women's Shelter
Committeeestablished; Shelters
for young people approved;
Amendment to Community Welfare
Act - provision for compulsory
reporting of non-accidental
injury to children; five
multi-disciplinary panels set
up.
Royal Commission in Juvenile
Courts system.

FSSS introduced
26 Community Welfare Councils
noted (500 + persons
involved)

Tasmania

New Director appointed.
State portfolio of Child
Care added to the Ministry
of Social Welfare;
Position of Executive
Officer (Child Care)
established;Emergencycare
further developed;
Commonwealthfunding for
Aboriginal services.

FSSS introduced.
Social Policy Planning Unit
re-establishedwith State
funds; Commonwealthwith­
draws funds for Childhood
ServicesBranch; State
provides some funds for
developmentof Early
Childhood Services.



Table 3.4 cont

Year

1978-79

Commonwealth

InternationalYear of the Child
(IYC) - allocation of special
funds to all States; Discussior
betweenCommonwealthand States
re 100% reimbursementof
paymentsunder StatesGrants
(DesertedWives) Act; Common­
wealth/Statesagreementon
funding Women's refuges:
Operationalcosts 25/75
Capital costs SO/SO.

New South Wales

Increasednotifications of
child abuse- 1801 since the
establishmentof the Child
Life ProtectionUnit in �1�9�7�7�~

Participation in the Western
Sydney Area Assistance
Scheme.

South Australia

Introduction of Intensive
NeighbourhoodCare (INC)
for young offenders;
Regional Youth Project set up;
Adviser on Women and Welfare
appointed.

Tasmania

State introduced Family
AssistanceSchemeto
replaceCommonwealth
funded PreventivePayment
scheme; Committee to
review.
Child Welfare Legislation
established.

V1
0\
(1)

1979-80 I Youth ServicesProgram
introduced as 3-year pilot
scheme- 50/50 cost sharing
with States.

A CorporatePlan announced
for the Department: Start
of Alternate Care Programme
(incl. temporary foster care):
Youth Worker Training Scheme;
Worker Co-operativesscheme.

Children's Protectionand
Young Offenders Act
proclaimed; Screeningpanels
for young offenders
introduced; Family Research
Unit established.

"Weroona" institution
for girls closed - re-open(
as "Lucinda" Day Centre;
State grant for Child Care
servicesincreasedto
$60,000.

,.
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Table 3.4 cont.

Year I Commonwealth

1980-811 Commonwealthtakes over
paymentsof Supporting
Parent Benefit from the
date of claim.

New South Wales

Community Welfare Bill tabled
in Parliament; Planning and
ResearchUnit established;
Special Information services
established.

South Australia

Introduction of programme
budgeting; Provision for
intensive supervisionof
young offenders by "mentor";
community servicesin lieu
of default of fine introduced;
service for ethnic minorities
introduced; rehousing
assistanceschemeintroduced.

Tasmania

Report of Review of Child Care
Services; Report of Review of
Child Welfare Legislation;
Report on Needs of the
HandicappedPerson;
Trainee Liaison Officer
on Aboriginal Affairs
appointed; Youth Unemploy­
ment service established;
Approval of assistanceto
NeighbourhoodHouses; Interim
Advisory Committee on Family
and Child Welfare appointed;
Child Care Unit re-integrated
with Family and Children's
ServicesBranch; Statement
on Department'sphilosophy.

1981-82 Family Support Services
Schemeextendedfor further
3 years.

Community Welfare Act
passed- to be implemented
in 1983.

Ethnic Adviser appointed;
social workers in Health Care
now funded by the State;
"Key worker" schemeset up in
schools; Departmentbecomes
responsiblefor Senior Citizens
Centresand Aged Services
other than Health Services.

Regiona1izationof
Administration and services:
TASYOUTH established
(previously Youth Unemploy­
ment Service); Statement
on Department'sWelfare
Strategy: Funds allocated
to NeighbourhoodHouses,
Childhood services.



CBAPTIB ,

CHILD VELFJU

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the range of activities now performed
by Statewelfare departmentsis wide and diverse, but their main concernhas
remainedwith child welfare. This concernhas remainedcentral to their
activities and is evident in the legislation, in the allocation of resources,
and in the detailed statisticsprovided by the departmentsin their annual
reports. The concernwith child welfare extendsbeyond the 'direct'
servicesfocused on children. Other activities, such as those in the
categoryof 'family support' are, as it were, instrumental, for the same
purpose, as they are aimed to enable a family to care for its child or
children so as to prevent the necessityfor State intervention of legal
nature. Similarly, financial assistancegiven to non-government
organisationsis often given to those organisationswhich provide child
welfare services.

State interventionunder that conceptof child welfare may take various forms
and varied degreesof intensity. In terms of its fUnction, interventionmay
be supportiveof the family, it may supplementfamily care, or it may
substitutefamily care by other forms of care. In terms of its purpose,
interventionmay take place to provide protection for the child, to prevent
potential harm, or to re-socialisethe child through corrective training and
control. In practiceand .ethod, interventionmay take the form of
counselling the child and the family and supervisingtheir activities, or it
may separatethe child from the family and place the child in substitute
care, such as foster care, care in a family group home, or care in an
institution. In legal �t�e�~�, interventionmay mean restrictionsplaced on
the child's liberty and on parents' rights over the child, or a substitution
of parents' rights by Stateguardianship.

State guardianshipof a child is the highest (or the most extreme) form of
intervention, imposed on a child under the concept of parenspatriae, or
State parenthood, the State taking the role of loco parentis. In recent
years this form of interventionhas been regardedas 'interventionof the
last resort', and it is not practisedas often as it used to be. The
terminology invoked to define this action has also been changing.
Historically, a child under Stateguardianshipwould be known in legal as
well as in common terminology as a 'StateWard', although in South Australia
the term 'StateChild' or 'Child under the control of the Minister' was
introduced in 1965, when the then Departmentof Child Welfare and Public
Relief, administereduntil then by a StatutoryBoard, was brought under a
direct responsibility of a Minister, with the passingof the Social Welfare
Act, 1965. The term 'Ward of the State' is still used in some States,but
the prevailing usagenow appearsto be 'child under guardianship'. As a
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result, the extent of control, legal and/or administrative,over these
children and their families is not always easy to determine.

State guardianshipwas in the past always imposed through a judicial
commitment. However, provisions now exist in State legislationsfor
admissionof children into guardianshipby administrativemeans, either on
the initiative of the authoritiesor of the child's parents. This practice
is used for temporaryguardianship,usually for a period not exceedingthree
months. South Australia has now introduced also partial guardianshipunder
which the State acquiressome measureof control over the child but the
rights of parentsare not entirely abrogated.

Trends in the use of guardianship

The reasonsfor using Stateguardianshipin child welfare may be varied but,
essentially, they fall into two categories: when a child has been found
guilty of an offence; or when the child's welfare is consideredto be 'at
risk'. The majority of children placed under guardianshipare usually those
consideredto be 'at risk', but this is not always the case in all States,
and in some Statesthe �~�a�j�o�r�i�t�y may be the children who have committed
offences. The practiceof committing young offenders to Stateguardianship
has varied over the years with the changingperceptionsof the causesof
children's law-breakingbehaviourand, consequently,with changing
legislation in child, or juvenile jurisdiction, and changingmethodsof
administeringpenaltiesand practicesof correctionor treatment. For
example, from the analysisof data in the reports from New South Wales it
appearsthat until the mid-1970s that Statewas using Stateguardianshipin
casesof child's neglect, uncontrolled behaviour, or 'moral danger' (usually
applied to young girls) but rarely for children who had been found guilty of
an offence under the Crimes Act. Since then, the practice appearsto have
changedand the majority of children placed under the guardianshipin that
Stateare now the children found guilty of an offence. In South Australia,
the practicehas varied over the years with each changeof legislation: in
1965, 1972, and 1979.

Thus, the fluctuations in the numbersof children committed or admitted into
Stateguardianshipdo not necessarilyindicate changesin children'sor
parents'behavioUr. Rather, they illustrate changesin the perceptions,
attitudes,and methodsof interventionof the authorities. While all
legislation cdncerningchild welfare may have explicit referencesto the
'paramountinterestof the child' as a basis for judicial and administrative
decisions, the meaningof what may constitutethat interest is subject to
varied and changing interpretationsof legislators, jUdges and magistrates,
and welfare administratorsand welfare workers. Current numbersof children
under guardianship,differencesamong the States,and changesover the years
need to be seenand interpreLedwith thesequalifications.
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The numbersof children currently under guardianshipand the number of those
being placed �u�n�d�e�~ guardianshipeach year need therefore to be seenand
interpretedin that light. According to WELSTAT data for June 1981 (ABS,
1982; Cat. No.4405.0) 16,994 children in Australia were under State
guardianshipat that time (Table 4.1). The rates per 1,000 children of
relevant age (0-17 years in most States)varied from as low as 1.2 in the
Australian Capital Territory (ACT) to 6.3 in WesternAustralia and 6.0 in
Queensland. The high rates in these two Statesprobably reflect the high
proportion of Aboriginal children under guardianship. Apart from the ACT,
New South Wales had the lowest rate of all States,at 2.7 per 1,000 children
of 0-17 years. The averagerate for all Statesand Territories was 3.8 per
1000.

Current rates for children under guardianshipare among the lowest for some
years. During the period examinedhere, the rates in all three Stateswere
higher in 1966 than in 1982; they kept rising until the early 1970s (until
the mid-1970s in Tasmania), and then began to fall. The most pronounced
variationshave been in South Australia where in the earlier years the rates
were the highest of the three Statesbut by 1982 they approachedthose in New
South Wales where the rates have been the lowest throughout the 17 years
(Table 4.2, Figure 4.1, and Table 3 in Appendix). Again, thesedata need
to be qualified as they do not include children under temporaryguardianship
in South Australia (introduced in 1972-1973) and probably those under
temporary guardianshipin the other Statesas well. In New South Wales,
other forms of guardianshiphave also been introducedrecently. As a
general trend, however, the use of Stateguardianshiphas been on a decline
for some years. this does not necessarilymean that the numbersof children
who becomesubject to some form of State interventionand care or control
have declined. As will be shown later in this chapter, 'non-legal' forms of
interventionhave now becomemore prevalent, but the overall numbersof
children in the 'systemof care' have not been reduced. In fact, the
numbersappear to have increased.

Location of children under guardianship

The majority of children under guardianshipin Australia remain in the
community. In 1981 (as at 30 June), app-roximately two-thirds of the
children under guardianshipwere so placed, and one-half of them were placed
in foster care. Close to a quarter·or all children remainedwith their
parentsor relatives. Of the three Statesincluded in this study, New South
Wales shows the highest proportion of children under guardianshipplaced in
residentialcare, due mainly to relatively high numbersof children in
corrective institutions - 11.1 per cent of all children under guardianship,
as against the national averageof 5.3 per cent and 4.1 per cent in Tasmania
(Table 4.3). The lowest proportion of children in residentialcare was in
South Australia (17.1%), well below the national averageof 30.3 per cent,
with Tasmaniabeing slightly below ·the national average. New South Wales.
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also shows the lowest proportion of children under guardianship�r�e�m�a�~�n�~�n�g

with their parents- 8.0 per cent, comparedwith 23.5 per cent for national
average.

The comparisonof data for the three Statesindicatesthat the use of
residentialcare for children under guardianshiphas diminished in line with
the decreaseof all children under guardianship,but the proportionsof
children in residentialcare and those remaining in the community have varied
little except in Tasmaniawhere the proportion of children in residential
care has fallen significantly, especiallyfrom 1981 to 1982 (Table 4.4).

What has changedover the period is the nature of residential care. Unlike
in earlier years when large institutions for children were common, the
prevalent type of residential establishmentis now a 'home' or a 'hostel'
accommodatingnot more than ten children, and frequently not more than five.
Larger establishmentsrarely accommodatemore than 30 children. Of the 229
departmentalresidential care establishmentsfor children recorded in
Australia in 1981 (ABS, 1982; Cat.No.4405.0),26 establishmentsaccommodated
more than 30 children and only five of thesehad 100 or more children in
residence(3 in NSW and 2 in Victoria). Larger establishmentsare usually
corrective institutions for young offenders, now referred to as 'training
centres'. Most other establishmentsare known as 'homes' or 'family group
homes', although some of them are clusteredin one place around central
administrativeand catering facilities and go under the name of 'campus
homes'. A practice has now grown to 'contractout' residentialcare to non­
governmentorganisations(usually church bodies) and children placed in those
establishmentsare now consideredto be 'in the community'.

The most prevalent type of placementof children under guardianshiphas been
foster care. In South Australia and Tasmaniathe numbersof children in
foster care remained almost the same over the whole period, while in New
South Wales the numbers in foster care decreasedsince the early 1970s but
foster care still remained the prevalent type of placement, accommodating
one-half of all children under guardianshipin 1982.

On the whole, the general trend in child welfare provided by the Stateshas
been towards fewer children under guardianshipand, consequently,fewer
children in residentialcare; towards smaller size residential
establishments,as an endeavourto provide a 'home-like atmosphere'; more of
residentialcare provided by non-governmentorganisations; and maintaining
foster care as the prevalent type of placement. It needs to be noted,
however, that a large majority of children under guardianshipis still placed
in substitute care, that is, children under guardianshipbecomeseparated
from their natural parentsand their families.

The legal definitions of guardianshiphave also changed,and a child under
guardianshipdoes not necessarilymean the same as a child who is a State
ward. New categoriesof guardianshiphave been introducedwhich provide the
Statewith power and control over the child but the legal statusof the child
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is not completely changed. The State, or more precisely the Minister of the
State, becomeslegally the 'guardian' of the child but not necessarilythe
'parent substitute'as was (and is) the casewith completeStatewardship.
Through such innovations (and others mentioned below) the Tange of measures
now in use in child welfare by the Stateshas widened, enabling the
authoritiesto intervene into the lives of children and their families in
various ways, without necessarilyinvolving the powers of a judicial process.
Not the least part in that processof intervention is now played by the non­
governmentwelfare agencieswhich provide a range of servicesin child and
family welfare, through a variety of legal, semi-legaland administrative
arrangements,in conjunctionwith, or relative autonomy from, Statewelfare
departments. .

Children 'at risk' of IUl1treataentor abuse

From the mid-1970s there has been a growing concern in all Statesabout the
incidence of child maltreatment,or child abuse, and this has led to another
categoryof children, referred to as 'children at risk'. All three States
examinedhere have introduced new legislative provisions or modified existing
provisions for mandatorynotifications of children reported, or suspected,to
be at risk. This area of child welfare now brings in increasingnumbersof
children (and their families) into the network of the Statewelfare system.
New South Wales and South Australia have begun to publish statisticson
reported casesof children at risk in the annual reports; Tasmaniagives
only descriptive information without statisticaldata.

All accountsindicate that the concernwith children at risk of maltreatment
or abuse (including sexual abuse) has now becomea major concernof State
welfare departments. Provisions for mandatoryreporting of suspectedor
confirmed casesof child abusehave been introduced and now compel most
professionsand occupationsinvolved with children to report such cases,e.g.
teachers,nurses, employeesof child and community welfare agencies,aswell
as medical practitioners,dentists, and police officers (S.A. AR 1977:27).
Investigativeand assessmentprocedureshave been established,giving rise to
new professionalspecialisationssuch as Child ProtectionWorkers, Child
ProtectionConsultants,and multi-disciplinary assessmentpanels. We have
not analysedthe data on child abuseas we consider that this issue calls for
a thorough investigationwhich would go well beyond the issueswe have set
out to addressin this report. However, it is relevant to note here that
statisticsof reported casesof child abusehave shown a staggeringincrease
over a relatively short period of time. For example, in South Australia,

• 149 'confirmed' caseswere reported in 1977-78; by 1981-82 the number had
risen to 527, since then, the numbershave continued to increase,and a
similar situation is being reported from the other States.

Two aspectsof this 'new' problem in child welfare need to be mentionedhere.
First, the reports of Statewelfare departmentshave expressedat times the

61



necessityfor caution in interpreting the significanceof the increasesin
the reported casesof child abuse. For example, in reporting an increasein
the number of casesfor 1977-78, the report from South Australia also stated,

This does not necessarilyimply an increasein the underlying
rate of child abuse; it may simply reflect the fact that
increasingly the resourcesand expertiseof the [assessment]
panelshave becomeknown (AR 1977-78:23).

The second aspectconcernsthe actions taken by the authoritiesaimed to
raise the awarenessin the community to the problem of child abuse, apart
from widening the provisions for mandatory reporting of suspectedcases,
information and educationalprogrammesfor parents, teachers,and children
have also been implementedfor that purpose. As reported in the New South
Wales report for 1981-82,

A multi-media campaignwas launched to heightencommunity
awarenessof the problems parentsface in caring for their
children and to promote the concept of community responsibility
in the preventionof child abuse (AR, 1981-82:9).

The growing concernwith the problem of child abuse is thus a situation in
which the conceptsof 'protection', 'prevention' and 'promotion' of child
welfare becameclosely interrelated. At this stage, it is rather difficult
to say whether the problem of child abusehas always been as widespreadas
now appearsto be, or whether it signifies a change in the perceptionsof,
and attitudesto, child and family welfare. However, it is apparentthat a
'child at risk' has now becomea broad category in welfare terminology and
probably includes children who previously might have been referred to as
'neglected'or in 'need of care'.

South Australia: a model or innovation and change

South Australia may be used as a good example of the changesdiscussedhere,
as since 1972, South Australia has been regardedas a model of innovation and
change in child and family welfare. The Community Welfare Act, 1972, was
the first Act in that field which included the aims and objectivesof the Act
as well as the principles on which those aims and objectiveswere based.
Since then, the Departmentfor Community Welfare has been in a processof
almost continuousre-organisation,and methodsof intervention in child
welfare (as in other areas)have been diversified to a larger extent than in
any other State. Further legislative changesalso took place in 1978-79.

Among the innovative features introduced in 1972 was the introduction of
Juvenile Aid Panelsas a meansof 'diversion' of young offenders from the
judicial system. This measuremeant that children in the age group 10 - 15
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years who were alleged to have committed an offence would not be brought (in
the first instance) before the Court (except for seriousoffences, such as
homicide) but before a Panel consistingof a police officer and a welfare
officer of the DCW. On admitting the offence and acceptingcertain
conditions imposed by the Panel, the child would not be subject to any
further proceedings,provided the conditions were fulfilled. Later, with
the passingof the Children's Protectionand Young Offenders Act, 1979, the
panelswere re-namedChildren's Aid Panelsand they were enabledto deal with
young offenders from 10 to 17 years (except for seriousoffencesand offences
againstRoad traffic and Motor Vehicles Act). As a further step in the
processof diversion, South Australia also introduced in 1979 Screening
Panelswhose function is to decide whether proceedingsshould be taken by the
Panel or by the Court, or not be taken at all. A more recent innovation has
been a further step of 'Police Caution' aimed to eliminate the necessityto
proceedfurther in certain cases.

The only issue consideredhere is the question: does the systemof diversion
introduced in South Australia reduce the number of children coming into the
Statesystemof welfare? The comparisonof data on appearancesof children
in Courts in the three States(Table 4.5) suggeststhat this is not the case.
In New South Wales and Tasmaniathe numbers increasedbetween1971 and 1976,
and then decreasedby 1981 and showed some increasein 1982. In South
Australia, a similar trend is evident in appearancesbefore Courts, but the
numbersof children appearingbefore Panelsshow an increaseuntil 1981, and
a small decreasein 1982, producing a total result not much different from
those in the other two States.

A further indication of the effects of the Panel systemmay be seenin the
data on the numbersof children appearingin Courts who had previously
appearedbefore the Panels. In the report for 1981-82, the data show that
of all children who had appearedbefore the Panelssince 1972 only 17 per
cent had subsequentlyappearedin Courts. However, this statementdoes not
seemto take sufficiently into account the time dimension in relation to the
age of children and their subsequentappearancesbefore the Courts.

As shown in Table 4.6, in 1976, 21.1 per cent of children who appearedin
Courts during that year had previously appearedbefore the Panels, but by
1982 that proportion had risen to 67.2 per cent. Furthermore, in the age
group 16 years and over, the percentageswere almost the same for 1976 and
for 1982 but those of the children who had appearedbefore the Panelsmore
than once had risen from 21.9 per cent to 51.9 per cent. Thus, it seems,
the effect of the Panel systemmay be one of delay in Court proceedings
rather than one of diversion from Court proceedings.

These observationsdo not mean to imply any comment about the relative merit
of a judicial or non-judicial systemof dealing with young offenders, as this
issue does not come within the scopeof this study. The main concernof the
study is the child and family welfare systemin operationand the role that
the Statesperform in that system. South Australia is of partiCUlar
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interest in relation to this issue becauseof the innovation and changethat
have taken place in that State in a relatively short period of time. It
needs to be noted that in that processthe operationof the system has become
increasinglycomplex, as is evident in the proceduresdevelopedin the
juvenile justice systemand in those dealing with casesof child neglect and
with casesof children at risk (Figures 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4).

Children in the 'systemor care'

The developmentsmentionedabove mean that the decreasein the numbersof
children under guardianshipdoes not necessarilymean that the overall number
of children in the Statesystemof child welfare has diminished. In order
to determine the extent of Statemeasureswhich come into the rubric of child
welfare, it is necessaryfirst to consider the range and variety of various
legal, semi-legalor administrativecategoriesunder which a child may become
an object of interventionand acquire certain 'status' in the system. The
second considerationneeds to be given to the time dimension in the
interventionprocess. The first considerationthus relatesto what may be
called the stock of children in and out of the system; the secondrelatesto
the rlow of children in and out of the system.

In relation to the first aspect, the introductionof various legislative
provisions has enabled the Statesto intervene in a child's and his/her
family life without imposing the legal measuresof wardship or guardianship.
How extensive thesemeasuresare it is difficult to ascertainfrom the annual
reports of State welfare departments,becausethe data in the reports are
either lacking, or are provided in a descriptivemanner. There is also a
varied degreeof discontinuity of data from one year to another. The
precisestatisticsin the reports are usually confined to the children who
fall into clear legal categories,but even there it is not always easy to
ascertainthe numbers in certain categoriesor to arrive at precise
comparisonsbetweenone Stateand anotheror betweenone year and anotherin
the same State.

For many years, the two main legal categoriesof children in Statewelfare
systemshave been children under guardianshipand children releasedfrom
courts on good behaviour bonds with supervisionby departmentalofficers.
Other categories,such as children under voluntary or preventivesupervision
constitutedthe third group of children 'in the system' but the attention
given to this area of activity varied from one State to another; in some
Statesit would receive relatively high priority, in other Statesit would
receiveattention provided the resourcesallowed the authoritiesto do it.
Consistentstatisticson preventivesupervision(giving number of families
involved as at 30 June of each year) have been published by the Tasmanian
Departmentfor Community Welfare. South Australia used to publish these
statisticsbut discontinuedto do this early in the 1970s, and no data can be
found in the reports from New South Wales.
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The lack of consistentdata presentsdifficulties in ascertainingboth the
numbersof children 'in the system' at any given time and the flow of
children in and through the system. For example, a significant number of
children in State welfare systemsare the children 'on probation with
supervision', that is, children who had appearedin Court for offences
against the law and were subsequentlyreleasedinto the community on certain
conditions, such as to be of good behaviour and be supervisedby the officers
of welfare departments. The reports from South Australia have maintained
consistentdata on these children, indicating for each year the numbersof
children so committed, the numbersreleased,and the numbers remaining on
probationat the end of each financial year. The Tasmanianreports give
only the numbersof children on probation at the end of each year, and the
reports from New South Wales give only the numbersof children releasedon
probation but without stating whether they were to be supervisedor not.

A greaterconsistencyof data among the Stateswould give a clearer
indication of what the Statesare doing in family and child welfare, whether
they are doing the same or different things, and what changeshave occurred
in various areasof their activities over time. It may be assumedthat
detailed statisticsare pUblished on those activities that the departments
consider to be important. If such an assumptionis valid, then it is
apparentthat despite the widening scope of Stateserviceswhich are defined
as 'family support', or 'community development', the essentialpart of State
departments'responsibilitieshas remained in the field of 'traditional'
child welfare, that is, with the legal forms of intervention in casesof
child neglect and young offenders, and with the need for substitutecare
arising from intervention in theseareas.

Despite thesedeficiencies, indicationsmay be drawn from the reports that
over the period of 16 years examinedhere both the stock (children in the
system) and the flow (children coming into the system) have increased.
Secondly, there are also indications that the flow has increasedmore than
the stock, and this has been due to the changing issuesin child and family
welfare and to the changingmethodsof interventionwhich now are more likely
to be short-termmethods, evident in such practicesas temporary
guardianship,shorter periods of probation, various methods of review, and
methodsof 'diversion' from the judicial form of intervention in casesof
child neglect, child at risk, and especially in casesof child offenders
(Table 4.7).

The data from the South Australian Departmentfor Community Welfare indicate
that the feature of innovation and change in child welfare systemhas been a
growing complexity of the system'soperation. It may be assumedthat the
proceduresin the other Stateshave also developedtowards increasing
complexity. There is certainly some evidence, mentionedearlier in this
chapter, of an increasingflow of children through the system, at a rate
faster than in the earlier years, without necessarilyincreasingthe numbers
of children in the system at any given time. What is more difficult to
ascertainis the extent to which the children who come into the system in one
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year are the same children who come in at another time. It is also difficult
to ascertain(except by inference from certain commentsin the reports) the
demographicand socio-economicgroup characteristicsof children and families
who come into the system, or come into the systemmore frequently than
others.

The observationsmade earlier in regard to the Children'sAid Panels in South
Australia indicate that, in that aspectof child welfare at least, there may
be some elementsof a 'revolving door' in the system'soperation. This
issue is raised later in this report in relation to other aspectsof child
and family welfare, for in consideringpolicy implications it would be
important to know how large is the population that comeswithin the sphereof
States'activities under the umbrella of child and family welfare.
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TABLE 4.1: CHILDREN UNDER GUARDIANSHIP, AUSTRALIA, JUNE 1981

Children under Guardianship

State/Territory Rate per(l)Persons 1000 pop

N %

New South Wales 4073 24.0 2.7
Victoria(2} 4138 24.3 3.5
Queensland 4215 24.8 6.0

South Australia 1186 7.0 3.1

Western Australia 2549 15.0 60 3
Tasmania 582 3.4 4.4

Northern Terri tory 154 009 3.0

Australian Capital Terri tory 97 0.6 1.2

Australia 16994 (100.0) 3.8

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics,Personsunder Guardian­
ship and Children in SubstituteCare, Austral ia, June 1981;
CatoNoo 4405000

(l) Rate per 1000 of relevant population (0-17 years in most
States).

(2) Data for Victoria basedon estimateso
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Table4.2 Children under Guardianship,1966 - 1982
(as at 30 June)

State/Year Population Under Rate
o - 17 years* GuardianshiJ: per 1000

New South Wales

1966 1.417,151 5,412 3.82

1971 1.537,982 6,020 3.91

1976 1,556,784 5,127 3.30

1981 1,530,333 4,073 2.66

1982 1,529,495 4.076 2.66

South Australia

1966 390,132 2,769 7.10

1971 412,112 3,206 7.78

1976 407.792 2,013 4.94

1981 374,365 1,186 3.17

1982 376,759 1,208 3.21

Tasmania

1966 134,529 771 5.73

1971 138,504 920 6.64

1976 133,816 866 6.47

1981 125,753 583 4.64

1982 124,564 549 4.41

Source:

*

Annual Reports of State Departments

Tasmania,0-16 years
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8.5

Figure 4.1

Number of children under guardianship1966-1982 per 1,000 of 0-17 population
(0-16 Tasmania)
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Table 4.3 Location of Chi Idren under Guardianship,June 198]

New South Wales South Australia Tasmania Australia
Type of Placement

N % N % N % N %

In ResidentialCare

Establishmentfor Handicapped
Children 228 5.2 41 3.5 16 2.7 410 2.4

Establishmentfor other
Children:

Family Group Homes 93 2.1 19 1.6 75 12.9 1250 7.2

Campus Homes 174 4.0 - - 31 5.3 794 4.6

Juvenile Hostels 61 1.4 10 0.8 - - 309 1.8

Corrective Institutions 482 11.1 59 5.0 24 4.1 921 5.3

Other Homes for Children 232 5.3 66 5.6 10 1.7 1033 6.0

Hospitals and Nursing Homes 100 2.3 3 0.3 5 0.9 293 1.7

Boarding Schools 45 1.0 - - - - 143 0.8

Prisons 16 0.4 5 0.4 1 0.2 44 0.3

Res. Adult Care �E�s�t�a�b�l�i�s�h�m�e�n�t�~ 40 0.9 - - - - 54 0.3

Total in ResidentialCare 1471 33.8 203 17.1 162 27.8 5251 30.3

In the Community

Foster Care 2190 50.4 599 50.5 228 39.1 6018 34.7

With Parentsor Relatives 348 8.0 281 23.7 164 28.1 4075 23.5

Other Adult Care 108 2.5 87 7.3 10 1.7 1195 6.9

Living Independently 217 5.0 5 0.4 15 2.6 529 3.0

Total .in the Community 2863 65.8 972 82.0 417 71.5 11817 68.1

Unauthorised

PlacementUnknown 15 0.3 11 0.9 4 0.7 285 1.6

All Children under
(1)(100.0) 17353(2)Guarclianship 4349 1186 (100.0) 583 (100.0) (100.(

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics(1982) Personsunder Guardianshipand Children
in SubstituteCare, Australia, June 1981: Cat. No. 4405

(1) includes 276 adults under guardianship
(2) «359« « «
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Table 4.4 Location of Children under Guardianshjn:1966-1982 (as at 30 June)

State/Typeof 1966 1971 1976 1981 1982
Placement N % N % N % N % N %

New South Wales

Training Centres 61 1.1 112 1.9 86 1.7 470 11.5 449 11.0

Est. for handicapped
children - - - - - 190 4.7 199 4.9

Other homes for children 860 15.9 955 15.9 983 19.2 232 5.7 272 6.7

Family Group Homes,hostels
other 128 2.4 131 2.2 148 2.9 475 11.7 396 9.7

Sub total: residentialcarE 1049 19.4 1198 19.9 1217 23.7 1367 33.6 1316 32.3
-

Foster Care 4074 75.3 4568 75.9 3597 70.2 2175 53.4 2069 50.8

W:ith parentsor relatives 193 3.5 181 3.0 209 4.1 316 7.8 362 8.9

Other * 96 1.8 73 1.2 104 2.0 215 5.3 329 8.1

Sub-total: Community 4363 80.6 4822 80.1 3910 76.3 2706 66.4 2760 67.7

Total under Guardianship 5412 (100.0) 6020 (100.0) �~�1�2�7 (100.0) 4073 (100.0) 4076 (100.0)

South Australia

Training Centres 194 7.0 210 6.5 89 4.4 59 5.0 57 4.7

Est. for handicapped
children - 29 0.9 22 1.1 41 3.5 48 4.0

Group homes, hostels 338 12.2 266 8.3 136 6.8 37 3.1 40 3.3

Other homes - 34 1.1 - - 66 5.6 63 5.2

Sub-total:residentialcare 532 19.2 539 16.8 247 12.3 203 17.1 208 17.2

Foster care 511 18.5 728 22.7 627 31.1 586 49.4 604 50.0

With parentsor relatives 1723 62.3 1578 49.2 887 44.1 281 23.7 272 22.5

Other* 361(1) 11.3 252 12.5 116 9.8 124 10.3

Sub total: Community 2237 80.8 2667 83.2 766 87.7 983 82.9 1000 82.8

Total under Guardianship 2769 (100.0) 3206 (100.0) bOl3 (100.0) 1186 (100.0) 1208 (100.0)

Tasmania

Approved Chi1drens'homes 190 24.6 204 22.2 159 18.4 89 15.3 56 10.2

Family Group Homes 26 3.4 25 2.7 24 2.8 34 5.8 27 4.9

Dept. Institutions 56 7.3 76 8.3 52 6.0 33 5.7 26 4.7

Sub-total:residentialcare 272 35.3 305 33.2 235 27.1 156 26.8 109 19.9

Foster care 261 33.8 313 34.0 311 35.9 228 39.1 241 43.9
With parentsor relatives 139 18.0 163 17.7 232 26.8 164 28.1 129 23.5
Other* 99 12.9 139 15.1 88 10.2 35 6.0 70 12.7
Sub-total: Community 499 64.7 615 66.8 631 72.9 427 73.2 440 80
Total under Guardianshio 771 (100.) 920 000.0) 866 7100.0 (100.0) 549 (100.0

Source: Annual Reports of StateWelfare Departments

* Inclwes unauthorisedabsencesand unknown locations.
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Table 4.5 Children in Courts and Reasonsfor Appearance:1966-1982

State/Reasonfor 1966 1971
(1)

1976 1981 1982
Appearance N % N % N % N % N %

New South Wales

(Final Appearances)

Offences under Crimes Act 6269 41.7 7721 36.8 8024 37.1 9396 52.7 10391 55.0

" " Other Acts 5238 34.9 9777 46.6 10592 48.9 6475 36.3 6560 34.7

Under Child Welfare Act 3515 23.3 3488 16.6 3029 14.0 1959 11.0 1935 10.3

All Appearances 15022 (lOO) 20986 (100) 21645 (100) 17830 (100) 18886 (lOO)

Tasmania
(Children found guilty

of Offences)

Group I: Serious Offences 801 63.7 1021 57.4 1453 45.7 983 50.5 1038 44.8

" 11: Minor Offences 383 30.5 655 36.9 1572 49.5 889 45.7 1238 53.4

Complaints under C.W. Act 73 5.8 101 5.7 152 4.8 75 3.8 41 1.8

All Children 1257 (lOO) 1777 (100) 3177 (100) 1947 (100) 2317 (100)

South Australia

Appearancesbefore Panels - 2032 34.6 3605 43.2 5632 61.8 5516 61.3

" " Courts - 3840 65.4 4740 56.8 3477 38.2 3480 38.7

All Appearances - 5872 (lOO) 8345 (100) 9109 (100) 8996 (100)

Source: Annual Reports of State Departments

(1) 1973 for South Australia: the first year Juvenile (later Children's) Aid

Panelswere introduced

Note: Data for New South Wales and South Australia refer to appearanceswhile those
for Tasmaniarefer to individuals appearingin Court. The two sets of data
are not necessarilythe same, as a child may appear in Court more than once
during the year.
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Table 4.6: Appearancesof Children before Panelsand Courts:

South Australia, 1973-1982

AppearancesbeforePanels/Courts 1973 1976 1982

N % N % N %

Appearancesbefore Panels 2032 34.6 3605 43.2 5516 61.3

" " Courts 3840 65.4 4740 56.8 3480 38.7

All appearances 5872 (100.0) 8345 (100.0) 8996 (l00.0)

Appearancesbefore Courts 3840 (100.0) 4740 (100.0) 3480 (100.0)

Previously before Panels:10-15 years 98 2.6 432 9.1 1023 29.4

" " " 16 years - - 570 12.0 1317 37.8
& over

All previously before Panels 98 2.6 1002 21.1 2340 67.2

Previously beforePanels:10-15 year 98 (100.0) 432 (l00.0) 1023 (l00.0)

Once 89 90.8 266 61.6 474 46.3

Twice 9 9.2 137 31.7 347 33.9

Three times - - 24 5.6 101 9.9

Four or more times - - 5 1.1 101 9.9

Previously before Panels:16 years
& over - - 570 (100.0) 1317 (100.0)

Once - - 445 78.1 634 48.1

Twice - - 102 17.9 421 32.0

Three times - - 16 2.8 164 12.5

Four or more times - - 7 1.2 98 7.4

Source: Annual Reports of the Departmentfor Community Welfare

Note: "Previously appearedbefore Panels" meansappearedsince 1972-73, that is
since the introduction of Children's Aid Panels.
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Figure 4.3: Proceduresin Casesof "Child in Need of Care"

South Australia, 1982
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Figure 4.4: Proceduresin Casesof "Child at Risk"

South Australia. 1982
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Table 4.1: The "Flow" of Children into the Systemof Welfare: 1966-1982

State/Admissions/Numbers 1966 1971 1976 1981 1982at 30 June

New South Wales

Committed/admittedinto guardianship 1221 780 445 1727 1724

Releasedfrom Courts on probation 4666 6181 5407 3471 3183

Notifications of children "at risk,,(l) N/K N/K N/K 1153 1971

5887 6961 5852 6351 6878

South Australia

Committed into guardianship 677 606 245 195 163
(2 - - 209 173 150

Admitted into temporary guardianship
On probation with supervision 559 799 761 929 942

(3
N/KNotification of children "at risk" N/K N/K 354 427

1236 1405 1215 1651 1682

Tasmania.-(as at 30 June)
(4

Under guardianship 771 920 866 583 549

On probation with supervision 270 398 501 284 322

On preventive supervision 98 126 337 367 320

1139 1444 1704 1234 1191

Source: Annual Reports of State Welfare Departments

(1) Notifications first systematicallyrecorded in 1977-78
(2) First introduced in 1972-78
(3) Data first appearedin Annual Report for 1976-77
(4) Becauseof absenceof data on intake in all 3 categories,the numbers in

each category as at 30 June are given for comparisonpurposes. Reports
from Tasmaniannew do not give statisticson 'children at risk' as these
mattersare handled by a separateChild ProtectionBoard responsibleto
a different Minister (the Attorney-General).
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CBAP'l'BR 5

EARLY CHILDHOOD SERVICES:
CHILD CARE OD CHILD WELFARE

The prevailing view in Australia is that child welfare and child care are two
distinct services,each performing a different function and serving a
different purposeor meeting a different need. Furthermore, the
responsibility for the provision of each service is seento lie in a
different political sphere. Historically and constitutionally, child
welfare has remained the responsibility of the States,while the provision of
child care servicesis seento be the responsibility of the Commonwealth.
In practice, however, the division betweenthese two servicesis not clear­
cut, either in the functions the two servicesperform, or in the spheresof
political responsibility. The elementsof support, supplementation,and
substitutionof child care by the family can be found in both services,and
the interactionbetweenthe Commonwealthand the Statesin the provision of
child care is greater than in any other area of child and family welfare.

In current definitions, child care refers to care of a child under the age of
12 years at some time during a week by someoneother than the person
responsible,in the past taken to be the mother but now defined by the
Australian Bureau of Statisticsas either the mother or the father. Any
referenceto child care usually excludesany long term substitutecare or
short term (however defined) 'institutional' care such as residentialcare,
foster care of family group home care.

Child care can include both formal and informal services. Informal care
includes care by a spouse,sibling, relatives, neighboursand other
individuals who care for children under private arrangements,such as a
privately employed carer or nanny. Formal care refers to licensedcare in a
centreor private home. It includes day care, pre-school, occasionalcare,
neighbourhoodchildren's centres,multi-purposecentres, family day care,
vacationcare, before and after school care or out-of-hours care. These
servicesmay be commercially or privately basedor community based (that is,
governmenb-fu,nded). Some servicesare provided directly by the government,
although this varies by State.

We have examinedearly childhood servicesextensivelyand have reported the
results in two previous reports (Sweeneyand Jamrozik, 1982, 1984). It was
thrOUgh this examinationthat we came to considerwhether early childhood
servicesconstituteda separatesystemof services,distinct from 'child
welfare', or whether it was more appropriateto view theseservicesas one
part of a systemof servicesfor children and families, which included 'child
care', 'child welfare' and 'family support' (Jamrozik, 1983; Sweeney, 1984,
1985). Evidence indicatesthat the common factor in all three categoriesof
service is the pur.posetheseservicesperform, namely, they provide
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assistanceto parentsand families in child reariD8L This common factor may
be discoveredin the evolution of services, in policy statements,and
especiallyin the conditions under which the servicesare provided and/or
used. It is thereforeappropriateto consider the reasonswhy 'child care'
and 'child welfare' are perceivedas two distinct services,each performing a
different function, and each remaining in a different sphereof political
responsibility.

Evolution of services

In Australia, the origins of early childhood servicespre-datethe
Federation. Pre-schools(kindergarten)were establishedin the late 1890s
and crechesor day nurseriesin the early 1900s. They were establishedby
individuals and groups within the community and not by government.
Commonwealthand Stategovernmentinvolvement was to come decadeslater.

The kindergartenmovementgrew out of a concernheld by educationalistsand
reformers for the plight of inner city 'slum' children. On the one hand,
educatorsbelieved that kindergartenscould be used as a tool for social and
urban reform and their main concernwas with the educationalfunction of
kindergartens. On the other hand, 'upper class female philanthropists'
establishedand supportedfree kindergartensin inner city areaswith the
purposeof inculcating middle classvalues and orderlinessinto the lives of
'former streeturchins', that is the children of the working class (Spearitt,
1979:10-12). These differing emphases-educationversus 'redemption'­
resulted in clashesfrom time to time within the movement, which early this
century becameorganisedinto kindergartenunions. Despite conflicts, there
was agreementthat the socializationof the working class children and
parentswas a major aim, which could be achievedby teachingchildren
industriousness,orderliness,cleanlinessetc., and by teaching their parents
methods to promote the children's physical and emotional health. Children
attendedthe centresfrom 9 am to 3 pm each day and had to be at least three
years old.

The number of pre-schoolsgrew gradually until World War II and the post-war
era which saw a rapid increasein theseservices. Spearitt (1979:23)
attributesthis growth to the increasein interest by the middle class.
This, togetherwith other factors, such as the need for child minding, the
exclusi.onof middle class children from pre-schoolsin wartime if their
mothers were not employed in essentialindustries, led to many middle class
groups establishingtheir own services. In some States(for example,
Victoria) this was done with governmentassistance.

This growing interest by the middle and upper classes,togetherwith an
increasingrecognition of the value of pre-schooleducationfor all children
regardlessof class, contributed, among other factors, to the acceptanceof
the service during the 1950s and 1960s, and to the almost total removal of
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the stigma of a welfare label. Pre-schoolswere establishedin the suburbs
and country towns and differed from the earlier free pre-schools/
kindergartenswhich had relied on philanthropic support and whose board
membersresided in areasaway from the centres' locales. They had boards
comprisedof local parentswhich marked the tentativebeginningsof the trend
towards community basedchild care and away from a constituencyof welfare or
low income families.

Day nurseriesor crechesdevelopedalong somewhatdifferent lines and
principles. The first Sydney Day Nursery crechewas openedin Woolloomooloo
in 1905. The aim of the day nurserieswas to provide care and supervision
for the children of motherswho were working outside the home and whose care
needscould not be met within the six hour programmeprovided by the
kindergartens. These working classmothers could not afford domestichelp
and often could not make informal arrangements. The aim of the Sydney Day
Nursery Association (Sydney Day NurseriesAssociation, 1905-1906: cited by
Kelly, 1979) was,

••• not to relieve thesemothers of their responsibilitybut to
easetheir overwhelmingburden of care and anxiety, to enable
them to keep their home and family together, and to supply to
their little ones the wholesomeand loving care of which they are
deprived and which is so necessaryto their well-being. (1979:6)

Priority of accesswas given to lone mothers. Care was originally provided
betweenthe hours of 7 am to 6.30pm for children two-weeks to three-yearold
and later extendedto school entranceage. Care was provided by trained
nursesand volunteer helpersand thus related more to the children's physical
needsrather than their social, moral and emotional development. The aim
was clearly to keep families togetherand to prevent children from being
neglectedor at risk of being placed in residentialcare institutions.

Apart from temporary facilities provided during World War II, government­
sponsoredday care was not available on any major scaleuntil the 1970s.
After the war most of the day care that was establishedwas provided by the
private/commercialsector.

The �C�~�n�v�e�a�l�t�h Children's SerYices Progr8ll

The CommonwealthGovernmententeredformally the field of early childhood
servicesin 1972 through the passingof the Child Care Act. Before then,
Commonwealthinvolvement in child care serviceshad beenvery limited. In
the late 1930s, the CommonwealthgovernmentestablishedLady Gowrie Child
Care Centresin all States,with the purposeof providing 'model' child
health and educationprogrammes. These centreswere the Commonwealth
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government'sresponseto continued reports by the National Health and Medical
ResearchCouncil (NHMRC) on the physical and moral ill-health of inner city
children who were suffering the impact of the economic depression. Later,
during World War 11, the Commonwealthprovided assistanceto existing
organisations,such as KindergartenUnions, for the provision of care for
children of women engagedin essentialwar industries. Many of these child
care centresclosed after the war ended.

During the period 1940-1960,grantswere made to pre-schoolsin Commonwealth
Territories. Pre-schoolsin some Stateswere already receiving assistance
from State governments. In the 1950s, pre-schoolswere establishedfor
children of immigrants in Commonwealthhostels. This provided care for the
child while the parent looked for employmentand also helped the child to
learn English. In the late 1960s, Commonwealthprovided scholarshipsfor
trainee pre-school teachersand capital funds for pre-school teachertraining
colleges.

A number of social and economic trends in the 1960s led to the demandsfor
greaterCommonwealthgovernmentinvolvement in child care services:
growing demandfor women's labour in commerceand industry: a rapid
of married women entering the labour force; and the growth of calls
women's movement for equal opportunity in the workforce.

a
increase
from

These factors taken togethermeant that there were demandsfor government
provision of funding of child care facilities that were open for longer hours
(long day care). However, it was not until 1972 that the Commonwealth
governmentpassedthe Child Care Act which allowed for financial assistance
to be given to establishand operatecentresand to provide fee subsidiesfor
low income and special need families.

With a changeof governmentin late 1972 came a changein child care policy.
That (Labor) government,with a policy of social and economic reform, saw
pre-schooleducationas a major tool for overcoming inequality. It
thereforeintroduceda policy of accessto pre-school for all children and
day care for those in need. The residualistnature of day care thus
remained. The disputesbetweenthe pre-schooland day care lobbies of the
time are now well recorded (Spearitt, 1979; Sweeney& Jamrozik, 1982;
Brennan, 1982). The final outcome was significant funding to pre-schools
over the period 1973-1975and a somewhatsmaller allocation to day care. In
1974-75 pre-schoolsabsorbed82 per cent of the child care bUdget.

By the time the governmentdecided to support day care more fully, there was
yet another changeof governmentwhich, for reasonsof economic recession,
decided to reduce capital expenditure. The overall effect of those events
was that few day care serviceswere established(relative to pre-schools)
before a cut in expenditurehad occurred. Although the trend towards more
expenditurefor child care than for pre-schoolstook place during the later
1970s, the total expenditureon early childhood serviceswas gradually
reduced, in real terms, until 1982 (Table 5.1).
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Upon coming to office, the Liberal-Country Party Governmentmade a number of
changesto the Commonwealthchild care programme,all of which reflected the
view that child care was to be regardedas welfare in a narrow sense.
Responsibility for the programmewas transferredfrom the Departmentof the
Prime Minister to that of Social Security and over time the shapeof the
programmeitself was radically changedto reduce the funding to certain forms
of serviceswhich the governmentsaw as being inconsistentwith its
ideological perspectiveor economic goals.

The statedand emphasizedprinciples of policy were: first, the primary
responsibility for children'swelfare and care belonged to parents; and
second, the public responsibility for child and family welfare restedwith
the States. In line with theseprinciples the Commonwealthpolicy on
children's serviceswas to supplementthe activities of the States,and to
support certain serviceswhich in the government'sview and scale of
priorities were meeting certain areasof need.

'Need' was selectiveand seenin terms of providing child care in order that
families could be socially and economically independent. The government's
intention was not to assumeparental responsibility in any way. By contrast
with the late 1960s and early 1970s children's serviceswere no longer seen
as a tool for overcoming inequality or maximizing individual potential.

Children in need were seento fall into one of the following categories,but
not all servicesfor these children were funded nor did all children in these
categorieshave accessto them:

•

•

•

•

•

•

children of low income families

handicappedchildren

geographicallyisolated children

Aboriginal children

migrants' children

children at risk or children likely to be admitted to
residentialcare

children of single working parents

children from districts with inadequatelevel of
community resourcesand services(this categorywas
later deleted from 'needs' lists).
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Despite this 'needs'policy thesechildren had limited accessto and use of
services,for a variety of reasons:

• cutbacksto all services,especiallywhere capital was involved;

removal of fee subsidy for low income families when the Medibank
legislation to which it was tied, was repealed;

•

•

provision of serviceson a submissionbasis, relying on the ability
of community groups to preparea competentsubmissionfor funding
of child care;

extremely complex administrativeproceduresfor setting up a service so
that even if a group received funds they may not always have been
spent.

Apart from the 'need' policy anothermajor feature of this era was a renewed
emphasison Commonwealth-Staterelationshipsand the historical and important
role of the Statesin child care (albeit long term or full time substitute
care). The Commonwealthsaw its role as only assistingthe Statesbut not
'taking over' the States'responsibility.

At the same time, in contrast to the narrow definition of 'need' for child
care services, the range of projects introduced during 1976-1982was
considerablywidened. In the early 1970s then there were two major areasof
services: pre-schoolsand centre based day care. The Liberal-Country Party
Governmentof 1976 developeda range of servicesunder the Children's
ServicesProgram. These serviceswere to be not only for pre-school
children but also for youth and families 'in need'. The programmewas seen
as essentialin supporting low income families (Guilfoyle, 1979); its aim
was not to relieve parentsof their responsibility but to 'easetheir burden'
(Coleman, 1976:10). It was during this period (1976-1982) that services
such as the Alternatives to ResidentialCare, Family Support ServicesScheme,
Youth ServicesProgrammeand child care in women's refuges were initiated.

By 1982, a wide range of 1460 projectswere supportedby the Commonwealth
governmentthrough the Children'sServicesProgram (Table 5.2) and an
estimated244,828 children were attendingchild care and pre-schools(Table
5.3).

After another changeof governmentin 1983, there was a significant injection
of Commonwealthand State funds into day care servicesin 1983-84, resulting
in a considerableincreasein the numbersof centresestablished. The
presentgovernmentcame to office in 1983 with a universal child care policy
(that is, child care was seento be a right for every child) that was to be
implementedby establishingmulti-purposecentreswhich would meet a variety
of needs for care, that is, anyone centrewould provide for short, long and
occasionalcare. During the courseof 1983-1984, however, the policy
changedso that the centresnow establishedare referred to as long day care
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centres. Since the 1984 budget severalhundred such centreslicensed for 40
placeshave been established. Since then, Commonwealthfunds for pre­
schoolshave been withdrawn (May 1985) and the levels of subsidiesfor some
income groups of users have been reduced. Further changeswere announcedin
November 1985, entailing changesin the levels and forms of Commonwealth
assistanceand in the priorities of access(Minister's PressRelease,
6-11-85).

As a result of the frequent changesin the Commonwealthgovernments'policies
on early childhood services,and particularly of the diversification of
servicesduring 1976-1982, there now exists an array of services,with
different namesand labels, and different administrativeand funding
arrangementswith Commonwealthand/or State governments.

Rev South Vales

The involvement of the NSW Departmentof Youth and Community Services (YACS)
in early childhood serviceshas been substantial. The responsibility for
licensing and supervisionof kindergartensand day nurserieswas first vested
in the Departmentin 1955 (AR, 1973:44). In 1966, 512 kindergartensand day
nurserieswere licensed, and by 1971 the number increasedto 721
establishmentseither licensedor operatingwith a permit. In that year,
subsidiesfor operatingexpenditurepaid by the Departmentto pre-schools
amountedto $791,181, and capital subsidieswere also introduced for
voluntary organisationsproviding child care. It was also in that year that
the term 'child care centre' came officially into usage; 78 such centres
were in operationat the end of June in that year, and 224 applicationsto
establishcentreswere under consideration.

One of the requirementsfor obtaining a license was that a suitable pre­
school programmewas prOVided at the centre. (AR 1971:41-42)

A survey conductedby the Departmenta year later recorded729 child care
establishmentsin the State, with 21,328 placesand an actual enrolment of
32,382 children. Of these, 20,341 children were enrolled in non-profit
establishments. According to the calculationsin the survey, one child in
13 in the 4 years-and-underage group (7.7%) was enrolled, and in the age
group 3 to 4 years the enrolmentsamountedto 17.9 per cent (AR 1973:44).

The availability of Commonwealthfunds contributed to the growth of services.
In fact, in 1974, the Statewas not able to use all the funds made available
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by the Commonwealth,because,as the report for that year notes,

the unrealistic conditions and deadlinesimposed on the
expenditureof these funds resulted in this State not having the
opportunity to fully capitalize on the Commonwealthoffer within
the specified time, except in relation to the payment of
recurrent funds. (AR 1974:7)

The DepartmentestablishedEarly Childhood Division in 1974, and Pre-School
Advisers were appointedto District Officers throughout the State. The
first family day care schemeswere also established. Subsidieswere
significantly increasedin 1976-77 by the introduction of 20 per cent of
subsidiesfor staff salariesin child care centres.

By 1982, early childhood serviceswere provided under various auspices. All
family day care schemes(56 in 1982), except one funded by the State, were
funded by the Commonwealth,and were sponsoredby local government, church
organisations,or community groups. Long day care, occasionalcare,
neighbourhoodchildren's centres,and multi-purposechildren's centreswere
receiving funds from the Commonwealthand the State (through YACS). Some
pre-schoolswere under the control of YACS and otherswere operatedby the
Departmentof Education. Funds for these came from a block Commonwealth
grant and from the State. There was also a significant private sector in
operation. As may be ascertainedfrom the data in Table 3.3a, the
Departmentof Youth and Community Servicesexpendedapproximately$13 million
of State funds and grants and subsidiesto early childhood services,or 13
per cent of its net expenditurefor that year. This amount (presumably)did
not include the salariesand overheadsof child care advisersand other
related personnel.

South Australia

The arrangementsand responsibilitiesfor children's servicesin South
Australia have varied over the years. In 1966, there were 85 'lying-in'
houseslicensed, and 92 child-minding centres (daily creches)were known to
the Department. The centreswere licensedeither by local government
authoritiesor by the Department. All centreswere 'visited from time to
time in the interestof the children' (AR 1966:9). The numbersof these
centreshad grown to 119 by 1970.

All child care centres,except those operatedby the KindergartenUnion or
the EducationDepartmentbecamesubject to licensing by the Departmentunder
the provisions of the Community Welfare Act, 1972. In 1973, an Advisory
Committee was appointedand new licensing regulationsbecameoperative in
that year. In 1975, the Departmentappointeda consultantto take the
responsibility for the family day care (FDC) programmefunded by the Federal
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government. In that year family day care programmeswere operatingin 11
districts, with 477 caregiversproviding care for 854 children (June
figures). Two other consultantswere responsiblefor the supervisionof
child care centres. Each child care centre also had an advisory panel
consistingof a Community Welfare Worker (DCW), an officer from the Education
Departmentand another from the Local Board of Health. Liaison was also
maintainedwith other bodies: the KindergartenUnion of S.A., Education
Department, Public Health Department,and Mothers' and Babies' Health
Association. The report for 1975-76 statesthat 'a wide range of services
to children and their families' was provided: pre-schools,day care,
child/parent resourcecentres, and play groups. After-school activities
were also conductedby the Departmentin two localities.

In 1982, the Departmentwas responsiblefor 'providing assistanceand
administeringCommonwealthand State funds to 34 child care services'.
These included child care in women's shelters,child care centresand play
groups, and family day care schemes.

The most intensive involvement by the DCW has been in family day care. The
report for 1981-82 statesthat in South Australia 'family day care operates
through a variety of funding arrangements'. In that year, 13 programmes
were receiving funding from the Commonwealthgovernmentand were managedby
the Departmentthrough district offices. One programmewas receiving
funding from both the State and the Commonwealth,and had a management
committee comprising governmentand non-governmentrepresentatives. Another
programmewas entirely funded by the State government. At four district
offices programmeswere operatedby Community Welfare Workers, without any
allocation of funds. Priority to the service was given to 'families on low
incomes, sole parents,disabledparentsand children, migrants, refugees,
Aboriginal families and children who are consideredat risk'. There was an
average1269 full-time equivalent children in family day care for that year,
and 1147 approvedcare givers. Of the children attending, 45 per cent were
on subsidisedcare and the same percentagecame from one-parentfamilies.
The Departmentemployed co-ordinatorslocated in district offices, whose
function was to recrUit, assess,support and counsel care-givers. The co­
ordinatorsalso preparedorientationsessionsand training programmesfor
care-givers,parentsand volunteers (AR, 1982:20-22).

Since then, after a commissionedinquiry into children's services,South
Australia has establisheda Departmentfor Children'sServices. This
departmentis to be responsiblefor the provision of all servicesfor young
children (except private ones) including those previously operatedby the
KindergartenUnion. The Minister responsiblefor the new departmentis also
the Minister for Education.

87



TaSllallia

Prior to the Commonwealthentry into the field of early childhood servicesin
1972, formal child care in Tasmaniawas provided by nurserieslicensed by the
Department (then, Departmentof Social Welfare) under the provisionsof Child
Welfare Act, 1960. According to the Annual Report for 1966, 21 such
nurserieswere licensedin that year. With the introduction of the
CommonwealthChildren'sServicesProgram, child care servicesexpandedas
they did in other States,and so did the involvement of the Departmentin
providing licensing, co-ordination, and advisory services.

The first appointmentof a social worker to supervisethe child care
programmewas made by the Departmentin 1975. In 1977, the position of
Executive Officer (Child Care) was createdand later a Child Care Unit was
established. At about the same time, a portfolio of Child Care was added to
the Minister of Social Welfare. The Child Care Unit had the responsibility
for the administrationof day care centresand family day care.schemesand
operatedwith a certain degreeof autonomy from the �D�e�p�a�r�t�m�e�n�t�~ Apart from
the licensing function, the Executive Officer and her staff of Child Care
Advisors played a role in the developmentand operationof child care
servicesthroughout the State by providing advice and information to centres
and schemes,conductingorientationprogrammesfor care-givers,participating
in State and national conferences,and assistingcommunity initiatives in
child care.

During 1980-81, after a review commissionedby the StateGovernment
(Jamrozik, 1980), the Child Care Unit was integratedinto the Family and
Children's ServicesBranch of the Department. Child Care Advisors were
placed in the Department'sDistrict Offices and in performing their function
became 'resourcepersonswhile retaining the conceptof a special service'
(AR, 1982:24). Their responsibilitiesare wide-rangingand include
'licensing and supervisionof facilities where a fee is charged to provide
substitutecare for children younger than sevenyears', which means the
assessmentof applicantsfor licences, maintenanceof support service to
licensees,and keeping recordsof holders of licences. The Advisors aim to
foster community managementof locally basedchildren's servicesthrough
training programmesand meetings, provision of resourcematerials, and access
to the Department'stoy and equipment library. Their tasks extend into

the promotion of strong links with other departmentsinvolved in
early childhood programmes; assistancewith the managementof
early childhood servicesby providing information on sourcesof
funding and by advising on staff selection; the provision of
financial assistanceto parentsin meeting fee and transport
costs of child care in certain circumstances; acting as a
referral agency not only for families who require specialized
advice and support for their children and who are seeking
suitable substitutecare but also for early childhood services
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which may benefit from liaison with other community or government
agencies,or knowledge of alternativemethodsof meeting child
care needs. (AR 1982:23)

The Annual Report (1982) statesthat 'the over-riding aim is to encourageand
develop a range of servicesto meet the needsof families who require
substitutecare or short-termover-night care for their children'.
(AR, 1982:23)

The Departmentdevelopedfunding guidelines for distribution of Stategrants
to child care organisations. During 1981-82, grants of $97,485 were made to
32 centresand schemes,and preferenceswere given to high need areas, such
as those which were geographicallyisolated and catering for socio­
economicallydeprived communities. These priorities were similar to those
used in the determinationof the overall grants programmeof the Department.
(AR,1982:40)

The Departmentdoes not directly manageany child care facilities. Day Care
centresare sponsoredby local government, church organisations,and
community groups. Family day care schemesare sponsoredby local government
authorities. Formal child care provided by private enterpriseis
practically non-existentin Tasmania. Pre-schoolsare conductedby the
EducationDepartmentand, until recently, were assistedby a block grant from
the Commonwealth,as was the case in the other States.

The 'uncertain' status or early childhood services

Early childhood servicespresenta case of 'uncertainty' in child and family
welfare system. The uncertaintyrevolves around questionsconcerningthe
function, usage, and responsibility for the provision of services. The
evolution of early childhood servicesindicates that from the outset there
was a division between 'care', which was provided as substitutecare in
institutions where care was seennot to be adequatelyprovided by the child's
family; and 'education'which was seento enhancethe child's early
development. That division has persisteduntil the presentday, although in
practice the division is not always Clear-cut; it is more real in the
auspicesunder which the service is provided than in the nature of service
itself. However, through the recent changesin Commonwealth/Statefunding
arrangements,the division is again likely to be accentuated.

The provision of servicesfor young children pre-datesthe entry of the
Commonwealthinto this field, but there is little doubt that the acceptance
of some responsibility by the Commonwealthin the early 1970s provided an
important stimulus for the growth of services. Although the Commonwealth
governmenthas maintainedthe attitude of 'assisting'rather than accepting
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responsibility, the provision of early childhood servicesis seenby the
community and by State governmentsto be in the Commonwealthsphere.

Commonwealth'sreasonsfor supportingearly childhood serviceshave been
changingover the years with each changeof the party in power and even in
the policy of the same party. In the definition of Child Care Act 1972, the
emphasiswas on substitutecare; the focus changedduring the Labor party
government in 1973 to pre-schoo1educationand then to serviceswith the
characteristicsof both. The Liberal-Country Party coalition government
changedthe focus again to substitutecare, with emphasison priority of
accessto 'special needs' children. Correspondingly, the characterof
serviceskept changingfrom 'welfare' orientationto 'education'and from
selectiveneed to universal need and again to selectiveneed.

Recently the block grants previously made to the States�f�~�r pre-schoo1shave
been Withdrawn, thus again establishinga division between 'care' and
'education'. Furthermore,priority of accessto child care has been given
to children of families where both parentswere employed (or for single
parentsin employment), giving the 'care' service clearly the characteristics
of substitutecare.

The States' involvement in early childhood serviceshas also been variable.
All Stateshave retained the power and responsibility for discussingchild
care services, thus retaining control over their operations. In some States
pre-schoo1shave been provided mainly through the State school system (e.g.
in Tasmania); in others, through non-governmentbodies supportedby the
State (e.g. the KindergartenUnion in South Australia); in others, again,
through a variety of auspices(as in New South Wales). Day Care centresare
operatedand/or sponsoredby a similar variety of organisationsand community
groups. Family day care schemespresenta similar scenario,except in South
Australia where most of the schemesare directly controlled by the State
Departmentfor Community Welfare.

The common factor in all servicesfor young children, whether formal or
informal, private or public, provided for 'specialneed' or as a 'universal
need', or as 'care' or 'education' is their characteras substitute care,
although they may be equally regardedas supplementary care or complementary
care. This suggeststhat classificationof children's servicesinto
supportive, supplementary,or substitutivecategoriesdoes not mean that all
theseare 'discrete'mutually exclusive categories. What is important to
note is that these functions are perceivedand acceptedby userswithout
connotationsof stigma or presumptionsof pathology or malfunctioning of
parentsor families. On the contrary, child care servicesare regardedby
many as an essentialfamily support as well as being of benefit to the child.
It is also known that theseservicesare often used by welfare officers of
Statewelfare departmentsas a first method of intervention, aimed to prevent
the necessityfor 'stronger'measuresthat might be necessaryto implement,
such as legal guardianshipand/or separationof the child from his or her
family.
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All available data indicate that early childhood servicesare used by
families as part of 'normal' family functioning rather than as a necessityin
'abnormal' situations, and the majority of usersare middle-classfamilies,
especially those where both parentsare in employment (Sweeneyand Jamrozik,
1984). Why the differencesare still maintainedbetween 'child care' and
'child welfare' thus remains one of the unresolvedissuesin family and child
welfare policy.

91



Table 5.l:TOTAL COMMONWEALTH EXPENDITURE ON CHILDREN'S SERVICES

YEAR ANNUAL ALLOCATIONS ($'000) TOTAL AT
ENDED CONSTANT

JUNE 30 PRE SCHOOLS OTHER CARE TOTAL 1980-81
PRICES

1974 6,479 2,495 8,974 19,216

1975 37,077 8.153 45,230 82,991

1976 47,029 16,941 63,970 104,016

1977 49,018 18,068 67,086 95,700

1978 45,994 25,203 71 ,197 92,825

1979 32,750 31 ,086 63,836 76,911

1980 33,090 36,136 69,226 75,740

1981 31 ,183 42,851 74,034 74,034

1982 33,005 47,355 80,360 72.790

Source: Departmentof Social Security, Annual Reports.
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Table 5.2 CommonwealthChildren's ServicesProgram, 198]-]982

Projects/Allocationof funds Australia New South South TasmaniaWales Australia

Estimated No. of projects supported
by the Children's ServicesProgram
in 1982 (30 June)

Day Care & NeighbourhoodCentres 512 147 41 25

Family Day Care Schemes 171 59 15 8

Outside School Hours Care 226 65 19 10

Child Care in Women's Refuges 82 29 10 4

Misc. Child Care 5 1 1 -
Family Support ServicesScheme(FSSS 139 24 11 14

Other Family Support Services 67 12 7 1

Youth ServicesScheme& Other ServicE 80 21 7 6

Services for DisabledChildren 68 20 7 3
Other Services(play group,research 110 20 7 4

etc)
All Projects 1,460 398 125 75
Pre-Schoo1s 4,306 861 404 190

Total 5,766 1,259 529 265

Allocation of Funds ($'000)

Pre-Schoo1s 33,005 7,130 3,730 1,410
Other Care 47,355 15,081 3,938 1,869
Total 80,360 22,211 7,668 3,279

�S�o�u�r�c�e�~ Departmentof Social Security, Annual Report 1981-82
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Table 5,3 Summary of Characteristicsof Pre-Schooland Child Care Services:

Australia, 1981-82 (except Queensland)

Item/Category Australia New South South TasmaniaWales Australia

Number of Centres/Carers

Pre-School/combinedpre-schoo1

and child care centres 3,550 839 403 201

OccassionalCare/Child care centres 1,046 346 67 63

Family-basedindividual carers 199 51 - 41

Family day care schemecarers* 5,576 1,919 811 295

Total 10,371 3,155 1,281 600

Family day care schemes 145 57 19 8

Primary contact staff 21,594 6,179 2,578 1,108

Other staff 5,046 1,206 486 161

Total staff 26,640 7,385 3,064 1,269

Total children 244,828 81,962 29,547 10,272

�S�o�u�r�c�~�: Departmentof Social Security, Annual Report 1981-82

* This total was obtained by subtracting the numbersof "Family-basedindividual carers"
from "Family-basedindividual carersand family day care caregivers"in the Report,
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CHAPTER 6

FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES

The term 'family support services'covers a wide range of servicesprovided
by State welfare departmentsand may be subject to various interpretations.
As statedearlier (Chapter 3), all three Statesincluded in this overview
have an expressedcommitment 'to promote the welfare of the family as the
basis of community well-being', and on this principle all servicesthe
welfare departmentsin those StatesprOVide may be feasibly included in the
'family support' category. However, certain servicesand activities are
more clearly aimed at maintaining the family unit rather than at ensuring
primarily the well-being of children, although even some of theseare
provided as 'preventive'measuresto lessenthe likelihood of a necessityfor
such actionsas substitutecare for children. For this reason, it is not
possible to draw clear boundariesbetween 'family support' activities and
'child welfare' or 'child care' activities as any such division would be
arbitrary.

The commitment to the support of the family unit is strongly expressedin
departments'reports and substantiatedby the servicesprovided under the
rubric of 'family support'. The servicesfall broadly into two categories:
personal servicessuch as counselling, advice and information; and material
support, such as assistancein cash, clothing, food orders, etc. A third
categoryof servicesthat may be included is 'crisis care', which may entail
both personaland material forms of intervention, either at a point of family
crisis or emergency,or after a crisis had occurred.

Over the period examinedhere, substantialchangesand developmentshave
taken place in the area of 'family support' services, not only in the nature
and extent of servicesprovided but also in the division of responsibilities
betweenthe Statesand the Commonwealth. Prior to 1968, the States(and
non-governmentcharitableorganisations)were solely responsiblefor
providing 'relief assistance'to personsand families in necessitous
circumstancesand to others deemedto be 'destitute'. Assistancewas also
renderedby the States,subject to means tests, to desertedwives and to
women whose husbandswere imprisoned or incapacitatedand thus unable to
support the family. This assistancewas paid for a period of six months,
which was the qualifying period for such persons'entitlement to Commonwealth
widow's pension. From 1968, the Commonwealthbegan to reimburse the States
for part (at the time 50%) of the cost so incurred, under the StatesGrants
(DesertedWives) Act, 1968. A further stage in the Commonwealth's
acceptanceof responsibility for income maintenancewas the introduction of
SupportingMother's Benefit in 1974, later extendedto SupportingParent's
Benefit in 1978, but still subject to a six months qualifying period. In
1980, the Commonwealthtook over the payment of SupportingParent'sBenefit
during the first six months of a claim, thus terminating the reimbursements
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to the Statesunder the StatesGrants (DesertedWives) Act.
eventually repealedin June, 1982).

(The Act was

These changesdo not mean, however, that all income support to individuals
and families is now provided solely by the Commonwealth. The Commonwealth
responsibility in that area has certainly increased(see Chapter 2) but the
Statesstill provide material support in cash and kind, although most of
their support is in the form of personal, non-materialservices. In fact,
the field of 'family support' serviceshas now becomeextremely complex,
involving the Commonwealth, the States,and a significant part of the non­
governmentwelfare sector. Furthermore,while all Statesare involved in
that field of welfare, the extent and nature of Statesinvolvement are not
uniform. It needs to be noted, however, that these comparisonsmay reflect
some differencesamong the respectivedepartmentsbut they do not necessarily
reflect the differencesamong the States. As statedearlier in the report
(Chapter 3), the range of activities performed by welfare departmentsis not
the same in each State, and family support servicesmay be provided under
other auspices,such as health. Furthermore, the division of responsibility
betweenState servicesand non-governmentwelfare sector also varies from one
State to another.

New South Vales

The definition of family support servicesby the New South Wales Department
(YACS) is wide and it includes 'preventive' non-materialservicessuch as
counsellingof parentswhose children are already in care as well as
assistancein cash or kind. The Annual Report for 1981-82 states:

Family caseworkservices •••• include supportivecounsellingfor
families 'at risk' and socially isolated families; early
intervention in neglect or child abuse cases; and continuing
work with the families of children in the care of the Minister or
in some form of temporary care. Servicesaim to support
children and their families and to resolve problems leading to
neglect, abuseor family breakdown ••• (and further) •••
Social welfare services,such as an emergencyfinancial
assistance,are an important adjunct to the Department'scasework
services. Such ancillary supportshelp to prevent family
breakdownwhere families are under stressdue to financial
problems. (AR 1982:23)

Serviceslisted in the report for 1981-82 that especiallymeet thesecriteria
are: family caseworkservices, individual and family support services,Home
Care Service of New South Wales, emergencyassistance,and women's refuges.
It is difficult to determinefrom the report the exact nature of the personal
(non-material) servicesbut it may be assumedthat they consist of advice-
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giving, information, and various methodswhich come under the term of
'counselling'. It appears,however, that the professionalintervention
methodsused by the Department'sDistrict Officers tend to be of short-term
nature, and the families who are seen to be in need of long-term intervention
are referred to non-governmentwelfare agencies. The 1981-82 report states
that the 'agenciesproviding these servicesreceive a large number of
referrals from District Officers who come into contact with families with
long-term problemswhile dealing with crisis situationssuch as financial
breakdownor a child's uncontrolled behaviour' (AR 1982:23). Among the
long-term problems mentionedare 'lone parenthood,mental illness,
alcoholism, children'sschool attendanceproblems, and children in care'.
The agencieswhich provide servicesto families receive grants from the
Departmentfrom its Community ServicesFund. In 1981-82, funds allocated to
non-governmentwelfare agenciesproviding family support servicesamountedto
$281,077•

Emergencyassistancerenderedby the Departmentin 1981-82 amountedto
$8,827,543,and over one-half of that amount was paid out in cash or in food
orders (Table 6.1a). The other major items were spectacles(16.8% of the
total) and clothing (15.3%). The report does not give the number of
individuals or families provided with emergencyassistancebut notes that
'single parentswere among the main beneficiariesof social welfare
assistancefrom the Departmentduring the year' (AR 1982:25).

During the year, the Departmentmade grantsof $1,700,000(estimatedfrom a
total of $2,815,000paid to women's and youth refuges), and paid out
$2,499,036in allowancesfor children placed in foster care by non-government
agencies,the allowancesbeing paid under the Section 27A of the Child
Welfare Act.

South Australia

Family support servicesprovided by the Departmentfor Community Welfare are
extensiveand wide-ranging; they include general counselling, social work
in health care, budgetingadvice, legal advice on maintenancematters, crisis
care, and emergencyfinancial aid.

General counsellingis defined as 'individual counselling, help to cope with
daily problems and support to people in need through community and group
activities. Where appropriate, referral is made to specific servicesof the
Department, to non-governmentorganisationsor to other departments'(AR
1982:13).

The Departmenthas placed social workers in hospitalsand clinics with the
aim of providing service to people 'with problemswhich have psychologicalor
social aspects',and making servicesavailable 'for people who otherwise
would be deprived of social work assistance' (AR 1982:13).
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The budgetingservice is available 'for people wanting guidanceon domestic
financial matters', and in 1982 was provided by two fUll-time co-ordinators
and 59 part-time budget advisers. In 1981-82, the service was used directly
by 2,130 new clients and information was also provided to people over the
telephone.

Legal advice on maintenancematters is a free service 'to separatedwives and
husbandsand to those thinking about separation',and assistingpeople in
their negotiationsabout maintenancematters. In South Australia, the
Department (DCW) is responsiblefor recording the receipt and disbursementof
maintenancematters.

The crisis care service is provided in the metropolitanarea of Adelaide on a
24 hour basis, sevendays a week. The service provides counselling, advice
and referral over the telephonein emergencysituations, and house visits are
made when necessary. The service operatesin liaison with the Police
Departmentand with other governmentdepartmentsand non-governmentagencies.
During 1981-82, the crisis care unit received 35,000 requestsfor assistance
over the telephoneand membersof the unit made 2,000 visits in crisis
situation. According to the 1981-82 Annual Report, the most frequent reason
for assistancewas domestic violence, and other reasonsincluded situations
of parent-child conflict, depression-suicide,sexual assault,child care and
management,emergencyaccommodation,and financial assistance(AR 1982:49).

Emergencyfinancial aid given in 1981-82 amounted to $1,286,000and was
received by 27,236 applicants (Table 6.1b). In most cases(82.8%) the
assistancewas for food. Nearly 90 per cent of applicantswere in receipt
of Commonwealthpensionsor benefits and the most frequent reason for
emergencyaid applicationswas unemployment(58.1% of all applications).

Grants made to women's refUges during 1981-82 amountedto $759,000, paid to
12 refUges.

The Departmentalso administersa schemeof concessionsfor paymentsof local
council rates and taxes (such concessionsare administeredin other States
by other departments). These concessionsare availablemainly to pensioners
but are also given to people experiencingfinancial hardship. In 1981-82,
the total value of concessionswas $14,955,000,made to 74,250 pensionersand
13,170 people in hardship. The Annual Report for 1981-82 notes that
applicationsfrom people in hardship had increasedover the previous year by
45 per cent. Transport concessioncards are also issued by the Department,
for people who are unemployedor in receipt of Commonwealthsicknessbenefit
or special benefit (AR 1982:19).
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TaSll8llia

The family support servicesprovided by the TasmanianDepartmentfor
Community Welfare sharemany characteristicswith those provided by the other
two States,but they also have certain distinct featureswhich are less
evident or are absent in the other States. The statutory responsibilities
of the Departmentunder the Child Welfare Act, 1960, have remained,
essentially, in the areasof child neglect and youth offences, but throughout
the period exami.nedhere the Departmenthas emphasizedits commitment to
family support through such measuresas material assistance,domestic help in
situationsof emergencyand 'preventivesupervision'.

Already in 1966, preventivesupervisionwas defined as 'working with a family
to restorea deterioratingsituation of neglect, or incipient delinquency, to
an acceptablestandardof child care and behaviour' (AR 1966:3). In the
Annual Report for 1981-82 preventivesupervisionwas defined as a means 'to
assistpeople in this voluntary way, seeking to provide knowledge, skills and
practical assistancewhich can enable people to managetheir lives more
effectively' (AR 1982:13).

In 1982, family support servicesincluded material assistancethrough
emergencyrelief and family assistanceprogrammes,and assistanceof
practical nature renderedthrough the homemakerservice and house-help
service.

The homemakerservice, which in the other Statesis provided mainly by non­
governmentagencies,is provided in Tasmaniaby the Department. The service
is 'semi-autonomous'in that while the homemakersare employed by the
Department (on a part-time basis, usually three days a week), they work with
a degreeof autonomy and discretionand have no legal obligation to report on
their work to the Department. The homemakersare accountableto co­
ordinatorsof the service, appointedby the Departmentin each of the three
regions of the State. Their function is 'educational'consistingof
practical assistancewith child care, home management,budgeting, and
providing information and advice on the use of community resources,
recreation,and dealing with governmentagencies. The homemakers'
assistanceis offered to families experiencingdifficulties in functioning
and the acceptanceof service is voluntary.

Financial assistancetakes the form of cash paymentsand food orders. Cash
paymentsare also used for specific purposes,such as advancerentals and
bond guarantees,debt settlement,essentialrepairs to householdappliances,
fUrniture removals, and funeral expenses. A feature of assistanceand a
major item of expenditureis a heating allowance for pensioners. Another
feature is assistanceprovided to families experiencingmultiple births.
This assistanceis provided jointly with the Departmentof Health and covers
home-helpand visits by nurses.
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In 1981-82, the expenditureof the Departmenton material assistanceamounted
to $1,188,928,and in addition the Departmentprovided grants of $54,300 to
non-governmentagenciesfor emergencyrelief. Grants to women's refuges
amountedto $413,500 (Table 6.1a). In total, this expenditureaccountedfor
19.8 per cent of the Department'snet expenditurefor that �y�e�~�.

The COIIIIIOnwealth Family Support ServicesScheJIe(FSSS)

The Families Support ServicesScheme(FSSS) was introduced in 1978. The
stimulus for the introduction of the Schemecame from the report of the
Family ServicesCommittee (formed by the Social Welfare Commission) under the
title Family and Social Servicesin Australia, submitted to the Minister for
Social Security in 1977 (AGPS, 1978). One of the conclusionsof the report
was that 'there was an increasingneed for policies and programmeswhich
would assistfamilies in their child rearing functions'. On that
conclusion, the Committee recommendedthat,

servicesshould be funded which were designedto prevent family
breakdownor were of a developmentalnature and which took
account of the variety of family structuresand functions.
(Office of Child Care, 1984:2)

The Family Support ServicesScheme(FSSS) was approved by the Minister for
Social Security in January1978, as a three-yearpilot scheme. It was to be
managedjointly by the Commonwealthand Stategovernments. Funds were to be
made available to local governmentand non-governmentagencies.

The Schemehad two broad aims:

(1) To encourageand assist the developmentof a range of servicesdesigned
to support families in their responsibilitiesin the rearing and
developmentof children; and

(2) The Schemewas to be evaluatedin each Stateand the information derived
from individual State pilots was to provide the basis for policy advice
to the Minister for Social Security concerningfuture Commonwealth
involvement in this and similar programmes.
(Office of Child Care, 1984:3)

The Schemewas thus aimed to provide servicesto the type of families which
were traditionally the target of interventionby Statewelfare authorities.
However, the servicesthat were to be funded under the Schemewere not
expectedto duplicate the activities of Stategovernmentsbut rather to
'provide a stimulus to innovative thinking' for the Statesand the non­
governmentagencies. For this reason, the aim was to fund only those
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services 'which would support and complementexisting family welfare
services' (OCC, 1984:4).

In terms of service provision, three types or three levels of service were
envisaged:

(1) the provision of basic material needs, such as food, money, clothing,
accommodation,furniture;

(2) family and personalwell-being and development, through counselling,
home help service, child care and social development; and

(3) community organisation,action and development, through the
provision of information, community education, advocacy, volunteer
service, and co-ordination.

The funds for the FSSSwere allocated from the Children's ServicesProgram,
and the Office of Child Care (OCC) issuedguidelines for funding. In all
Statesthe FSSSwas administeredby Statedepartmentsof community welfare,
and steeringcommitteeswere set up to monitor and evaluatethe programme.
The types of service that could obtain funding were: housing referrals;
emergencyaccommodation,financial counselling, homemakerassistance; family
and child counselling; comprehensivefamily life education; single parent
family development; telephonecounselling; and resettlementservices.
Specifically excluded from funding were serviceswhich required major capital
expenditure; serviceswhich came within the scope of other Commonwealth
funding programmesor Stategovernmentprogrammes; those already receiving
funds or eligible to receive funds under arrangementsof the Children's
ServicesProgram; and researchprojects per se (OCC, 1984:78).

Funds allocatedto the Schemeamounted to $8,730,000. The implementationof
the pilot programmedid not proceedat the same rate in all States,and it
becameevident that the programmewould not be completed in the three years
as was originally intended. In 1980, the �C�O�D�~�o�n�w�e�a�l�t�h governmentdecided to
extend the programme, with the commencementdate of January 1982, and with
additional funds of $10 million for a three-yearperiod.

The new conditions and guidelineswere related to the types of service that
would be funded and were an attempt to gi.ve more focus to the Schemeand to
reduce duplication of servicesthat were already provided or assistedby
other Commonwealthor State authorities. Under the new conditions, projects
funded in the pilot schemeand terminating before January 1982, were to
continue at existing funding levels until that date; projectswith a
terminationdate after January 1982, were to be subsumedunder the extended
scheme, if they were consideredto be worthwhile and effective; new projects
were to be funded if they offered counselling, information and advice, or
practical advice and/or assistance.
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New serviceswere not to be funded if they offered housing referral,
emergencyaccommodationand/or cash relief. The exclusion of new projects
concernedwith housing and/or cash assistancewas to

prevent additional Commonwealthcommitment to housing type
projects pending the results of negotiationsrelating to the
Crisis AccommodationProgram, and to ensurethere was no overlap
with agenciesproviding emergencyrelief and supportedby the
Commonwealthunder the grant-in aid program for �c�o�n�~�u�n�i�t�y welfare
agenciesadministeredby the then Social Welfare Division of DSS
(DCC, 1984:72).

Under the pilot programme182 projectswere funded in all Statesand
Territories. This number was reduced to 111 projects in the extended
programme(Table 6.2). In the pilot phase, the largest categoryof projects
was in the areaof emergencyaccommodationand housing, with family
aide/homemaker/housekeepergroup being a close second. In the extended
phase, the latter becamethe largest category, by far - 37 projectsout of
111 funded.

From the type of servicesfunded under the Schemein the extendedphaseof
the FSSS programme, it is evident that the emphasiswas on families which
experienceddifficulties in functioning either becauseof personal
inadequaciesof parentsor becauseof social enVironment, or both. The
evaluatorsof the first phase identified the most common problems the
families experiencedto be in child management,low esteemof family members,
social isolation, loneliness, lack of home managementskills, and financial
difficulties (DCC, 1984:25).

Projectsconsideredto be the most successfulwere those aimed to improve
parents'managementskills, such as homemakersand family aides, that is,
'non-professional'personalassistanceservices. There was thus a
recognition by the evaluatorsthat many problems experiencedby families were
of 'practical' nature related to everyday tasks a family was expectedto
carry out. At the same time there was also a recognition that most problems
encounteredby the families were related to the low socio-economicstatusof
those families. Housing problemsand financial difficulties were two
problems frequently encountered,and the main groups of 'families in need'
were single-parentfamilies, families where both parentswere working,
immigrant families, families in remote or isolated circumstances,families
with a handicappedmember, and low income families.
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FaJlily support and child welfare:
the Ca.mouwealth/Statesinteraction

The Family Support ServicesScheme(FSSS) was introduced as a result of
growing evidencethat the family unit was becoming increasinglyvulnerableas
a social institution and less capableof fulfilling one of its main
functions, that of child rearing. The Schemewas to be a means for
identifying the causesof this vulnerability and for seeking new methodsof
interventionwhich would strengthenthe families' capacity to carry out their
child rearing tasks. It was an experimental 'preventive' scheme, aimed to
demonstratethat by improving the 'managementskills' of parentsthe
necessityfor other more drastic methodsof interventionwhich might entail
substitutivecare of children would be lessened.

The funds allocatedto the Schemecame from the Children's ServicesProgram,
and this may be regardedas a 'first admission' by the Commonwealththat
child care, child welfare and family support were not separateissuesbut so
many parts and methodsof intervention in child and family welfare.
However, the Schemewas directed not at all families but at those families
which traditionally constitutedthe 'clientele' of State welfare authorities
and non-governmentwelfare organisations. These 'families in need' had one
common characteristic- their low socio-economicstatus, or poverty.

We have noted earlier in this report that innovation and changein child and
family welfare serviceshad to be seen in the context of demographic,social
and economic changesin the society. In Chapter 2 we presentedsome data
which show that over a period of 10 years, from 1974 to 1984, the population
receiving income support from the Commonwealthhad nearly doubled (a rise of
87%), and the largest increaseshad occurred in two groups of population;
the unemployedand the supportingparents. In 1974 these two groups
accountedfor 4 per cent of all pensionersand beneficiaries; in 1984 they
accountedfor 27.6 per cent. The increase of the dependenceon the state
for incmae support has thus COIle mainly from fUlilies with children.

The data from the Statewelfare authorities indicate that to a large extent
the families which receive income support from the Commonwealthare the same
families which seek assistancefrom, or/and come under the attentionof,
Statewelfare authorities. Most servicesprovided by the Statesunder the
rubric of 'family support' are personalservicesof non-tangiblenature,
purported to increasethe capacity of those families to managebetter their
day-to-day functions, especially the task of child rearing. However,
emergencyassistanceis also provided by the Statesbut that service is
'discretionary' in that it is provided on the criteria of demonstrated
'need', usually of a crisis nature, and not as income support over a longer
term.

Thus, while the responsibility for child and family welfare is regardedto be
the provision of the States, the responsibility for meeting the basic needs
of dependentchildren and families - income support - is in the Commonwealth
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sphere. The activities of the Statesdemonstratehowever that income
support alone (as currently provided) is not sufficient to maintain those
families even at a minimum level of functioning without encounteringfrequent
periods of crisis.

Financial assistanceprovided by the Statesin the form of cash or material
goods (e.g. food vouchers) has been minimal in comparisonwith the
Commonwealthoutlays on pensionsand benefits. However, there are
indications that the level of demand for financial assistancefrom the States
(and presumablyfrom non-governmentorganisations)is related to the level of
pensionsand benefits paid by the Commonwealth. For example, as shown in
Figures 6.1 and 6.2, the introduction of SupportingMother's Benefits in 1974
appearsto be reflected in a decreaseof paymentsby the Statesin that year.
From then on, however, the paymentsby the Stateskept rising until 1980 when
the Commonwealthtook over paymentsto SupportingParentsfrom the inception
of a claim for benefit.

On all accounts, the demandfor everydayrelief has increasedgreatly since
1982, and the issue of 'who is responsible'for that assistancehas again
come on the Commonwealth/Statesagenda. This is yet anotherdemonstration
that the 'traditional' dj.vision of responsibility for child and f'amily
welfare betweenthe Commonwealthand the Statesis increasinglymore
difficult to sustain.
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Table 6.1a: Material Assistanceby State Welfare Departments:

New South Wales and Tasmania:

Type of Assistance

1981-82

Expenditure (C'-!rrenl Prices)
$ %

New South Wales (YACS)

Cash and Food Orders

Spectacles

Surgical Aids*

Transport

Clothing

Total Value of Assistance

4,812,942

1,485,487

963,012

213,547

1,352,555

$ 8,827,543

54.5

16.8

10.9

2.4

15.3

(l00.0)

* This assistancewas transferred to Health Commission on 1.1.82
In addition, $2,449,036 paid in allowances for children in
private foster care placed by non-governmentagencies(Section
27A of the Child Welfare Act); and $1,700,000 (estimated)
paid to Women's Refuges.

Tasmania (DCW)

Family Assistance* 62,539 5.2

Food Orders* 89,139 7.5

Clothing 2,557 0.2
-, Home-help Service 15,302 1.3

Heating Allowance 526,489 44.1

Spectacles 285,503 23.9

Furniture Removals 56,994 4.8

Funeral Expenses 70,635 5.9

Transport 3,565 0.3

Multiple Births 66,982 5.6

Refugees 240 0.0

Other 13,991 1.2

Total Value of Assistance $ 1,193,936 (l00.0)

Amounts repaid = $5,008; Net expenditure= $1,188,928
* Families Assistancewas given to 689 families and Food Orders

to 2627 families; together these families had 8,739 children
(2.64 per family).

In addition, $54,300 paid in grants to non-governmentorganisat­
ions providing emergency relief; and to Women's Refuges
$412,500.

Source: Annual Reports (NSW, YACS: Tasmania, DCW) for 1981-82.
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Table6.1b: EmergencyAssistanceby the Department for Community Welfare, 1981-82

South Australia

Type of Assistance Applications Granted
N %

Food 22,563 82.8

Transport 1,744 6.4

Accommodation 1,017 3.7

Utilities 782 2.9

Miscellaneous 484 1.8

Medicine 335 1.2

Clothing 311 1.1

27,236 (100.0)

Source of Applicants' Income

Unemployment

Pensions

Wages

Miscellaneous

Sickness,Special Benefits

Tertiary Ed. Allowance (TEAS)

Total Value of Assistance= $1,286,000

Payments to Women's Refuges $ 759,000

15,815

7,296

1,481

1,344

1,199

101

27,236

58.1

26.8

5.4

4.9

4.4

0.4

(100.0)

Source: Department for Community Welfare, Annual Report 1981-82
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Table 6.2: Family Support ServicesScheme:

Allocation of Funds and Projects Funded

Pilot Scheme1978-1981 Extended
Type of Project Funded Scheme

Australia N.S.W. S.A. Tas. Australia
and A.C.T. as f rnm J<lR2.

Pamily Aide/Home maker/Housekeeper 43 11 5 1 37

EmergencyAccommodation/Housing 46 6 .. 2 14

Community Dev./Self Help/Family
4 21Services 26 10 4

Family Counselling 12 - 1 1 5

Financial Counselling 12 2 - - 9

Family Centres 10 5 - - 7

Parent Education/Development/
Support 11 3 4 2 6

Handicare/HandicappedServices 4 3 - 1 2

Migrant Services 4 2 1 - 2

Volunteer Training 4 - - 4 2

Alternative Care for Children 3 3 - - 2

Child Abuse Counselling 3 - - - 2

Youth Services 2 - - 1 1

Foster Care / Aboriginal 1 - 1 - -

Coordinationof services 1 - - - 1

Total ProjectsFunded 182 45 16 16 III

Funds allocated ($'000)

- in Direct Scheme 8,730 2,250 1,200 450 -
- in Extended Scheme - 2,700 1,300 630 10,000

No.'of Projects in Extended
Scheme - 26 10 14 III

Source: Office of Child Care (1984), National Overview of the Family Support Services
Scheme.
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Figure 6.1: EmergencyAssistanceper Head of Population, 1966-1982

State Gross Expenditure, CommonwealthReimbursement.and State Net

$ per Capita
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Figure 6.2: EmergencyAssistanceper Head of Population, 1966-1982

Comparisonsof Three States(NSW. SA, Tas)
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CHAPTER 7

THE EHERGDG CHD.D DD FAMILY WELFARE SYSTEM

The scope and limitations 01" this report

In this report we have set out to provide an overview of the changesthat
have taken place in the child and family welfare systemin Australia, over a
period of 17 years, from 1966 to 1982. During this period significant
changeshave occurred (or appear to have occurred) in the legislation
governing child and family welfare servicesas well as in the organisationof
servicesand service delivery in most States. Changeshave occurred also in
the Commonwealthsphere, evident in the widening of Commonwealthactivities
into such areasas early childhood servicesand various family support
initiatives. All these changeshave taken place at the time when the
dependenceon the statefor income support has grown at an unprecedentedrate
(see Chapter2).

We have outlined the reasonsfor this study in Chapter 1. As noted there,
our earlier studies led us to the formulation of a hypothesisthat such
servicesas child care, child welfare, and family support, which ostensibly
constitutedseparatefields and distinct purposes,even to the extent that
the responsibilitiesfor their provision were located in different government
spheres,were in fact parts of one system of child and family welfare. We
have sought thereforeto searchfor some reasonswhy these distinctions
continued to be maintained, and what might be the effects of these
distinctions on the recipientsof services.

In attemptingto overview the developmentsin child and family welfare over
the past two decades,we have endeavouredto identify certain innovationsand
changesin the policies and practicesof Statewelfare departments,which
could be regardedas 'signposts'of some significance. This task has proved
to be of considerablemagnitude, and a thorough analysis could not be
compressedinto one report. For this reason, we have provided a descriptive
account of developmentsand documentedthis by statistical data wherever
thesewere available or appropriate.

Examinationof changesin three Statesmay be regardedas rather limited, as
changesin child and family welfare systemhave also occurred in the other
States. However, as we have mentionedearlier (Chapter 1), our purposewas
not to evaluatewhat this or the other Statemight have done in that area of
welfare but rather to use the data from three Statesas an indication of
changesin child and family welfare systemas a whole. For this reason, we
have given attention to the role of the Commonwealthso as to see how the
Commonwealth/Statedivision of responsibility affect the operationof the
System.
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In contrast to the Commonwealthgovernment'srole which is seenessentially
as that of a 'provider', the Statewelfare departmentshave traditionally
performed a rather residual service, their main functions being child
protection, care of dependentchildren, and control of young offenders.
However, over the period examinedin this report the departmentshave
extendedtheir activities into many 'new' fields, often with the assistance
from the Commonwealth,or as a result of Commonwealthinitiatives They have
also endeavouredto acquire a 'positive' image and orientation by offering
servicesto which less stigma was attachedand by 'promoting' welfare in the
community. The notion of 'prevention' has ostensiblyreplacedthe previous
focus on 'protection'. Whether the distinction is easily achievablein
practicemay be a debatablepoint, as many activities carried out in child
and family welfare have the elementsof both.

It needs to be noted that some activities engagedin by Statewelfare
departmentswith the aim of providing assistanceto families have been
introducedwith the belief that such assistancemight lessenthe need for
other forms of intervention such as the necessityof committing children to
State guardianshipor other forms of substitutecare. Thus the aims of
'assistance','prevention', 'protection', or 'care' are often found in one
activity or in a range of related activities. Another aim, or function,
that may be identified in Statewelfare activities is that of social control.
It was beyond the scope of this report to examine these issuesin depth, but
the data generatedin this study have becomeuseful guidelines for the next
stageof our researchprogrammewhich is now in progress. In that stagewe
aim to examine empirically, at the level of service delivery, the functions
performed by the child and family welfare services (both governmentand non­
government) in the support of children and families and in the maintenanceof
social order.

Furthermore, it also needs to be noted, with emphasis, that changesin the
child and family welfare system continue to occur and are likely to do so in
future. The years 1966 and 1982 have thus beenarbitrary cut-off points for
our analysis. However, we think that by tracing the evolution of the child
and family welfare system over an extendedperiod of 17 years the issues
encounteredtoday might be more easily understoodand acted upon accordingly.

The value and limitations of' data

The information provided in official documentssuch as the annual reportsof
Statewelfare departmentsmay be expectedto give a comprehensivepicture of
what servicesthese departmentsprovide, what issuesand problems they
address, the purposeof their activities, and the outcomesof their actions.
It should also provide a picture, or profile, of the POPulationserved, its
characteristics,the reasonsfor their demandingand/or receiving the
services, or the reasonswhy the servicesmay be imposedupon them.
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To a certain extent the reports provide this information with referenceto
the first aspect (i.e., what the organisationsdo) and to a lesserextent
with regard to the latter aspect (i.e. the characteristicsof the population
served). The common feature of official reports from social welfare
agencies(both governmentand non-government)is the �p�r�e�s�e�n�t�a�~�i�o�n of social
issuesas problems of individuals or families, and the recipientsof services
are usually defined in normative terms such as 'families in need' or
'disadvantaged',or 'children at risk'. The group characteristicsof the
recipientsare presentedin terms of demographicdata such as 'young people',
'single parents',or 'the aged'. This is to be expected,as such
categorizationis now commonly acceptedin social welfare literature; the
taken-for-grantedassumptionbeing that these social groups are the
'disadvantaged'groups. However, this is a debatablepoint becauseit can
be demonstratedthat not all young people, or single parents,or the aged,
are 'disadvantaged'or 'people in need'. The basic social divisions are not
the divisions of age or marital statusbut the divisions of socio-economic
nature such as income and wealth, and the related divisions of occupation,
consumptionpatterns,and life styles generally.

The absenceof data on socio-economicgroup characteristicsof the population
served gives an impressionthat Statewelfare departmentsserve all strataof
the population. This may be true with regard to some 'peripheral' services
theseagenciesmight provide, but rather unlikely in the areasof their main
activities and statutoryobligations. No doubt, there are people from most
social stratawho, at times, might call for departmentalassistance,thus
giving credenceto the statementthat,

The servicesof the Departmentare requestedby people from many
strataof society. Most people have times in their lives during
which they are in need or they experiencecrises personally in
their families. (SA, AR 1982:1)

However, people who come to a welfare agency for budgetingadvice or
emergencyrelief assistanceare unlikely to be those on high incomes. This
is acknowledgedin the reports with referenceto emergencyassistanceby the
statementsthat approximately90 per cent of applicantsare recipientsof
pensionsor benefits from the Commonwealth(SA, AR 1982:50). The low socio­
economic statusof the recipientsof budgetingadvice servicesis also
acknowledged,although in a rather 'indirect' way, suggestingthat that
service is used by wider sectionsof the population.

Although most clients live in rented accommodation,it is
significant to note that almost one-third are people who are
buying (or already own) their own home. For many of them, high
mortgage commitmentsare proving to be a heavy burden.
(SA, AR1979:13)
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What is not known rrom the reports is the socio-economicgroup
characteristicsor the people who receive other, non-materialservices,
especially the servicesentailing measuresor social control, such as
children 'at risk' or young orrenders. The prevalenceor low socio-economic
statusamong them is only iDrerred or mentionedoccasionallyin general
terms. Hence it is dirricult to ascertainrrom the reports the extent or
common causativelinks, or common causes,in the rinancial problems or
ramilies and the 'behavioural' problems such as child neglect or youth
offences. For example, it cannot be ascertainedto what extent the children
who appear in courts and subsequentlycome under the umbrella of departments'
social control measuresare the children of the families who experienced
rinancial difriculties.

There are three major limitations in the data presentedin the departmental
reports. First, as mentionedearlier, it cannot be ascertained(except by
iDrerence) how large is the overlap betweenthe population served by State
welfare departmentsand the populationreceiving similar servicesrrom other
State departmentsor rrom non-governmentwelrare sector. It is fairly
evident, however, that the majority of the people who apply for material
emergencyassistanceare receiving income support rrom the Commonwealth
government.

Second, it cannot be ascertainedto what extent is there an overlap among the
people who receive one or another service rrom the same department. For
example, to what extent are the people who seek bUdgeting advice the same
people who receive attention from the crisis care service, or the same people
whose children come under guardianshipror being 'at risk' or ror committing
offences. In other words, it is not possible to ascertainto what extent
are the problems brought to, or sought out by, the agency the problems or
intensity or problems or spread acrossthe population. As shown in the data
in Table 7.1, there were thousandsor individual children, adults and
families who received servicesfrom the South Australian Departmentfor
Community Welfare in 1981-82 but this does not indicate the extent of any
'double-counting'or 'multiple-counting'.

Third, consideringthe wide range of servicesthe Statewelrare departments
now provide, there is little indication in the reports or the similarities or
dirferencesin group characteristicsof the population receiving one rather
than another type or service. For example, do the children who are in the
substitutecare in 'family homes' come from the ramilies of the same, or
dirrerent, socio-economicstatusas the children who are in the substitute
care in 'family day care' or in a 'child care centre'?

These issuesare or importance becauseof their relevanceror social welrare
policy. Ir, for example, it is true that the vast majority or the people
who need attention rrom the Statewelfare agenciescome rrom the population
who receive pensionsor benefits rrom the Commonwealth, this would mean that
the social runctioning of the people who dependon income support rrom the
state (in this case, the Commonwealth) is very vulnerable, the vulnerability
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extendingwell beyond the problems of physical survival. Furthermore, it
would also mean that the cost of dependenceon the state is much higher than
the Commonwealthoutlays on pensionsand benefits.

Under the presentCommonwealth/Statesdivision of responsibilitiesthe
Commonwealthis responsiblefor income support of dependentpopulationwhile
the Statesprovide mainly non-materialservices,although, as demonstrated
throughout this report, that division is not clear-cut. There is
considerableevidence that, in certain areas,at least, both the Commonwealth
and the Statesserve the same population. By and large, the recipientsof
servicesare of low socio-economicstatus, or 'the poor'. A questionthus
ariseswhether the servicesprovided by the Statewelfare agencies(and by
many non-governmentwelfare agenciesas well) alleviate poverty in a real
sense,or whether the function they perform is to assistpeople to live in
poverty and accept their dependentposition in society. The data on the
meansand methodsof service delivery suggestthat the latter is more likely
to be the case.

The widening of activities by Statewelfare departmentshas brought them into
contact with wider sectionsof the population. However, it cannot be
ascertainedfrom the reportswhether the 'new' activities, especially those
of supportingor developmentalnature, are directed equally at all recipients
of services,or whether the recipientsof theseservicesare different in
their demographicor social class characteristicsfrom those who receive
serviceswhich entail varied measuresof social control.

Perceptions�o�~ issues,problems, and departaentalroles

Over the years examined in this report Statewelfare departmentshave
attemptedto change their orientation from the narrow concernwith child
protectionand control of young offenders, to a broader concernwith family
welfare and community welfare. Furthermore, the acceptanceof the notion of
'promoting' welfare in the community has led to a range of activities defined
as 'preventative'or 'developmental'. It needs to be noted, however, that
notwithstandingthe 'assisting', 'preventative',or 'developmental'functions
the Statewelfare departmentsmight perform, they are, as they have always
been, the statutory agenciesof social control. Thus, in effect, the
depart.ents�P�e�r�~�o�r�a a dual �~�c�t�i�o�n�, and a questionmay be asked whether the
range of activities performed representa changeof roles, or whether the
function of social control has remained the main function and what has
changedis mainly the methodsand the rhetoric of social control.

It would be expectedthat the authoritieswould perceive the nature of the
problems they dealt with in a way which would reflect their societal role.
If that role has changed, then it would be expectedthat the perceptionof
issueswould have also changed. In attempting to ascertainwhether the
proclaimed change in orientationhas been reflected in changingperceptions

115



of issuesand problems dealt with, we have looked for indicationsof such
change in the annual reports. Three kinds of perceptionswe consideredto
be of relevance: the perceptionof the nature or the problems dealt with;
the perceptionof the causesor the problems; and the perceptionof the role
the departments perrormed.

In general, the perceptionsidentified in various statementsindicate the
following characteristicsand trends:

1. Over the years, there has been a growing acknowledgementof
external causesof people'sproblems in social functioning, but this
acknowledgementappearsto have been rather 'reluctant', being related
mainly to certain areasof departmentalactivity, such as emergency
assistanceor budgetingadvice. There has been less frequent
acknowledgementof external causesin the areaswhich entail social
control activities, such as child welfare and control of young
offenders. The problems in these areashave continued to be
explained in terms of individual characteristicsof parents, children,
or young people.

2. The perceptionsand judgementsof the population served have becomeless
moralistic over time, but have retained the connotationsof inferring
'incompetence',or 'inadequacy'. The argumentsthat 'people need help'
itself often implies inadequacyof the people who receive services.
This is reflected in the prevalent responsein the non-tangible
form of 'counselling'. There is little indication of what the
'counselling' really involves, but it is evident that people seem to
need this form of service in all sorts of situations.

3. As to the perceptionof departmentalrole, there appear to be some
differencesamong the three Statesincluded in this report. While the
shift from child protection to preventionand family support and
community welfare is emphasizedin all three States, the allocation of
resources(both human and material) to various areasof activity has
differed among the States. New South Wales appearsto have given
strong emphasistowards supporting the non-governmentwelfare sector and
community groups; Tasmaniahas also followed this trend but has
introduced some family support servicesdirectly (e.g. the
homemakers'programme); South Australia appearsto have retained
a 'therapeutic'orientation in many of its community welfare programmes.

As a general trend, there has been some shift in the perceptionsof the
problems dealt with and their causesbut the shift has not been very clear.
There are indicationsof some 'oscillation' in the perceptionsbetweenthe
acknowledgementof external causesof people'sproblem (e.g. unemployment)
and the searchfor causesin people'sindividual characteristics. Secondly,
the shift towards the 'community' is evident in some areasbut that shift
seemsto be more pronouncedin the methods or intervention rather than in the
objectives or intervention. There is also some indication that the State
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welfare departmentsmight be now �s�e�r�v�~�c�~�n�g two social groups: the
'traditional' group which is the object social control activities; and a
'new' group which is the object of 'developmental'work.

The following excerpts from the annual reports give some indicationsof the
diversity of perceptionsas well as of some changesin perceptionsover the
years.

In the 1960s, the causesof people'sproblems in social functioning were seen
clearly in individual inadequacies,although there was some awarenessof
external pressuresaffecting people'sability to cope with life's exigencies
and with the care of their children. For example, the Director of the New
South Wales Departmentcommentedin 1966:

In commentingon family breakdownsuch as expressedin the Child
Welfare Act under such headingsas 'incompetent'or 'improper
guardianship',I should point out that many families are
personally inadequatein face of the stressesof present-day
society. Regrettablyin any society there will always be some
parentswho are wantonly neglectful and carelessof the well­
being of their children. (NSW, AR 1966:8)

In the same year, the report from South Australia also stressedthat the
causeof the problems experiencedby children was to be found in the
inadequacyof parents:

••• many of the children committed to the Departmentcome from
homes where there are seriousdifficulties. One or both parents
may be neurotic, mentally unstable,of low intelligence or
addicted to alcohol. Other factors include severemarital
problems, de �~�a�c�t�o relationshipsand low moral standards. These
problems may exist even where parentsappear to be socially
acceptable... (SA, AR 1966:7)

Similarly, the report from Tasmanianoted people'sinadequacy,but this was
seen in social functioning rather than in personalcharacteristics:

Many of the recipients [of State financial assistance]are what
may be termed 'socially inadequatepersons'with poor employment
records, and often dependenton seasonalwork. (Tas, AR 1968:2)
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The same report noted a rising frequency of instability in family life and
saw an adverseeffect of this on the social behaviour of children:

Further evidenceof this apparentmalaise in family life can
probably be found in the marked increaseduring the past two
years in the numbersof children reported during the year for
delinquency, which have now reachedrecord proportions.
(Tas, AB 1968:3)

At the same time, other commentsin the reports indicate an awarenessof
external causesof socio-economicnature and their effect on people's
functioning. For example, in commentingon the problems experiencedby the
families and children who came under the Department'snotice, the report from
South Australia for 1966 notes:

These included the placementof children during family
emergencies,problemsof parent/childrelationships,budgeting
and financial difficulties, substandardor inadequatehousing,
assistancewith family memberswho are mentally disabled, and
strainedmarital relationships. (SA, AB 1966:8)

From the mid-1970s there has been an increasingawarenessof the
deterioratingeconomic conditions, especiallyunemployment,and the effect of
these on the growing demand for financial emergencyassistance:

In most areasthere was an increasein requestsfor social
welfare assistance,in most casesas a result of unemployment.
(NSW, AB 1976:28)

The unusually high level of unemploymentthroughout the community
during the year has placed many families under added stressand
has resulted in an increaseddemand for Departmentalassistance.
(SA, AR 1977:9)

[Apart from the unemployed] as well many low income families
continue to experiencedifficulty in meeting the cost of
essentialitems of food, accommodationand power... The
dramatic increasein food orders is an indication of rising
levels of poverty in the society••• (Tas, AB 1982:28-29)
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The shift in the perceptionsof the role the Departmentswere seento perform
is evident in all three Statesbut especially in South Australia. In 1966
the functions of the Departmentwere seen,

to provide necessariesfor the destituteboth children and
adults, to care for children who are neglected,to guide and
befriend children who are or may becomedelinquent, and to train
those who are placed in departmentalhomes and institutions.
Briefly, it is the responsibility of the Departmentto provide
social assistanceto children and adults who are in need.
(SA, AR 1966:6)

With the introduction of the Community Welfare Act 1972 came the notion of
the Department'srole to serve 'the whole community' and this was
substantiatedon the belief that people'sproblems were widespreadand not
necessarilycausedby poverty or low socio-economicstatus:

Deprived people in the community cover a wide range of social
situations, and the emotionally deprived has as great a need as
the economicallydeprived. (SA, 1972:3)

It is becomingmore widely acceptedthat this Departmentis here
to provide a service for all who need help. It is not only the
poor who need help. For too long the associationof need with
poverty has deterredmany people from seekinghelp•••
(SA, AR 1975:3)

The 'therapeutic'orientationof the Departmentis evident in the methods
adopted in assistingyoung people to find employment. Commentingon the
operationof the 'Job Hunters Clubs' for young people, the report for 1976
states:

Activities are arrangedto help relationshipsrather than to
concentratespecifically on imparting knowledge. It may take up
to three months regular contact for some of the long-term
unemployedyoung people to reach a stagewhere they are ready to
systematicallyseek work. (SA, AR 1976:25)
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The efforts to change the 'image' and direction in New South Wales is
presentedas a shift from 'social control' to 'prevention' and 'assistance':

In recent years there has been a recognition by the community of
the fact that the Departmentstrives to keep families together
rather than just 'pick up the pieces' after family breakdown.
The District Officer is sought after and trusted to an extent not
envisaged10 to 15 years ago. It is a far cry today from the
time when the Department'sfield staff was viewed with suspicion
and apprehension. (NSW, AR 1973:15)

In Tasmania, the changein the Department'sorientationis exemplified by its
'welfare strategy' (see Chapter 3), which is implementedby the introduction
of such servicesas homemakerswho work with families in difficulties on a
'practical' level:

The erosion by inflation on the income levels of pensionersand
low wage earnerscausesmany families to fall further below the
poverty line. Therefore, more of the Homemaker'stime has been
spent helping families with debt counselling, bUdgeting and
material aid, and contact with families is of a longer duration.
(Tas, AR 1982:29)

In this overview of Statewelfare authorities' changingperceptionson the
nature of problems they deal with, it is evident that while external
structural causesof problems are acknowledgedthe explanationsare also
sought in the population experiencingthe problems. It needs to be noted
here that, at individual level, people'sproblems of social functioning
cannot be fully explained by 'external' causesof social structure.
Individual differences, capabilities,attitudes,etc., are certainly the
relevant variablesas well. However, individual differencesoccur within
broader categoriesof population, and certain problems demonstrablyoccur
with greater frequency among certain socio-economicgroups, or social
classes. To that extent, the problems are beyond the individuals' control,
although the capacity to respond to externally-causedproblems might differ
from one individual to anotherwithin the same social group. This issue is
well illustrated by the observationin one report from South Australia in
relation to child neglect.
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It is difficult to isolate single factors which precipitate
children becoming neglected. Most of these children come from
multi-problem families where difficulties have accumulatedto
such an extent that the parentsno longer have the ability to
fulfill their obligations of monitoring appropriatestandardsof
care for their children. Nevertheless,some general factors are
characteristicof these families, such as inadequateincome and
inability to budget adequately,inability to provide adequate
food, clothing and accommodation,ill-health including mental
illness, desertionby either or both parents,and physical ill­
treatmentof children. (SA, AR 1971:8)

Has the role or Statewelrare depart-entschanged?

The statementsquoted in the previous sectionof this chapterindicate that
the perceptionsof issueswhich are of concern to Statewelfare departments
and are seento be in their sphereof responsibility have changedover the
recent years. It would follow, then, that the role thesedepartments
perform in the overall systemof service provision in child and family
welfare would have also changed. Where have these changesoccurred, and are
there any identifiable trends and directions?

For reasonsstatedearlier, the limitations of this report allow for some
answersregarding legislation, organisationalaspects,the range of
activities, and some methodsof service delivery. In all theseareassome
changesappear to have occurred but the significanceof these changes, if
measuredin terms of their effects, is difficult to ascertain,and any
conclusionscan be arrived at only with appropriatequalifications.

Changesin legislationappear to have had three related aims: to change the
role and the public image of the departments,from 'social control' agencies
to agenciesof 'community welfare'; to widen the activities into 'new'
areas, such as child care, family support, care of the aged; and to improve
the effectivenessof service provision by administrativere-organisation,
professionalisationof personnel,and greater involvement of non-government
welfare organisationsand community groups.

However, the 'core' legislation has remained essentiallythe same, thus
indicating that irrespectiveof the wider range of activities the departments
might engagein under the concept of 'promoting' welfare in the community,
protectionand care or dependentchildren is the central responsibility,
which is to be dischargedwith the sanctionof the law, if necessary. As a
result, Statewelfare departmentshave attemptedto acquire a universal role
while retaining their residual role which is, essentially,one of social
control. It may be expected, therefore, that this dual role presents
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certain dilemmas and conflicts in decision-makingwhen applied to individual
casesat the level of service delivery.

The widening of the range of activity has led to increasedprofessional
specialisationamong the departmentalpersonnel. Whereasin the earlier
years the core personnelconsistedmainly of child welfare workers, there are
now child care consultantsand advisers, child protectionworkers, social
workers, family counsellors,budgetingadvisers, crisis care workers,
psychologists,family therapists,and a host of others. While it is
unavoidablethat in a broad field such as child and family welfare some
specialisationsmay be necessary,there are also outcomeswhich do not
necessarilyimprove the effectivenessof services. Considering the fact
that State welfare departmentsprovide mainly non-materialpersonalservices,
the growth of professionalspecialisationpredictably leads to differencesin
the perceptionsand interpretationsof people'sneedsand problems, to
boundary conflicts, and to increasingcomplexity of proceduresand
bureaucratisation.

At the other end of service delivery, people'sneedsdo not readily fall into
neat categoriesthat fit easily into professionalperspectivesand
definitions.

At the level of servicedelivery, the data indicate (Chapter 4) that in the
area of child welfare the use of legal sanctionsin committing children to
Stateguardianshiphas diminished. There are fewer children now than in
earlier years committed to formal/legal State guardianshipand fewer under
Stateguardianshipat anyonetime. There are also fewer children in
traditional residentialcare, and the nature of residentialcare has changed,
the large institutions having given way to small residentialunits with 'home
atmosphere'.

This does not mean that the numbersof children who coae into the system of
State care, or are in the system, or passthrough the system, have
diminished. On the contrary, the numbersappear to have increased. This
is evident in the increasinguse of 'temporary' foster care, alternatecare,
and other forms of substitutecare used but without legal sanctionsof State
guardianship. The statisticsin the annual reports on all theseforms of
substitutecare are either imprecise, inconsistent,or unavailable, and for
this reasonit is difficult to ascertainany exact numbersof children in the
systemof State care. Furthermore, it is not possible to ascertainthe
degree to which the children who come, for example, into temporary form of
care at one time are the same children who come into temporary care at
another time.

In one area which we have identified - the systemof Children'sAid Panelsin
South Australia - the data indicate that this method of 'diversion' of young
offenders from the courts has some elementsof 'revolving door', as over the
few years in which the Panelshave been in operationthe number of young
people who appearedbefore the Panelsmore than once and/or eventually came
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before the courts had grown rapidly. It is possible that a similar
situation might exist in the other areasof child welfare. Some evidenceof
this comes again from South Australia where the numbersof young people in
training institutions (referred to as 'secure'care) has diminished
considerablybut the numbersof admissionsand dischargeshas remained high,
indicating a high rate of 'turnover' but short terms of commitment.

Another relevant factor is the growth of non-governmentagencieswhich
provide child and family welfare services,either autonomouslyor 'on behalf'
of Statewelfare authorities. The 'contractingout' system seemsto suggest
that these agenciesact as an extensionof the Statewelfare system, and
while providing 'care' they also act as agentsof social control.

In addition to children in substitutecare admitted, or committed, as
'welfare cases',there are now many children in substitutecare under the
name of 'child care'. While in the prevalentperspectives'child care' is
seento be different from 'child welfare' there are many common features in
both. First, both forms of care constitutesubstitutecare or supplementary
care; and, second, both are forms of acknowledgementthat in some situations
a family needsassistancein its task of child rearing (Sweeney, 1985). In
fact, the provision of 'child care' may thus be regardeda positive form of
State intervention in child welfare at a primary level of prevention.
Furthermore,being assistedfinancially by the state, it representsa partial
8Ocialisation �o�~ the cost �o�~ child rearing. It is relevant here to consider
whether accessto this form of assistanceis equally distributed acrossthe
socio-economicstrata, and if not, what are the factors which determine
differencesin access.

Child and �~�8�I�I�i�l�J�' �w�e�l�~�a�r�e and spheres �o�~ responsibilitJ'

The widening of the scopeof the range of activities engagedin by State
welfare departments,and the significant role of the Commonwealthgovernment
in those activities played either directly (as in the provision of child
care) or indirectly (as in the various initiatives and forms of assistance)
needs to be seen in the overall context of growing dependenceof individuals
and families on the state. That dependencedoes not necessarilyhave to be
seen in negative terms, as many forms of State interventionhave an enabling
function, rather than a constraining function or a controlling function.

To be sure, dependenceon the state, be this for income support or for other
forms of assistance,is to a varied �e�x�t�e�n�~�'�r�e�s�i�d�u�a�l�, as it tends to signify
some inadequacyof the recipient, or of the socio-economicstructural
arrangements,or of both. As indicated earlier, in the perceptionsof State
welfare authoritiesthe need for child and family welfare servicesused to be
seenmore in the inadequaciesof the recipientsrather than in the external
societalarrangementsbut in more recent years the latter have been receiving
greater though somewhatvacillating acknowledgement. However, the services
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of the Statewelfare departmentsand the methodsof service delivery are used
to 'correct' the recipients' behaviourmainly by non-materialsupport and in
certain casesby legal sanctions.Thus there appearsto be some lack of
congruencebetweenthe expressedperceptionof causesand methods of
intervention.

At the same time some of the 'new' activities have clearly enabling
characteristics,performing also a preventative function. In some of these
activities (as, for example, in child care, family support services) the
�C�O�D�~�o�n�w�e�a�l�t�h governmenthas played a significant role. Furthermore, the
role of the Commonwealthin child and family welfare extends beyond the
assistanceto States'welfare activities and beyond the provision of direct
income support through pensionsand benefits. Tax concessions,health and
educationservicesalso play an important enabling fUnction in the system of
welfare.

The whole system of child and family welfare may thus be perceivedas a
system of three-level intervention, ranging from the primary level of
universal provision through the secondarylevel of selectiveprovision to
permanentlyor temporarily dependentchildren and families, to the tertiary
level of highly selectiveor residual serviceswhich are renderedwith
negative connotationsand often with a varied degree of coercion (Table 7.2).
This conceptual framework suggeststhat becausethe forms of interventionat
the primary level have an enabling function, children and families who do not
receive full advantageof servicesat that level are more likely to be the
recipientsat secondaryand tertiary levels of intervention. Thus from the
point of view of service provision the less adequatethe intervention, and/or
the less universal at the primary level, the more demand there is at the
secondaryand tertiary levels.

It needs to be noted here that Statewelfare departmentshave limited
resourcesfor interventionat the primary level, although other State
servicessuch as educationand health are provided at that level. However,
the main role at that level restswith the Commonwealthsphere. It is for
this reasonthat the issuesof child and family welfare need to be seennot
as separateissuesfor the Commonwealthand the States,each serving
primarilly different strataof population, but as issuesin which both
spheresof governmenthave a complementaryrole to play.
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Table 7.1: Population in Contact with the Department for Community Welfare,

South Australia, 1981-82

Children:

2941 places in child care centres licensed by the Department

1269 full-time equivalent children in family day care schemes

1652 in foster care (668 under guardianship; 984 under other arrangements)

1945 used temporary foster care during the year

146 in non-governmenthomes (as at 30 June, 1982)

1208 under guardianship(as at 30 June, 1982)

163 placed under guardianshipduring the year

427 confirmed suspectedcasesof children "at risk" of maltreatment

5516 appearedbefore Children's Aid Panels

3480 appearedbefore Courts

942 placed on bonds with supervision

645 were on bonds with supervision (as at 30 June, 1982)

265 were placed in Intensive NeighbourhoodCare (INC)

195 were doing community work in default of payment of a fine

1188 were referred for assessmentby social workers

644 were assessedby psychologists

744 were placed on remand during the year

1103 admitted to youth training centresduring the year

Adults and Families

2000

35000

27236

2130

4215

74250

13120

107263

1700

family crisis situationsattended

telephonecalls for assistancereceived

personsreceived emergencyfinancial assistance

new clients received budgeting advice

family maintenancecaseshandled

pensionersreceived concessionson ratesand taxes

other personsreceived concessionson ratesand taxes

transport concessioncards issued

personsattendedrecreationcamps for "disadvantaged"groups

Source: Department for Community Welfare, Annual Report 1981-1982
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Table 7.2: The Q1ild and Fami1y Welfare Systffil

A MxIel of Three-level1nt ervention
•

Characteristic
Variables

1. Provision of Service
and/or Intervention

Primary

Universal

Levels of Intervention

Secondary

Selective

Tertiary

Highly Selective,
or Residual

•

2. Mode of Service/
Intervention

(a) 11J.terial/Financial
(examples)

(b) Non-Material/
PersonalServices

(examples)

3. Provided by

4. Dominant Purpose

5. Functional Purpose

(a) for Recipients

(b) for Society

6. Rationale for
Provision (perceptions)

7. Entitlement/Claim

8. Decision to Use by

9. Participation

10. Recipients/
Beneficiaries

Tax Concessions

Family Allowances
DependentSpouseRebate
Other Allowances and
Pensionsw/out M=ans Test

Health
Education
Pre-Schools
Child Care

Mainly Commonwealth
(income); Other �S�e�r�v�i�~

by Commonwealthor State:

Support, Development

Support, Supplement,
Socialisation

Social, Economic
Facilitating Functiaring

Normal, Universal
Need

By Right

Individuals,
Families

Voluntary

All Strata but
Mainly Middle
Classes
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Unemployment Benefits

SupportingParentfunefiu
Family Income SupplElrent
Public Housing
Free Health Benefits
Temporary Foster Care
Alternate Care
Counselling, Advice,
Information

Commonwealth,States,
Non-govt. Sector

Support, Assistance

Supplement
Substitution

Social Maintenance,
Social Prevention

Selective, 'Abnormal'
Temporary Need

By Need

Parents,State,
Non-govt. Agencies

Compelled by Need,
Moral Coercion

Mainly Low Income
Strata, Working
Class

Emergency Assistance,

Refief, (cash, fooe
clothing, etc.)

Youth Refuges
Women's Refuges
Foster Care
Homes, Institution
Training Centres

Mainly Statesand
Non-govt. Sector

Assistance,Social
Control

Substitution,
Control,
Re-socialisation

Social Defence,
Protection, Contro

Malfunctions,
Pathology
'Abnormal' Need

By Need or Coercic

State, Non-govt.
Agencies

Compelled by Need,
Legal Sanction/
Coercion

Mainly the
'Underclass'
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APPENDIX TABLE 1; DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURE 'NET) AS PROPORTION OF STATE GOVERNMENT BUDGET ­
AT CURRENT AND CONSTANT PRICES - '.H)

YEAR CPI NEW SOUTH WALES SOUTH AUSTRALIA TASMANIA
ENDED (1980- AT CURRENT AT CONSTANT YACS AT CURRENT AT CONSTANT DCW AT CURRENT AT CONSTANT DCW

30 81=100 PRICES PRICES AS J OF PRICES PRICES AS J OF PRICES PRICES AS J OF
JUNE STATE YACS STATE YACS STATE STATE DCW STATE DCW STATE STATE DCW STATE DCW STATE

1966 30.4 521.5 5.04 1718.6 16.59 0.97 243.7 2.40 801.5 7.88 0.98 85.6 0.71 281.5 2.33 0.83

1967 31.2 570.7 5.41 1829.3 17.33 0.95 258.7 2.78 829.2 8.92 1.08 93.2 0.78 298.9 2.49 0.83

1968 32.2 608.5 5.75 1889.8 17.84 0.94 277.4 2.92 861.5 9.07 1.05 102.4 0.88 318.1 2.72 0.86

1969 33.0 674.5 6.00 2044.1 18.19 0.89 297.9 3.17 902.7 9.60 1. 06 111.5 0.99 338.0 2.99 0.86

1970 34.1 767.6 11.95 2250.9 35.05 1.56 355.6 3.54 1042.8 10.39 1.00 121 .0 1. 16 354.9 3.40 0.96

1971 35.7 902.2 14.39 2527.2 40.30 1.59 386.8 5.97 1083.6 16.71 1.54 138.2 1.30 387.1 3.65 0.94

1972 38.1 1059.6 17.58 2781.1 46.14 1.66 456.3 7.55 1197.7 19.81 1.65 NOT AVAILABLE

1973 41.3 1228.4 21.28 2974.4 51.52 1.73 524.8 10.31 1270.6 24.96 1.96 186.0 1.98 450.4 4.80 1.07
1974 46.7 1401.0 24.25 3000.0 51.93 1.73 645.4 10.40 1381.9 22.26 1. 61 210.0 2.09 449.9 4.47 0.99

1975 54.5 1908.3 30.22 3501.5 55.45 1.58 820.6 14.42 1505.7 26.46 1.76 282.1 2.87 517.6 5.26 1. 02

1976 61.5 2253.7 38.79 3664.5 63.08 1.72 1034.7 17.45 1682.4 28.37 1.69 317.6 3.49 516.5 5.68 1. 10

1977 70.1 2558.7 47.54 3650.0 67.82 1.86 1183.2 21.33 1687.4 30.43 1.80 395.0 4.45 563.5 6.35 1. 13
1978 76.7 2838.5 55.15 3700.8 71.90 1.94 1192.1 24.41 1554.2 31.82 2.05 450.7 5.35 587.6 6.98 1• 19

1979 83.0 3054.9 61.54 3680.6 74.14 2.01 1258.3 26.29 1516.0 31.67 2.09 497.1 5.98 598.9 7.21 1. 20
1980 91.4 3632.5 81.43 3974.3 89.10 2.24 1384.6 28.14 1514.9 30.79 2.03 563.9 6.78 617.0 7.41 1.20
1981 100.0 4685.2 97.36 4685.2 97.36 2.08 1554.9 28.64 1554.8 28.64 1.84 627.4 6.91 627.4 6.91 1.10

1982 110.4 5303.5 99.21 4803.9 89.86 1.87 1722.4 31.02 1560.2 28.10 1.80 695.5 8.36 630.0 7.57 1.20

Source: Year Books, State BUdget Papers,and Annual Reports of
State Welfare Departments.
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RTMENTAL EXPENDITURE(NET) TOTAL AND PER CAPITA
APPENDIX TABLE 2; DEr:T CONSTANT 1980-81 PRICES)

YEAR NEW SOUTH WALES SOUTH AUSTRALIA TASMANIA
ENDED POPULATION YACS NET EXPENDITURE POPULATION DCW NET EXPENDITURE POPULATION DCW NET EXPENDITURE

30 ('000) TOTAL$ PER CAPITA ( , 000) TOTAL$ PER CAPITA ('000) TOTAL. PER CAPITA
JUNE ('000) • ('000) $ ('000) •
1966 4,237.9 16,592 3.92 1,095.0 7,882 7.20 371.4 2,325 6.26

1967 4,295.2 17,327 4.03 1,109.8 8,923 8.04 375.2 2,493 6.64

1968 4,359.3 17,842 4.09 1,121.8 9,065 8.08 379.6 2,723 7.26

1969 4,441.2 18,185 4.09 1,139.3 9,600 8.43 384.9 2,991 7.77
1970 4,522.3 35,047 7.75 1,158.0 10,390 8.97 387.7 3,402 8.77
1971 4,601.2 40,297 8.76 1,173.7 16,709 14.24 390.4 3,647 9.34
1972 4,795.1 46,136 9.62 1,214.6 19,811 16.31 400.3 NOT AVAILABLE

1973 4,841.9 51,518 10.64 1,228.5 24,964 20.32 403.1 4,802 11.91
1974 4,894.1 51,931 10.61 1,241.5 22,261 17.93 406.2 4,472 11 .01

1975 4,932.0 55,453 11 .24 1,265.3 26,462 20.91 410.1 5,262 12.83

1976 4,959.6 63,075 12.72 1,274.1 28,372 22.27 412.3 5,676 13.77
1977 5,003.2 67,817 13.55 1,286.6 30,434 23.65 413.9 6,353 15.35
1978 5,049.8 71,900 14.24 1,297.8 31,823 24.52 416.4 6,975 16.75
1979 5,103.3 74,142 14.58 1,301.8 31,669 24.33 418.7 7,206 17.21
1980 5,165.2 89,095 17.25 1,308.7 30,786 23.53 423.5 7,414 17.51
1981 5,237.1 97,357 18.59 1,319.3 28,639 21 .71 427.3 6,908 16.17
1982 5,307.9 89,860 16.93 1,328.7 28,100 21 .15 429.8 7,574 17.63

Source; Australian Bureau of Statisticsand Annual Reports of
State Departments
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APPENDIX TABLE 3: CHILDREN UNDER GUARDIANSHIP: 1966-1982 (as at 30 June)

I'

I-'
W
W

YEAR NSW - DEPT. YOUTH & COMMUNITY S.A. - DEPT. FOR COMMUNITY TAS. - DEPT. FOR COMMUNITY
SERVICES WELFARE WELFARE

ENDING CHILDREN POPULATION NUHBER CHILDREN POPULATION NUMBER CHILDREN POPULATION NUMBER
UNDER 0-17 PER UNDER 0-17 PER UNDER 0-16 PER

JUNE 30 GUARDIANSHIP YEARS 1000 POP GUARDIANSHIP YEARS 1000 POP GUARDIANSHIP YEARS 1000 POP

1966 5,412 1,417,151 3.82 2,769 390,132 7.10 771 134,529 5.73

1967 5,622 1,438,210 3.91 2,875 393,610 7.3 784 135,210 5.80

1968 5,874 1,452,910 4.04 3,010 393,690 7.65 827 135,730 6.09

1969 6,088 1,478,381 4.12 3,267 393,254 8.25 847 136,844 6.19

1970 6,289 1,503,693 4.18 3,330 400,477 8.32 880 137,125 6.42

1971 6,020 1,537,982 3.91 3,206 412,112 7.78 920 138,504 6.64

1972 5,949 1,557,924 3.82 3,111 412,880 7.53 937 138,056 6.79

1973 5,903 1,565,827 3.77 2,868 412,415 6.95 927 137,081 6.76

1974 5,776 1,569,058 3.60 2,545 410,904 6.19 939 136,355 6.89

1975 5,377 1,567,257 3.43 2,234 412,225 5.41 936 135,691 6.90

1976 5,127 1,556,784 3.30 2,013 407,792 4.94 866 133,816 6.47

1977 4,746 1,551,394 3.06 1,819 403,901 4.5 793 131,838 6.02

1978 4,304 1,544,638 2.79 1,690 399,056 4.23 721 129,917 5.55

1979 4,725 1,535,746 3.08 1,561 391,001 3.99 674 128,246 5.26

1980 4,449 1,530,232 2.91 1,281 386,081 3.32 636 126,696 5.02

1981 4,073 1,530,333 2.66 1,186 374,365 3.17 583 125,753 4.64

1982 4,076 1,529,495 2.66 1,208 376,759 3.21 549 124,564 4.41

Source: Annual Reports of State Departments
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