STATUS OF CHILDREN – LITHUANIA

Child Rights Based Analysis of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care

Vilnius, 16 March 2009

Summary
In the National Report on strategies of Lithuania for social protection and social inclusion Lithuania – which this year celebrates the millennium of the first mentioning of its name – indicated family, children and young people among the priority goals. However, in 2006 the UN Committee of the Rights of the Child having listened to the report submitted by Lithuania stressed that despite the progress made there is a great number of areas which still need attention.
The objective of this report is to review results of the Childs Rights Based Analysis of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental in Lithuania.
To conduct the Childs Rights Based Analysis of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care in Lithuania the following research methods were applied: document analysis, factor analysis of statistical data, expert interviews and focus group.
In Lithuania social risk family is a family raising children under 18 years where one or both parents abuse alcohol, narcotic, psychotropic or toxic substances, are addicted to gambling, parents who due to the lack of social skills do not know how or are unable to care for their children, resort to psychological, physical or sexual abuse, spend state benefits in ways that are not in the interests of the family which results in threat to physical, mental, emotional and moral development and safety of children in the family. Social risk family also includes a family where the child is placed under temporary guardianship (ward) in accordance with the law.
In 2007, there were 7.560 children without parental care placed in family-based care in Lithuania. They were cared by 5.701 families of guardians: grandparents, older siblings, aunts or uncles. 2.129 children were cared for in non-biological families. The majority of children without parental care find themselves in institutional care establishments. At the end of 2007 most of these children were living in district foster homes (2.828 children) and municipal foster homes (1.106 children). Experts estimate that from all children without parental care preschool age children account for 18%, elementary school age children account for 19%; by gender, boys account for 49.6% and girls – 50.4%. By ethnic origin, the majority (95%) of children were Lithuanians. 
Every child growing up in a family of social risk is at risk of loosing parental care. As of 31 December 2007 there were 11.958 families of social risk raising 27.881 children, or 3.7% of all children in Lithuania, on the records of social risk families kept by the State Child Rights Protection and Adoption Agency. The majority of children growing up in social risk families were 10-14 year-olds (52%), whereas 3 year-olds accounted for the least per cent (12%); 4-6 year-olds accounted for 16% and 7-9 year-olds for 20%. Experts estimate that boys accounted for 54.2% and girls for 45.8%; by ethnic origin, Lithuanians accounted for 93% of all children.
In Lithuania violations of the rights of the child are mostly due to a number of problems, for example, alcohol abuse by one of the parents, psychological and physical abuse in the family, unemployment of one of the parents or poverty of parents. All problems are interrelated and one is a consequence of another – they simply align in different families differently. Nevertheless, the key problem is alcohol abuse by parents, in particular wide spread in rural areas. In 2007, as many as 16.724 children were growing up in families of social risk put on the records because of alcohol abuse by children parents. In 2007, there were 1.846 children placed in out-of-home care due to neglect by parents, lack of parental care, improper education or use of physical or psychological abuse. The most recent occurrence is emigration of parents which separates many children from their parents and results in many psychological and other problems.
Subjectively estimated, one of the most violated rights of children without parental care in Lithuania is the right to grow in a family. In the long history of expert work there were few cases when parents whose parental rights were terminated recovered those rights. Least frequent violations of the rights of children without parental care are right to education, right to qualified health care, right to life and growing up, right to state support and assistance. 
The authority delegated with the duties of coordinating child rights protection on the national level is the State Child Rights Protection and Adoption Agency. The Agency ensures cooperation between state and municipal institutions and establishments in the field of child welfare. Municipal child rights protection services organize preventive work with parents, consultations to parents, teachers, educators and children on issues of child rights protection, guardianship (ward), adoption and prevention of violations of the rights of the child. For purposes of tracking violations of the rights of the child in Lithuania, the Children’s Rights Ombudsman Institution of the Republic of Lithuania was created. Integrated services to social risk families and families in need of social benefits on community level are provided to through child day care centres. 
In the field of child rights protection most subjectively valued are efforts by public institutions which participate directly in the resolution of problem situations, for example municipalities. Contribution of carers (other than relatives), other relatives, foster care establishments, schools, non-governmental organisations, the Government and neighbours of risk families to protection of the rights of the child is regarded as less significant.
Promotion of development of family services and organisation of substitute child care is based on the following three priorities: (i) return to biological family, (ii) adoption, (iii) long-term guardianship. Efforts of the Government dedicated to ensure implementation of the rights of the child are laid down in programmes and different pieces of legislation. In 2007, in municipalities additional 556 full-time positions of social workers were introduced to cover work with social risk families. From 2005 to 2007 the Ministry of Social Security and Labour implemented the National Programme of Child Day Care Centres dedicated to social work with parents in child day care centres. Implementation of the National Programme for Prevention of Violence against Children and Help for Children includes annual calls for projects of short-term and long-term integrated support provision for children suffering from abuse and their families. Families raising children receive state benefits pursuant to the Law on Child Benefits which ensures that every child in a family is supported from birth until legal age. Benefits were paid from the state budget irrespective of family’s income and irrespective of whether persons were or not covered by the state social insurance scheme. In 2007, two new types of social assistance for pupils were introduced: free meals at school and provision with school supplies at the beginning of a school year. Two new actions were approved to improve child care system, namely the Strategy of on the Reorganisation of the Child Guardianship (Ward) System and the 2007–2012 Action Plan for the Implementation of the Strategy. 
Main problems and obstacles preventing institutions from efficient implementation of the rights of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental according to subjective assessments are:
· Lack of qualified specialists
· Insufficiently developed infrastructure
· Value judgements in society
Experts believe that ultimately institutions closest to social risk families and their children should be the ones responsible for elimination of obstacles hindering implementation of the rights of children in the target group. These institutions include relatives, society, community and municipality. According to expert opinion, less important role should be that of the President’s Office and international organisations. At the same time more effort should be put to promote social work in society and specific community. 
In Lithuania inter-institutional cooperation between the State Child Rights Protection Agency, social welfare units and their social partners providing support to children and families does take place. Public institutions work together with schools, guardians and non-governmental organisations. The State Child Rights Protection Agency is regarded as the major partner in the work towards protection of the rights of the child. Subjective opinions claim that the Children’s Rights Ombudsman Institution helps greatly in complicated cases. Non-governmental organisations cooperate very efficiently with child day care centres simply by sharing information, referring children to these centres and similar. However, there is a lack of volunteer activity, teachers’ motivation to share information and etc.
The results of factor analysis of statistical data allow the conclusion that services to socially vulnerable children and families should first of all be provided in municipalities of Vilnius, Klaipėda and Šiauliai cities and municipalities of Mažeikiai and Jonava districts. Slightly less but still a great number of risk factors emerged in municipalities of Kaunas and Alytus cities and municipalities of Alytus, Akmenė, Pakruojis, Zarasai and Visaginas districts.
To ensure that children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care in the future grow up in a harmonious environment, development of summer camps, field trips and other events should be continued and financial support given. Besides, development of the following services would be appropriate: individual and group consultations to children held by different specialists; group and individual child development activities; activities in child day care centres. The need of specialized schools for children was also expressed. 
Services of provision of information and social welfare to social risk families should be continued and additionally the following services should be organized: individual and group consultations by different specialists; parenting education; building mutual relationships.
To ensure that social services provided to children and families in the target group are more efficient it is necessary to:
· Avoid unprofessional behaviour, dogmatic approaches and rash decisions by specialists
· Encourage parents to take the responsibility for their child or children rather than passing the responsibility onto other people or institutions
· Encourage social risk families not to abuse the services they receive
· Encourage society not to judge social risk families and instead support them so that children remain with their families
Services and programmes of the Charity and support foundation SOS Children’s Villages Association in Lithuania would be appropriate in Alytus City and in particular for children living in Putinai and Dainava districts; children in Pakruojis District, especially in the areas most remote from the district centre; in the Township of Rūkla (Jonava District); 1st area of Visaginas City. In these and other areas SOS Children’s Villages Association in Lithuania could provide the following services: family counselling; activities of building mutual relationships; parenting education; individual and group consultations by different specialists; child day care centres; centre-based methodical services for risk group families and their children; crisis centres; charity.
1. Introduction
The objective of this report is to review results of the Childs Rights Based Analysis of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental in Lithuania. The key tasks of the analysis were: 

1. To collect social, cultural, religion-related, economic, political and other factors which characterize general situation in Lithuania.
2. To describe characteristics of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care.
3. To identify nature and causes of violations of the rights of children in the target group.
4. To analyse distribution of responsibilities for implementation of the rights of the child and operational strategies of different entities (state and municipal institutions, public organisations, biological and extended families, international organisations etc.).
5. To identify regions (areas) of the country with the highest need of services for children and families in the risk group; to present recommendations for development of activities of SOS Children’s Villages in the country.
1.1. Analysis group
Child Rights Based Analysis of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental in Lithuania was conducted and the Report prepared by senior researcher Dr. Laima Okunevičiūtė Neverauskienė and master of sociology Vida Česnuitytė. 
Staff of the SOS Children’s Villages Association in Lithuania has contributed greatly in conducting interviews of experts and focus group.
1.2. Process of analysis, methodology and methods
The following research methods were applied to conduct the Child Rights Based Analysis of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care in Lithuania:

· Document analysis. This involved analysis of official documents of the state and international organisations, data of official statistics and other documents which include statistical data and other information on the number, characteristics, geographic locations of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care, institutions of protection of the rights of the child, their functions and distribution in the country etc. Also, a number of unofficial documents were reviewed, for example, mass media coverage to the extent it provided research-suitable information. Analysis of documents was conducted from December 2008 to January 2009.
· Statistical data analysis. Statistical data collected were subjected to factor analysis method in order to identify Lithuanian regions (areas) of priority where social services for children of risk families should be developed. Work of statistical data collection and statistical analysis was done in January of 2008. For purposes of analysis the authors used data collected by the Ministry of Social Security and Labour of the Republic of Lithuania characterizing demographic, economic, employment, social security, education and health care systems’ situation in Lithuanian municipalities in 2007
.
· The objective of expert interviews was to deepen knowledge on the need of services for children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care in identified priority regions (areas) of Lithuania. Interviews were conducted using a structured questionnaire  which was sent out to officials of state and municipal institutions and non-governmental organisations directly responsible for ensuring the rights of the child in the country. Expert interviews were conducted with representatives of the following institutions: Social support department of Alytus City Municipality, Child Rights Protection Agency (hereinafter the “Agency”) of Alytus District Municipality, Agency of Jonava District Municipality, Agency of Kaunas City Municipality, Family and Child Welfare Centre of Klaipėda City, Agency of Mažeikiai District Municipality, Social support department of Pakruojis District Municipality, Agency of Šiauliai City Municipality, Agency of Vilnius City Municipality, Social support department of Vilnius City, Agency of Visaginas Municipality and Agency of Zarasai District Municipality. Experts of one municipality declined participation in interviews on the grounds of extensive workload. In total, interviews were conducted with 12 experts; 9 of them in the offices that are directly related to protection of the rights of the child. Field work was done in February 2009. Data collected were statistically processes (see Attachment 3) and analysed and summarized results of the analysis included in this Report.
· Objectives of focus group were to identify: (i) causes behind violation of the rights of the child and characteristics of social risk family; (ii) nature of activities in different level institutions responsible for protection of the rights of the child; (iii) nature and efficiency of services to target families and their children; (iv) the need of development of services to target families and their children. The group included 9 experts from both governmental and municipal institutions and non-governmental organisations, all characterized by competences and experience of work with risk families and children from risk families. These experts represented the following institutions: Social work and social services department of the Ministry of Social Security and Labour, Social support centre of Vilnius City, the Children’s Rights Ombudsman Institution of the Republic of Lithuania, non-governmental organisation Save the Children, Charity and support foundation SOS Children’s Villages Association in Lithuania, non-governmental child foster care home Vilnius SOS Children’s Village, Child Rights Protection Department of Trakai Municipality and Trakai Child foster care home. Group discussion took place on February 17, 2009. The discussion was conducted in the framework of a pre-agreed plan with discussion guidelines. Outcomes of the discussion were processed, analysed and summarized results included in this Report. 

2. General overview of the situation in the country
In 2009, Lithuania will be celebrating the millennium anniversary of the fist mentioning of its name. Over the years both the state and the nation faced ups and downs, yet always remained part of the European culture. On March 11, 1990 Lithuania declared restoration of its independence and in 2004 joined both NATO and the European Union. 

Lithuania is situated along the south-eastern shore of the Baltic Sea. The country is regarded as one of the small EU member states in terms of its area and by population is bigger only to Latvia, Estonia, Slovenia, Cyprus, Malta and Luxemburg. In early 2008, Lithuania had the population of 3.336m. The country is divided into ten counties: Vilnius County (848 thousand people), Kaunas County (674 thousand), Klaipėda County (379 thousand), Šiauliai County (350 thousand), Panevėžys County (284 thousand), Marijampolė County (181 thousand), Alytus County (177 thousand), Telšiai County (173 thousand), Utena County (173 thousand) and Tauragė County (127 thousand). Lithuanian capital city Vilnius is situated in Vilnius County. The county is predominantly populated by people of working age since the area attracts large numbers of young students who then seek employment and start their families here. Demographically, the “oldest” county is Utena County where the number of retirement age people is highest as compared to other counties, whereas the “youngest” counties demographically are counties of Telšiai and Tauragė, there children between 0 and 15 account for almost one fifth of the total population. At the beginning of 2008, 66.9% of country’s population lived in cities and 33.1% in rural areas. In Tauragė and Marijampolė counties more than half of population of each county lived in rural areas. Higher than the national average percentage of urban population was observed only in Vilnius, Kaunas and Klaipėda counties.

Lithuanians are rather highly educated. In 2007, 89% of 20-24 year-olds had at least secondary education (EU average 85%). The majority of population with higher education lived in Vilnius, Kaunas and Klaipėda counties. Percentage of young people under 29 years in education establishments was one of the highest in the EU and was only second to the UK (57.4% and 58.4% of respective age population, respectively). Studying 18 year-olds accounted for 93% of population in the respective age group (EU average 77%). The number of young people leaving school prematurely is relatively small – only 8.7 per cent of 18-24 year-olds leave school prematurely (EU average 9%). Between 2000 and 2007, the rate of lifelong learning increased from 2.8% to 5.3%, but despite the increase it is still lower than the European Union average (EU-27 average – 8%). Preschool education is also regarded as problematic: children of 1-6 years in preschool education system accounted only for 54.9% (EU average is 86.8%). Furthermore, differences between urban and rural areas became more apparent. In 2006, there were 74.6% of youngsters in preschool education system in urban areas and a mere 20.4% in rural areas. Low indicators were essentially due to cultural particularities and insufficiently developed infrastructure of preschool education establishments, in rural areas in particular.

After the accession to the European Union the country experienced a period of particularly rapid economic growth. From 2001 to 2007 Lithuania’s GDP (7.9%) grew more than in most of the European Union states (EU average 2.9%) and among the new member states. Rapid GDP growth was largely due to increased exports, productivity and domestic consumption. In 2007, employment was 64.9%, men employment was 67.9% and women – 62.2%; employment of young people was 25.2%. The highest employment rate was observed in Vilnius, Marijampolė and Kaunas counties and the lowest in Alytus and Panevėžys counties. In this context, unemployment rate declined especially rapidly (from 16.4% in 2000 to 4.3% in 2007); long-term unemployment declined to 4.3%, and youth unemployment to 8.2%. The highest unemployment rate in 2007 remained in Panevėžys, Vilnius and Utena counties (6.5%, 4.5% and 4.4% respectively). Nevertheless, decline in unemployment rate was due to labour force emigration rather than increase in employment (around 404 thousand people emigrated starting from 1990; negative migration balance (-1.6) recorded in 2007 was among the highest in the EU). Emigration was mostly fuelled by a number of socioeconomic factors with indicators significantly lower than in other EU member states: in 2007, the rate of poverty risk after social transfers was 19.1%; high differentiation of income in society (consumption of one tenth of the population with highest income was 9.3 times as much as of one tenth of the population with the lowest income; the EU average - 4.9 times); Government spending on health care in 2004 was 4.9% of GDP; 15.6% of all Government spending in 2005 was on education. Even though Lithuanian economy grew rapidly between 2001 and 2007, the growth was uneven and revealed poor entrepreneurship skills in many regions of the country. Low GDP per capita in lagging regions was determined by lack of investments into human resources, innovations and technological advancements. In early 2008, DFI per capita were 10.547 Litas. Due to the global recession Lithuania’s GDP growth declined from 7% in the first quarter of 2008 to 3.1% in the third quarter. At the same time employment rate started declining and unemployment rate rising.
There are pronounced differences between the country’s urban and rural areas. Less than half (42%) of rural population is involved in agriculture. Rural landscape is dominated by small and less than competitive farms. In 2007, poverty risk was almost two times greater to rural population, which accounted for one third of all country’s population, as compared to the risk to population of five largest cities. The proportion of people at risk of poverty is by far higher among different groups of population: unemployed (63%), single parents supporting a child (48%), families with three or more children (44%), single adult households (32%, higher among men), tenants (33%). Employed people with low income accounted for 28% of all population in the poverty risk group. In 2004, 66% of jobless households (57% in the EU) had children who needed support. Respectively, the level of child poverty risk is higher that the national average: 27% after and 34% before social benefits (in the EU 19% and 34% respectively). It was identified that 3-5 year-olds are at the highest risk of poverty. Demographic indicators in the country are also low: in 2007, life expectancy index was 0.792; total fertility rate was 1.27.

In the National Report on Strategies of Lithuania for Social Protection and Social Inclusion one of the main topics is family, children and young people
. The Report lists five main problems: participation of vulnerable groups of population; efficient use of social security system funds; ensuring the rights of children and young people; development of social integration opportunities for vulnerable groups of population; ensuring equal gender opportunities in all spheres of life. To solve problems of social inclusion Lithuania selected the following three social inclusion policy goals in the National Report 2008–2010: (i) eliminate child poverty and enhance assistance to families; (ii) increase labour market participation; (iii) improve access to quality services. To the end of eliminating child poverty, it is intended to give particular attention to parents raising children of preschool age and build opportunities to allow access to education. To tackle poverty in rural areas the state intends to promote active inclusion, strengthen local development opportunities together with local partners and by creating opportunities to use quality social services. In the Report Lithuania acknowledges the importance of promoting social policies. At the same time it is acknowledged that concrete instruments are needed. Instruments are essentially funded from the state budget and structural funds (ESF, ERDF and EAGGF). However, the majority of instruments are related to target group or specific activity which gives a fragmented impression, many instruments do not have a well defined scope and few measurable goals.
In 2006, the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child having listened to the Report submitted by Lithuania evaluated positively the progress made but pointed out that there is still a number of areas which need attention.
3. Number and description of target children group
In 2006, after Lithuania introduced the recording keeping of social risk families certain actions by the Child Rights Protection Agency were anticipated when the Agency has the right to establish that a family because of its lifestyle or danger it poses to the child should be considered a social risk family. 

Lithuanian legislation stipulates that a social risk family is a family raising children under 18 years with one or both parents abusing alcohol, narcotic, psychotropic or toxic substances, addicted to gambling, parents who due to the lack of social skills do not know how or are unable to care for their children, resort to psychological, physical or sexual abuse, spend state benefits in ways that are not in the interests of the family which results in threat to physical, mental, emotional and moral development and safety of children in the family. Social risk family also includes a family where the child is placed under temporary guardianship (ward) in accordance with the law.
3.1. Children without parental care
According to official Lithuanian statistics, 1.7% of all children in Lithuania were placed in care. Annually around 3.000 children lose parental care. The key reason why children were taken from their families was neglect by parents, violence against children etc. In 2007, a complex of these reasons caused 1.846 children to lose parental care.
According to municipal child rights protection agencies, in 2007 there were 7.560 children without parental care placed in family-based care in Lithuania. These children were cared by 5.701 families of guardians. The majority of children placed in care were living with grandparents (3.515 children), 515 children were living with older siblings, 1.401 children were cared by a family of aunt or uncle and 2.129 were cared in non-biological families. Placement of a child without parental care in foster home is a temporary and intermediate measure before finding a long-term solution, i.e. return to biological family or adoption. 
Family-based care is one of the best alternative forms of care for a child without parental care. However, the majority of children without parental care find themselves in institutional care establishments. At the end of 2007, the majority of children in institutional care lived in district foster homes (2.828 children) and municipal foster homes (1.106 children).
More detailed official information on these children is not available. Expert interviews conducted in 2009 in 11 municipalities (Vilnius City, Kaunas City, Klaipėda City, Šiauliai City, Alytus City and District, Jonava, Mažeikiai, Pakruojis, Visaginas and Zarasai) revealed that predominant part among these children are children older than 10 years (63%). Preschool age children accounted for 18%, primary school age children accounted for 19% of all children. From all children boys accounted for around 49.6%, girls – 50.4%, i.e. almost equal distribution. By ethnic origin, the majority of children were Lithuanians (95%), 4% were Russians, 0.2% poles and 0.8% of other ethnic origin. Among children in institutional care there were 4 Chechens, 5 Roma and 3 Ukrainian children without parental care.
3.2. Children at risk of loosing parental care
Every child growing up in a risk family is at risk of loosing parental care. Data from municipal child rights protection agencies
 show that as of 31 December 2007 records on social risk families included 11.958 social risk families. There were 27.881 children growing up in these families, or 3.7% of all children in Lithuania. 
From 2001 the number of children growing up in social risk families declined by almost 30%, still 3.000 children annually are included on the records of social risk families. Over the past several years, the number of social risk families went down, firstly due to newly introduced procedure of records of social risk families approved by the order of the Minister of Social Security and Labour in 2006 and amended by the order of 2007
. Still the key cause why children are at risk of loosing parental care is alcohol abuse by parents.
In 2007, the majority of children growing up in social risk families were children between 10 and 14 years (52%) and the smallest portion were children under 3 years (12%); children of 4-6 years accounted for 16%, and 7-9 year-olds for 20% of all children. 
Experts estimate that in 2009 in 11 municipalities of the country (Vilnius City, Vilnius District, Kaunas City, Klaipėda City, Šiauliai and Alytus cities, Alytus District, Jonava, Mažeikiai, Pakruojis, Visaginas, Zarasai) 54.2% of boys and 45.8% of girls were at risk of loosing parental care. By ethnic origin, Lithuanians accounted for 93%, Russians for 7.4% and 0.3% (4 children) had no ethnicity.
4. Nature and situations of violations of the rights of target group children
4.1. Nature of violations of the rights of the child
As subjectively estimated by experts, the most frequently violated right of children without parental care is the right to grow in a family In the long history of expert work there were few cases when parents whose parental rights were terminated recovered the right to care for their children. The fact that a child is taken from his/her family in majority of cases means that the future life of the child will have no connection with biological parents. From then on public institutions or non-governmental organisations, guardians and non-biological families play greater role in the lives of these children. According to experts, the following rights of children at risk of loosing parental care were most rarely violated:
· Right to education
· Right to quality health care
· Right to life and growing up
· Right to state support and assistance
4.2. Situations of violations of the rights of the child
Situations in which violations of the rights of the child occur vary and on many occasions constitute a certain “bouquet” of problems which includes: alcohol abuse by one or both parents, psychological and physical abuse in the family, one or both jobless parents, poverty of parents. These problems are interrelated and one is a consequence of another – they simply align in different families differently.
The most prominent problem without doubt is alcohol abuse by one or both parents. This is confirmed by statistics available to the Child Rights Protection Agency and experts from a number of institutions in many regions of Lithuania. Alcohol abuse, in particular in rural areas, is one of the most prevalent and major problems. In 2007, as many as 16.724 children were growing up in social risk families included on the social risk families’ records due to alcohol abuse by parents. From that number 8.668 children were older than 10 years. This means that around 50% of all children growing in these social risk families during a particularly difficult to them period of adolescence and early youth regularly see their parents abusing alcohol which impacts adversely further social and mental development of these children. Alcohol abuse is more wide spread in rural areas. According to the data from municipal child rights protection agencies, out of all 7.321 alcohol abusing social risk families 5.118 live in rural areas.
Data collected by the Ministry of the Interior show that Lithuanian children suffer from domestic violence. In 2007, 614 (13.4%) minors suffered from parental abuse, 24 (0.5%) – from abuse by relatives.
 Table 1 clearly illustrates that absolute majority of all these children live in social risk families. Physical abuse was the dominant form of abuse among all reported cases, which according to data from municipal child rights protection agencies accounted for bigger percentage of cases of abuse (56%), psychological abuse accounted for 38%, and sexual abuse accounted for 6% of all cases. Since psychological or sexual abuse, or commercial sexual exploitation, is more difficult to prove, requires competences of a qualified specialist and close inter-institutional cooperation, it is likely that the number of cases of psychological and sexual abuse is higher. According to data from municipal child rights protection agencies, in 2007 help to children and families who suffered from violence was organized 2.627 times, specialist help 590 times. On 310 occasions this help was provided to children, on 255 occasions – to the child and family together. Throughout the year only the number of psychologist consultations was significantly smaller – 487 cases.

One of the main reasons why children are at risk of loosing parental care is neglect by parents, absence of care, improper education and use of physical or psychological abuse. In 2007, this caused placement of 1.846 children in out-of-home care. In part, this is due to lack of parenting skills, in particular, in cases when persons from social risk families themselves start up their families. Experts, though, noted that it would be more appropriate to talk about loss of parenting skills rather than lack of them. Therefore the goal of social workers should be restoring parenting skills lost.

Emigration of parents is a more recent circumstance which separated many children from their parents and became the cause of their psychological and other problems. According to data from the Agency, as of 31 December 2006 there were 343 children in Lithuania who were placed in out-of-home care because their parents emigrated. From this number 163 were girls and 180 boys. Data also show that 10-14 year-olds are more likely to be abandoned – there were 122 children older than 10 years. Experts pointed out that on many occasions when parents do not have where to leave their children they contact child welfare authorities or care institutions asking to take care temporarily for their child or children. Initially, parents think that they’re leaving for a short time mainly because they leave for foreign countries for the sole purpose of earning money and creating better living conditions both for the family and their child. But when they find jobs and start building their life abroad, one or both parents are likely to stay abroad for many years. Whereas children who were left behind miss their parents, experience different psychological problems etc. Experts believe that such behaviour of parents shows materialistic attitude towards their children – to them, the child is an item which can be left, trusted to other people simply because of being an obstacle to the plans of adults.
Disability of parents or children, discrimination on the grounds of social origin, neglect by parents, abuse of narcotic substances by one or both parents were most rare situations when the rights of the child were violated in Lithuania.
5. Distribution of institutional responsibilities, key obstacles and strategies of activities
5.1. Entities implementing the rights of the child
In 2005, the Government approved the Strategy of State Policy on Child Welfare and the 2005–2012 Action Plan for the Implementation of the Strategy. Based on this conception, by a number of subsequent pieces of legislation the State Child Rights Protection and Adoption Agency was delegated the duties of coordinating on the national level work of ministries and ensuring cooperation of state and municipal institutions and establishments in the field of child welfare. The Agency coordinates work of competent institutions with children in foster care institutions, participates in creation and implementation of programmes which reduce problems of integration into society faced by minors.

Municipal child rights protection agencies organize preventive work with parents (or legal guardians of the child) and provide consultations to parents, teachers, educators and children on issues of protection of their rights, guardianship (ward), adoption and prevention of violations of the rights of the child. Legislation does not stipulate any other establishments or institutions. Therefore, ultimate responsibility for work with social risk families and children in the stages of both prevention and intervention nearly in all cities and districts is borne by the Child Rights Protection Agency.

For purposes of tracking violations of the rights of the child Lithuania has a special institution – the Children’s Rights Ombudsman Institution. 

Integrated services to social risk families and families in need of social benefits on community level are provided to through child day care centres.

According to subjective expert opinion, Municipality is the institution which protects the rights of target group children most effectively. Employees of Municipality when fulfilling their duties and working with a family:
· Pay special attention whether are no violations of child rights and legitimate interests in the family
· Provide social services to social risk family, perform social supervision
· Represent rights of the child in courts
· If needed, make arrangements of child placement in care
· If a child is placed in out-of-home care, ensure safe living environment to the child
· Make arrangements of institutional care for children without parental care, provide the child with all-round assistance through social services
Subjectively estimated, the role of guardians (other than relatives), other relatives, foster care establishments, school and non-governmental organisations is less important.

Here it is worth mentioning the role of school. Children spend big part of their time at school. In addition to its key function of providing education, schools provide state funded meals (until 2009 covered all children, starting from 2009 covers only children of parents with low income). If needed, school acts as a mediator between the family, child and other institutions. School also organises after school activities, provides other social services. Non-governmental organisations also contribute to these functions.
Experts were critical about the role of the Government and neighbours of risk families in implementing the rights of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care. From a subjective point of view, these were not entities which could protect the rights of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care. Nevertheless, in real world they both play their role. The Government has the power to produce legal documents, action programmes, organize services intended to change situations when the rights of the child are violated, or create conditions to protect the rights of the child and legitimate interests of the child. Whereas neighbours of social risk families have the possibility of notifying state institutions (police, the Child Rights Protection Agency etc.) on potential threat to safety of minor children in the family. 
To summarize, it can be said that in the field of child rights protection the most valued are efforts of public institutions which participate directly in resolution of problematic situations. Still institutions which are not active or the role of which isn’t so apparent have their place in ensuring the rights of the child in the Lithuania.

5.2. Strategies of institutions implementing the rights of the child
The 2004–2008 Programme of the Lithuanian Government and the Concept of State Policy on Child Welfare approved in 2003 by the Government’s Resolution IX-1569 provides for reform of child guardianship system, first of all based on natural child support network, by promoting development of services to families and organising substitute child care with three priorities in mind:
1. Return to biological family
2. Adoption
3. Long-term guardianship
Ensuring the first priority in the Concept of State Policy on Child Welfare – return to biological family – remains difficult in the Lithuanian context. This is due to the socioeconomic situation of families (persons), lack of support to families and changes in communal value system. 

In 2007, to ensure more efficient implementation of the rights of target group children and provision of versatile support to families, municipalities introduced additional 556 positions of social workers to cover work with social risk families. Because of the new staff the number of social risk families declined significantly, their situation became better. Yet problems remain: not all positions have been filled due to the lack of people, some people working in this field lack adequate qualifications and professionalism. Experts say that in some areas shortage of professionals is a result of simple reluctance of qualified professionals to go to remote areas – not to mention that the job is demanding and low paid.
From 2005 to 2007 the Ministry of Social Security and Labour implemented the National Programme of Child Day Care Centres
. In the framework of this programme a total of 151 CDC Projects were funded over 2007 – almost 33% of the projects were implemented in rural areas (20% in 2006), 67% in urban areas (80% in 2006 respectively). Over the year the centres accommodated 5.5 thousand children, 4.5 thousand of them received regular social and educational services. 3.2 thousand families which attended day care centres received services, 2.7 thousand of them on regular basis. Child day care centres are the place where social work with parents takes place. Parents are encouraged to take better care for their children, as well as their education, parents are provided necessary psychological, pedagogical and legal aid; preventive work with social risk families takes place.
Help to children suffering from domestic violence is organized by municipalities. Social work takes place with the family; the child is provided counselling with psychologist, school social pedagogue. Counselling usually is provided to children living in urban areas, there are no possibilities of providing counselling to children and families in rural areas. Implementation of the National Programme of Prevention of Violence against Children and Support for Children includes annual calls for projects of short-term and long-term integrated support provision for children suffering from abuse and their families. In 2006, funding was allocated for 15 Lithuanian establishments; 200 thousand Litas were earmarked for partial funding of projects by these establishments. Projects benefited more than 700 children suffering from abuse by providing them with psychological, legal and social support. The majority of projects which received funding in 2007 were implemented in Kaunas District – 4 projects, Vilnius District with 3 projects and Klaipėda, Šiauliai and Marijampolė Districts – 1 project each.
Lithuania has a wide financial support system intended to protect families, in particular social risk families and children without parental care. Families with children receive state benefits pursuant to the Law on Child Benefits
 which ensures that each child growing up in a family is supported from birth until legal age. Benefits are paid from the state budget irrespective of family’s income and irrespective of whether persons were or not covered by the state social insurance scheme. The Law provides for single and monthly benefits: (i) a single benefit upon birth of a child per each child raised in a family, benefit to adopted child, child benefit, benefit to a conscript’s child; (ii) children placed in guardianship (ward) receive guardianship (ward) benefit, single benefit to purchase accommodation or to settle; (iii) single benefit to pregnant women. Amount of child benefits is linked to the minimum living standard (MLS). As of 2009, families raising three or more children receive child benefits. Families raising one or two children receive child benefits only if declared that a family is struggling financially. 
Financially challenged families raising children equally as any other family may apply for cash social assistance. The Law on cash social assistance to low income families and single residents
 provides for a uniform system of provision of financial social support based on assessment of income and wealth. Persons with low income receive social benefits which guarantee minimum means for food, also compensations to cover part of costs for heating, hot and cold water (compensations).
In 2007, in the framework of the Law amending the Law on child benefits
 children cared for by a guardian natural or legal person, including state and municipal child care institutions, during the entire time in care receive a monthly guardianship (ward) benefit of 4 MLS (520 Litas). Until 1 January 2007 all children in family-based care, extended families or non-governmental care institutions were eligible for this benefit.
Support to families raising children isn’t limited to cash assistance. Families with low income receive other social support (social benefits, compensations to cover costs of home heating, hot and cold water, free meals for children at school, assistance to prepare a child for school, concessions on costs for kindergarten etc.).
The Law on social assistance for pupils came into force on 1 January 2007
 and provides for two types of social assistance for pupils: free meals for pupils and provision with school supplies at the beginning of a school year.
Improvement of child guardianship (ward) system. For this end, two instruments were approved – the Strategy on the Reorganisation of the Child Guardianship (Ward) System and the 2007–2012 Action Plan for the Implementation of the Strategy
. In 2007, Lithuania became official license holder of the PRIDE programme designed for prospective foster and adoptive parents and has the exclusive right to apply this training programme to train and evaluate prospective foster and adoptive families, also to provide qualified support to adoptive or foster families. In the course of training prospective foster or adoptive parents are familiarized with problems and ways to solve them, support opportunities when raising a young person. However, due to fears of the population and absence of tradition, the process is slow. There is still a need of services to foster families which face various problems.
5.3. Obstacles for implementation of the rights of the child
Every institution one way or another related to children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care faces problems in its activities. However, experts say that economic or political situation in the country, flaws in the legal system, lack of inter-institutional cooperation, bureaucracy, access to information, scope of social risk, staff motivation and responsibility and links with risk families aren’t the greatest obstacles in implementing the rights of risk group children. The key problems and obstacles, according to subjective opinions, which prevent institutions from efficient implementation of the rights of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care, are:
· Lack of qualified specialists

· Insufficiently developed infrastructure

· Value judgements in society
Lack of qualified specialists. Psychologists are mentioned among the most demanded specialists. Experts pointed out that social risk families and children are in particular need of psychological assistance. Yet this type of assistance is least accessible to social risk families and children. Mainly because there are few qualified psychologists in rural areas and small towns. Professional psychologists in majority of cases work in major cities and travel to rural areas and small towns for consultations or giving lectures at best. Secondly, payable services of psychologist can be afforded only by a fraction of social risk families because of insufficient own income. Under these circumstances social risk families and children could benefit from free psychological help lines. Psychological help line for children in Lithuania already has a long tradition. However, there is a third obstacle – because of cultural prejudice use of counselling services isn’t wide spread. These services are mostly used by people from certain social classes and in majority cases these people don’t fall into the group of social risk families.
Experts mentioned and shortage of professional social workers. Not all people working as such have the education necessary and those with adequate education not all have the calling. This means that there are cases of violated privacy and confidentiality of children and families. It happens that if social workers do not fully understand the nature of social work, they take over responsibilities of families, for example house cleaning, cooking meals for children of the family and similar. This way instead of empowerment of families, a contrary result is observed – increasing number of families without responsibility for their children and family life, formation of social “disability” of families. Despite the mentioned imperfections, many social workers have the motivation to work, but they lack knowledge, competencies and skills. One efficient measure to promote empowerment of families is making a “contract with a family” laying down responsibilities of both parties – the assisting institution and the family. This way, members of the family, parents are encouraged to build their skills or refresh the skills lost.
Experts believe that teachers who have regular contact with children should also be more socially sensitive, meaning, notice violations of the rights of the child, observe children whose rights might be violated and report these cases to social workers, the Child Rights Protection Agency or any other competent authority. These actions would allow more efficient help to children and their families. Currently we observe a contrary reaction – some schools, in particular the ones of a higher status, avoid and even refuse to accept children from social risk families or foster homes. There were several examples when a school waited until the child reached 17 years of age and dropped him from the lists of pupils despite the fact that it was middle of the school year and the child had no chances of transferring to another school.
Insufficiently developed infrastructure. Experts listed several problems related to insufficiently developed infrastructure which hinder efficient implementation of the rights of risk group children. These were: poor transport service, particularities of network of secondary education establishments, undeveloped network of preschool education establishments, few crisis centres for women and children.
The combination of transport service and network of secondary education establishments is most problematic as far as children living in rural areas are concerned. In the last decade, following the reform of secondary education, some schools were merged due to demographic and economic situation in the country (declining number of children and rational distribution of funding). After secondary schools, and on many occasions elementary schools also, were closed down in rural areas many children were forced to transfer to schools located at a long distance from their home. These children travel to school on so called yellow buses. The buses run under a strict schedule and when it comes to after school activities, the child has to choose – forsake the activities in order to catch a yellow bus or participate in the activities but miss the bus. If they decide to miss the bus, then there is a problem of how to get back home. One of the possible solutions to this problem could be public transport, but the service isn’t frequent especially to remote areas (in the morning and in the evening at best). Experts confirm that there were cases that motivated children chose to attend after school activities and then went home on foot as far as 5-10 kilometres whatever the weather.
Network of preschool education establishments is more developed in urban areas of Lithuania, whereas in rural areas there is still a shortage of these establishments. Partly this is due to cultural heritage – in rural areas families of several generations are more likely than in cities to live together sharing responsibilities and duties of bringing up and educating children. This eliminates the need to send children to establishments of preschool education. However, this way the children are not ensured the possibility of educating, building new diverse skills which form in early childhood.
Value judgements in society. Efforts of many institutions in implementing the rights of children from social risk families fail due to reluctance of parents to change or obstacles for parents who are motivated to change.
To illustrate, experts gave an example of alcohol abusing fathers (mothers). Experts provided the following picture of a typical day in rural community: because of highly prevalent unemployment in rural areas many community members (mostly men) find nothing better to do than drinking. Because of unemployment they have no money needed to buy alcohol so they spend all their free time solving the problem – how to get the money or alcohol. This way alcohol dependence becomes something of a lifestyle which is almost impossible to reverse. In rare cases when a person wants and tries to leave this lifestyle behind he faces a number of problems, for example, environment in which this culture thrives; problems related to treatment from alcohol dependence (geographical accessibility to services; price of services) etc. Services of treatment from alcohol dependence are available only at specialized establishments – Lithuania has only a small number of them. A person in need of these services in majority of cases not only cannot afford the services (around 800 Litas) but also travel to the establishment, meaning that personal initiative is basically doomed to fail. Outside assistance is needed. Experts mentioned that one of the municipalities had found a solution – municipal board decided to cover the costs of treatment from alcohol dependence to persons wishing to undergo the treatment from municipal budget. 
Another problem is mediation by society and community and assistance to social risk families and their children. Neighbours of social risk families tend not to interfere in problems of another family. In cases of child rights violations they could contribute as active members of society and community. However, communal traditions and tradition of active participation in civil society were interrupted in Lithuania. In recent years there are efforts to resume these traditions but they remain weak. If needed, inclusive when a person witnesses violation of the rights of the child, involvement is slow. In discussion group experts voiced the opinion that sometimes neighbours report to state institutions (police, the Child Rights Protection Agency etc.) about threat to safety of a minor in the family, but later refuse to stand as witnesses in court procedure. The most frequent excuse is fear of retribution later and insecurity that they themselves will be protected afterwards.
Access to information. Inter-institutional sharing of information would contribute to more efficient assistance to children and families. Because of data protection and other reasons the Child Rights Protection Agency might not even know about some events or comes into knowledge of them too late when help is difficult or virtually impossible. For example, if a child suffers from abuse, this is reported only to law enforcement institutions and the Agency is left out. If parents or other legal representatives represent the abused child properly, information might not get to municipal child rights protection agencies even during the pre-trial investigation.
5.4. Responsibility for elimination of obstacles for implementation of the rights of the child
Experts believe that obstacles to implementation of the rights of children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care are more linked to cultural aspects and lifestyle rather than normative aspects. It was also mentioned that the Government of Lithuania has many great projects and programmes to protect the rights of the child. The state also has institutions to organize, implement and supervise these efforts. 
Yet, there is little civil activity, conscious participation in protecting the rights of every child in the country. For example, long-term institutional child care – the most common form of child care in Lithuania – could be replaced by adoption. But only few families (persons) resolve to take the responsibility and adopt a child.
Sadly, but cultural and lifestyle specifics in population behaviour are more complicated to change as compared to introducing a new law or piece of legislation, establishing or reforming child education establishments, preparing professional specialists or expanding supply of services etc. Motivating a person to change, changing value judgements of a person and society is a lot more challenging task – it requires not only knowledge, but also will and time.

Experts believe that ultimately institutions closest to social risk families and their children should be the ones responsible for elimination of obstacles hindering implementation of the rights of children in the target group. These institutions include relatives, community and municipality. Less important role should be that of the President’s Office and international organisations. 
In discussion group experts expressed their opinion that more effort should be put into promoting social work in society, specific community. Since the institution of social work appeared in Lithuania after 1990, society does not yet fully understand the role of social worker, benefits of social work to society and similar. There was an opinion expressed that more should be done to increase visibility on TV, other mass media. Besides, the media contributes greatly as far as educating of society and changing of prejudices and lifestyles are concerned.
When launching activities in specific areas, members of communities should be informed about the goals of such activities, instruments and potential outcomes. Practice shows that absence of similar information leads to community’s mistrust, envy, disagreements and thus becomes the obstacle for successful action.
5.5. Cooperation between institutions implementing the rights of the child
To ensure implementation of instruments designed to protect the rights of the child the State Child Rights Protection and Adoption Agency was delegated with the duties of coordinating and improving work of municipal child rights protection agencies, their social partners, non-governmental organisations and other competent institutions with social risk families. 
The Child Rights Protection Agency, social support units and their social partners providing assistance to children and families cooperate on institutional level. Public institutions work together with schools, guardians and non-governmental organisations. For example, the Child Rights Protection Agency cooperates with social partners to determine the need of social services to social risk families. This responsibility is shared with people organising social work in townships, social support units, the police, NGOs.
Experts say that the State Child Rights Protection Agency is one the major partners in the work towards protection of the rights of the child. The Children’s Rights Ombudsman Institution helps greatly in complicated cases. 
Non-governmental organisations cooperate very efficiently with child day care centres simply by sharing information, referring children to these centres and similar.
School was mentioned among more passive partners. For example, even in cases of small schools with small numbers of pupils they failed to collect and provide information on children from risk families. And even when schools had the information, were reluctant to share it.
Little volunteering activity is evident. It was noted that in majority of cases volunteers are students who work only on condition that their work will be qualified as traineeship. The practice has some positive aspects to it – students occupy themselves with children, hold various events, sometimes establish themselves and stay for a longer period. But because the student does not have the necessary work experience, knowledge and competencies, he cannot participate in direct work with family or elsewhere where special competencies are needed. There is a shortage of volunteers with certain qualifications and time to spare for volunteering work.
In general, only one expert from all 11 municipalities said that this type of cooperation wasn’t taking place. Expert represented Municipality of Zarasai District. 
Expert from Alytus City Municipality highlighted and described programmes by the Charity and support foundation SOS Children’s Villages Association in Lithuania that were implemented in the city. According to the expert, the programme helped to protect children from 12 social risk families from loosing parental care. The most efficient measure to achieve this result was a programme of social skills conducted by social workers of the project. The programme also led to creation of communal self-help networks which is very important as far as revival of communal life is concerned.
6. Regions (areas) of the country with the biggest needs of target group children
Factor analysis of statistical data of 2007 provided in the social map of Lithuania
 was performed in order to identify 3–5 priority regions (areas) in municipalities of Lithuania with the highest number of violations of the rights of the child or the highest risk of violations where development of activities by the Charity and support foundation SOS Children’s Villages Association in Lithuania would be appropriate. On the basis of this statistical data analysis four main groups of risk factors were separated and municipalities divided respectively.
Results of the statistical data analysis allow the conclusion that services to socially vulnerable children and families first of all are recommended in municipalities where target group children and families are subject to violations by the largest number of analysed factors. These municipalities include Vilnius City, Klaipėda City, Mažeikiai District, Šiauliai District and Jonava District. Slightly less but still a great number of risk factors emerged in municipalities of Kaunas and Alytus cities and municipalities of Alytus, Akmenė, Pakruojis, Zarasai and Visaginas districts.
Social services in municipalities of Vilnius City, Vilnius District, Kaunas City, Kaunas District, Klaipėda City, Panevėžys City, Šiauliai City, Kėdainiai District, Pakruojis District and Šilutė District should be provided first of all due to social vulnerability of children and families related to a combination of health, social and a small fraction of educational factors. It is recommended to provide and improve services intended to tackle problems related to disability and various diseases, poverty, social ward, vocational orientation of adults and training, also to organize training on healthy lifestyle, parenting training etc. 
Social services in municipalities of Vilnius City, Klaipėda City, Klaipėda District, Akmenė District, Alytus City, Alytus District, Jonava District, Zarasai District, Šiauliai City, Skuodas District, Mažeikiai District, Plungė District, Kretinga District, Palanga City, Neringa, Elektrėnai, Pagėgiai and Visaginas should be provided due to social vulnerability of children and families related to demographic factors. Population of these municipalities should be educated, familiarized with global, economic and demographic processes, other cultures etc. New knowledge would allow them to better integrate into social life, plan and organise their own lives.
Social services in municipalities of Vilnius City, Kaunas City, Klaipėda City, Alytus City, Šiauliai City, Marijampolė City, Palanga City, Akmenė District, Ignalina District, Jonava District, Mažeikiai District, Pakruojis District, Rokiškis District, Trakai District, Utena District, Zarasai District, Švenčionys District, Neringa and Visaginas may be provided and due to social vulnerability of children and families related to a combination of educational and social factors, i.e. infrastructure of social protection, education, health care and other establishments needs to be developed. First of all, network of preschool education, in rural areas in particular. It is worth while attracting local and outside material, human, information and other resources. 
Social services in municipalities of Vilnius City, Kaunas City, Klaipėda City, Šiauliai City, Kelmė District, Mažeikiai District, Jurbarkas District, Šilutė District, Švenčionys District, Akmenė District, Ignalina District, Jonava District, Joniškis District and Visaginas may be provided in order children and families are protected from social vulnerability from a combination of employment, social, educational and a small fraction of health care factors. There effort and services are needed to include adults in labour market and social life and return children to schools and socialize them by helping children to internalize socially acceptable lifestyle.
7. Summarising conclusions and recommendations
Analysis of the situation of Lithuanian children at risk of loosing parental care showed that all children falling into this group receive social care. Almost half of them receive services of provision of information, mediation, individual and group consultations by different specialists. However, services of parenting training, activities of building mutual relationships or organisation of self-help groups are essentially not provided or provided very rarely.
Most frequently children without parental care receive the following services:
· Support with educational and school supplies
· Support with food products
· Activities in child day care centres
Noticeably fewer are services of summer camps, field trips and other events, individual and group consultations by different specialists, even more rare are charity, support with medicines in case of illness and individual or group educational activities.
To ensure that children without parental care or at risk of loosing parental care in the future grow up in a harmonious environment, development of summer camps, field trips and other events should be continued and financial support given: support with food products, medicines, educational and school supplies. Moreover, the following services should also be developed:
· individual and group consultations to children held by different specialists
· group and individual child development activities
· activities in child day care centres
There is a need of specialized schools for children with special needs.
Social risk families should continue to receive services of information provision and social supervision and additionally the following activities should be organised:
· individual and group consultations by different specialists
· parenting education
· building mutual relationships
To ensure that social services provided to children and families in the target group are more efficient it is necessary to:

· Avoid unprofessional behaviour, dogmatic approaches and rash decisions by specialists
· Encourage parents to be responsible for their child or children rather than passing the responsibility onto other people or institutions
· Encourage social risk families not to abuse the services they receive
· Encourage society not to judge social risk families and instead support them so that children remain with their families
Experts claim that services and programmes of the Charity and support foundation SOS Children’s Villages Association in Lithuania are needed all over Alytus City, in particular for children living in Putinai and Dainava districts; in Pakruojis District, especially in areas most remote from the district centre; in the Township of Rūkla (Jonava District); 1st area of Visaginas City. In these and other areas SOS Children’s Villages Association in Lithuania could provide the following services: family counselling; activities of building mutual relationships; parenting education; individual and group consultations by different specialists; child day care centres; centre-based methodical services for risk group families and their children; crisis centres; charity.
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