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ABSTRACT 

Aboriginal  workers appear ta bring a h o l i s t i c  approach to 

their practice of  child welfare. The t h e o r y  of  reasoned 

a c t i o n  (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) predicts a r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between i n d i v i d u a l s '  characteristics such as e thn ic i ty  and 

t h e i r  b e l i e f  s , a t t i t u d e s ,  behavioral i n t e n t i o n s ,  and 

behaviors.  Based on t h i s  theory, t h e  study compared the 

intended i n t e r v e n t i o n s  of 26  ~ b o r i g i n a l  workers from 

Aboriginal  child w e l f  are agencies and 32 non-Aboriginal 

workers from agencies  se rv ing  rural and remote areas. Workers 

responded t o  ques t ionna i res  cons i s t i ng  of rating scales and 

open-ended questions r equ i r i ng  wr i t t en  responses.  Results 

ind ica ted  that Aboriginal  workers rated a set of mainstream 

social work p r a c t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s  as less f r equen t ly  relevant 

t o  t h e i r  practice. A repeated-measures mu l t iva r i a t e  ana ly s i s  

of var iance  (MANOVA) i nd i ca t ed  t h a t  Abor ig inal  and non- 

Aboriginal workers would respond d i f f e r e n t l y  t o  four 

Aboriginal  child wel fa re  v igne t t es .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  Aboriginal 

workers indicated that they would be mare l i k e l y  than non- 

Aboriginal workers t o  employ less i n t r u s i v e  in te rven t ions .  

They were also more l i k e l y  t o  favor some sho r t -  and long-term 

in te rven t ions .  Workers did not differ i n  their i n t en t i ons  t o  

employ within-family in tenrent ions .  Given t h a t  non-Aboriginal 

workers repor ted  comple thg  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  levels of 

educat ion than  

were conducted 

Abor ig inal  workers, ana lyses  of covariance 

w i th  educat ion as t h e  covariate. For t h e  



practice principles ,  a MANCOVA indicated no d i f ference  

between the  t w o  groups with respect to relevance rat ings .  

Bowever, a repeated-masures MANCOVA indicated that 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers still differed with 

respect to their intended interventions.  Also, a MANCOVA 

indicated t h a t  Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers d i f fered  

with respect to t h e i r  intentions to intervene at varying 

l eve l s  of  intrusiveness.  Five Aboriginal workers were 

interviewed to provide a context  f o r  the f indings.  The 

results  suggest that education influences a worker's 

assessrnent of the relevance of pract ice  pr inc ip les .  However, 

the application of these principles  is more complex and 

appears to be influenced by a worker's ethnic i ty .  With 

respect to cul tura l ly  relevant Aboriginal child welfare 

policy, recommendations were made ta alter t h e  constraints  

imposed on Aboriginal child welfare cases  and to support 

interventions t h a t  aim to strengthen Aboriginal f ami l i e s .  
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ABORIGINAL CHILD WELFARE 

Aboriginal Child Welfare in Context  

C o n c e ~ t u a l  Overview 

Within mainstream society ,  Meketon (1983) e x p l a i n s  that 

it is d i f f i c u l t  to d e f i n e  t h e  concept of mental  health. "It 

can be limited to  a small par t  of medical  practice or 

expanded to a p r e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  l i v i n g .  It can be focused 

e x c l u s i v e l y  on t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  or widened t o  incorporate the 

total  l i f e  of a community" (p. 1 1 0 ) .  mile much of mainstream 

psychology focuses  on the processes  of i n d i v i d u a l s ,  c o m u n i t y  

psychology extends these p r i n c i p l e s  to the s tudy  o f  wclassic 

c o n f l i c t  between i n d i v i d u a l s  and social groupsm (Rappaport, 

1977, p. 1).  This  focus t r a n s l a t e s  i n t o  a c o m u n i t y  

p s y c h o l o g i s t w s  "concern wi th  understanding emotional  and 

behav io ra l  h e a l t h  and dysfunct ion  as it appears  w i t h i n  people 

who e x i s t  wi th in  phys ica l ,  psychosocial  and p o l i t i c a l  

settings" (Lorion,  1990 ,  p. 36 ) .  From a developmental  and 

h i s t o r i c a l  pe r spec t ive ,  community psycho log i s t s  "are always 

mindful  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they are d e a l i n g  wi th  people  i n  

process - people w i t h  a h i s t o r y  that is r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e i r  

c u r r e n t  behavior,  and people who are on a developmental  

t r a j e c t o r y  that cannot  be ignored,  wi thout  r i s k i n g  f a i l u r e  t o  

a r r i v e  a t  a complete understanding of t h e  p rocesses  of 

i n t e r e s t "  (Ailen,  1990, p. 132) .  

I n  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal world view, t h e r e  appears  

t o  be only  one system wi th  the Creator as the causal agent .  

The un ive r se  exists as a system i n  which humans take part. 



Problems for humans are concep tua l i zed  as a m a n i f e s t a t i o n  of 

a l a c k  of ba lance  or harmony w i t h i n  the u n i v e r s a l  system 

(Morrissette, McKenzie, & Morrissette, 1993; Richardson, 

1981; Timpson, McKay, Kakegamic, RoundheaG, Cohen, & 

Matewapit, 1988).  Further, mental h e a l t h  problems are n o t  

d i s t h g u i s h e d  from g e n e r a l  h e a l t h  problems ( J i l ek -Aa l l ,  

1976).  Therefore ,  some Abor ig ina l  peop les  take a h o l i s t i c  

approach i n  concep tua l i z ing  t h e  social problems that t h e y  

face (Morrissette et al . ,  1993; Wilkinson, 1980).  For 

example, R e d  Horse (1980) states that  i f  " Indians  d i s c u s s  

c h i l d r e n ' s  r i g h t s  for a group of child welfare p r o f e s s i o n a l s ,  

t h e y  begin  by d e f i n i n g  r i g h t s  t o  h e r i t a g e ,  t r iba l  custom, and 

extended familyl1 (p. 490) .  Blanchard and Barsh (1980) add 

that t h e  " i s s u e  i s  not  tribal r i g h t  v e r s u s  i n d i v i d u a l  r i g h t ,  

b u t  r a t h e r  t h e  right of a people t o  m a i n t a i n  a c u l t u r e  t h a t  

ha s  provided them meaning i n  t h i s  wor ld  f r o m  t h e  beginning  of 

time*' (p. 3 5 4 ) .  

Erasmus (1989) states t h a t  "a q u i e t  c u l t u r a l  

renaissance" (p. 4 1 )  is  underway i n  t h e  Abor ig ina l  community. 

According t o  J i l ek -Aa l l  (1976) "since mental  or emot iona l  

disorder i n  Ind ians  on t h e  resentes t o d a y  i s  o f t e n  d i r e c t l y  

or i n d i r e c t l y  connected wi th  a c c u l t u r a t i o n  stresses, t h i s  

r e o r i e n t a t i o n  towards Indian c u l t u r e  is  i n  itself 

t h e r a p e u t i c "  ( p  356).  The welfare of Abor ig ina l  c h i l d r e n  i s  

i n t i m a t e l y  t ied  t o  t h e  we l fa re  of F i r s t  Nat ions or A b o r i g i n a l  

communities. Accordingly,  t h e  r e s t o r a t i o n  of t h e  n a t u r a l  

system of c h i l d  care and protection w i l l  develop a l o n g  w i t h  



3 

the s t reng then ing  and r e s t o r a t i o n  of t r a d i t i o n a l  forms of  

community o rgan iza t ion .  

There is a growing niovement wi th in  Abor ig ina l  

communities to t a k e  c o n t r o l  and to develop the* own c h i l d  

welf are systems. As a result, Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare 

agencies  are r e p l a c i n g  e x i s t i n g  bureaucrac ies  or are 

e s t a b l i s h i n g  systems and services where none have e x i s t e d  

previous ly .  These agencies have been exper iencing i n e v i t a b l e  

"growing p a i n s m  (Wares, Wedel, Rosenthal, & Dobrec, 1994, p. 

1 4 )  such as t h e  s t r ugg l e ,  t o  s e p a r a t e  p o l i t i c a l  agendas and 

service needs (Teichroeb,  1992a, 199213, September 5; Timpson, 

1995, Wares et  al . ,  1994 ) .  

To p l ace  Abor ig ina l  c h i l d  welfare  agencies  i n  con t ex t ,  

Nelson, Kelley,  and McPherson (1985) state: 

The f i r s t  e s s e n t i a l  f a c t o r  i n  understanding Ind ian  

he lp ing  is t o  recogn ize  t h a t  it is firmly embedded i n  

and grew o u t  of  its n a t u r a l  context  - t h e  tribal 

community. The same can be said t o  be t r u e  o f  

p ro f e s s iona l  social work p rac t i ce :  It is  i n t e g r a l l y  

connected t o  t h e  urban con tex t  and formal he lp ing  

agencies .  (p. 236)  

By d e f i n i t i o n ,  child wel fa re  agencies  r e p r e s e n t  dominant 

s o c i e t y ' s  mechanism f o r  in te rven t ion .  Given t h e i r  mandates, 

Aboriginal  c h i l d  welfare agencies  as bureaucrac ies  must pay 

some t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  concep tua l i z a t i on  of s o c i a l  problems as 

discrete u n i t s  d isconnected  from t h e  genera l  fabric of t h e  

community, o r  t h e  universe f o r  t h a t  matter. Consequently, 



t h e i r  i n t e rven t i on  models mst bear some resemblance to 

mainstream models . 
Generally,  t h e  funct ion  of t h e  p rov inc ia l  c h i l d  we l fa re  

system is t o  uphold " the  mandate of soc ie ty  t o  main ta in  

minimal s tandards  of c h i l d  caren (Maidman, 1984,  p. 1 6 ) .  

Child welfare  workers i n t e rvene  t o  protect maltreated 

ch i l d r en  and t o  r e s t o r e  family funct ioning ( F i s c h l e r ,  1985).  

Spec i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  goal  of t h e  Aboriginal  c h i l d  w e l f a r e  system 

is t o  p r o t e c t  Aboriginal c h i l d r e n  and t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of 

Aboriginal  c u l t u r e  (Cross, 1986) .  

Aboriginal  peoples b r ing  the* own values  and world 

views t o  t h e i r  p r a c t i c e  of c h i l d  welfare,  as do a l 1  c h i l d  

welfare workers. I n  c r e a t i n g  their o m  systems, Abor ig ina l  

peoples have t h e  opportuni ty to shape t h e i r  p r a c t i c e  to 

r e f l e c t  t h e i r  own c u l t u r a l  heritage (Morr isse t te  e t  al . ,  

1993 ) .  Therefore,  Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare agencies  can  move 

beyond mandates t o  p r o t e c t  c h i l d r e n  and t o  restore family 

funct ioning.  Ins tead,  they can  begin t o  t ake  a m o r e  h o l i s t i c  

approach. They can develop systems that s t reng then  and 

preserve  f ami l i e s ,  comxrtunities, and nat ions (Mannes, 1993) .  

Current ly ,  t h e r e  a r e  many chal lenges f ac ing  both t h e  

Aboriginal  and p rov inc ia l  c h i l d  welfare  systems. For 

Aboriginal  peoples,  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  and f i n a n c i a l  arrangements 

must be secured i n  order t o  ach ieve  t h e  goals  of  self- 

government. This inc ludes  t h e  c o n t r o l  of c h i l d  welfare 

se rv i ce s  f o r  Aboriginal c h i l d r e n  on reserves and i n  urban 

areas. Further ,  wi th  t h e  c o n t r o l  of Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare 



services comes t h e  pressing need f o r  t h e  development of 

Aboriginal  " s o c i a l  work manpower and f o r  e l abo ra t i on  of 

culturally r e l evan t  c h i l d  welfare p rac t i c e "  (Mi l l e r ,  Hoffman, 

Turner, 1980,  p. 4 7 1 ) .  

~ c c o r d i n g  t o  S i n c l a i r ,  P h i l l i p s ,  and B a l a  (1991), 

p rov inc i a l  c h i l d  welfare  workers "who are not  informed of t h e  

abo r ig ina l  [sic] comxnunities' s t r u g g l e  for c o n t r o l  of child 

wel fa re  s e r v i c e s ,  o r  of the c u l t u r a l ,  social, l e g a l  and 

h i s t o r i c a l  dynamics involved, will be unable t o  adequately 

m e e t  the test of providing for the b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  

c h i l d w  (p. 1 7 2 ) .  With respect to  teaching non-Aboriginal 

human service workers how to respond t o  Aboriginal  c h i l d r e n  

and families, S i n c l a i r  e t  a l .  be l i eve  t h a t  "as  much as 

poss ib le ,  t h e  educat ion should be provided by a b o r i g i n a l  

[s ic]  people to others"  (p. 193). However, S i n c l a i r  et al.  

state t h a t  "research i n  t h e  f i e l d  is sparse ,  and t h e r e  axe 

r e l a t i v e l y  f e w  resources t o  help c h i l d  p ro t ec t i on  workers 

understand t h e s e  complex i s sue s "  (p. 1 7 2 ) .  

Hamilton and S i n c l a i r  (1991)  recommend t h a t  " t h e  f e d e r a l  

and p rov inc i a l  governments provide resources t o  Abor ig ina l  

child and family s e rv i ce  agencies  f o r  the purpose of 

developing po l i c e s ,  s tandards ,  pro tocols  and procedures i n  

var ious  areas" (p .  538). The i r  report States t h a t  "in some 

a r ea s ,  Aboriginal  agencies have had to opera te  i n  a p o l i c y  

vacuum because t h e  agencies have not  had t h e  thne or t h e  

resources  to develop p o l i c i e s "  (p. 532) .  I n  o rde r  t o  develop 

such p o l i c i e s ,  there must be a c l e a r l y  de l inea ted  mode1 of 



c u l t u r a l l y  relevant practice on which these policies can be 

based . 
I n  r e f e r ence  to genera l  c h i l d  welfare p r a c t i c e  i n  t h e  

American conte*, Thompson and Wilcox (1995) state t h a t  

"advances i n  understanding of t h e  causes and consequences of 

c h i l d  maltreatment,  and of t h e  most f e a s i b l e  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  

prevent ing and t r e a t i n g  t h i s  s o c i a l  problem, remain 

cont ingent  on t h e  conunitment of behavioral  s c i e n t i s t s  to 

create pol icy-re levant  knowledge and on t h e  w i l l i ngnes s  of  

federal agencies  t o  provide appropr ia te  admin i s t r a t i ve  and 

f i n a n c i a l  suppor tn  (p. 793) .  Further ,  they  emphasize t h e  need 

f o r  mu l t i d i s c ip l i na ry  approaches because t hey  believe t h a t  

t h e  i s s u e  of  c h i l d  we l f a r e  c rosses  d i sc ip l ina -  boundaries.  

They a l s o  be l i eve  that such c r o s s - f e r t i l i z a t i o n  ensures  t h a t  

knowledge generated through research  w i l l  be  made a v a i l a b l e  

t o  members of  va r i ous  d i s c i p l i n e s  involved i n  t h e  many facets 

of t h i s  complex problem. For t h i s  research ,  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  

has drawn from s o c i a l  work and c l i n i c a l ,  s o c i a l ,  and 

comrnunity psychology. 

Soc i a l  workers , f amily t h e r a p i s t s ,  and c l i n i c a l  

psychologis ts  i n t e rvene  t o  he lp  s t rengthen f a m i l i e s  i n  need. 

S o c i a l  work is  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  t h a t  t r a i n s  p r a c t i t i o n e r s  who 

t y p i c a l l y  i n t e rvene  i n  matters of c h i l d  welfare. Social 

psychologis ts  s tudy  t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip s  between c u l t u r e ,  

b e l i e f s ,  a t t i t u d e s ,  and behaviors t h a t  apply t o  an 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of t h e  i n t e m e n t i o n  models of c h i l d  we l fa re  

p r a c t i t i o n e r s .  Comunity psychologists  aim t o  i n t en rene  a t  a 



systexnic l e v e l  to address such i s s u e s  as family dysiunction.  

From t h i s  pe rspec t ive ,  community psychology,. a subfield t h a t  

is inhe ren t ly  mu l t i d i s c ip l i na ry  and incorporates  aspects of 

t h e  d i s c i p l i n e s  named above, presen t s  a v iab le  framewrk from 

which t o  respond t o  t h e  cal1 for research i n  t h e  f i e l d  of 

Aboriginal  c h i l d  welfare. 

Abor ia inal  I s sues  and t h e  Socia l  Sciences 

Sarason (1981)  States t h a t  d i s c i p l i n e s  such as 

psychology o f t e n  be l i eve  t h a t  it is poss ib le  and valuable  t o  

exclude con tex tua l  va r iab les .  Thus, psychologists  are o f t e n  

unaware o r  r e f u s e  t o  acknowledge t h e  impact of t h e i r  own 

personal ,  p rofess iona l ,  social, p o l i t i c a l ,  and c u l t u r a l  

con tex t s  on t h e i r  own work o r  on t h e  d i sc ip l ine .  Further ,  

Sarason be l i eves  t h a t  community psychologists  must grapple  

w i th  t h e  legacy of t h e i r  "misdirected" d i s c ip l i ne .  According 

t o  Tolan, Chertok, Keys, & Jason (1990) they must s t r i v e  t o  

move "beyond a goa l  of con tex t - f ree  t heo r i e s  of behavior, 

t r a i t - o r i e n t e d  measurement , and r educ t ion i s t i c  research 

designs taken from t r a d i t i o n a l  labora tory  psychology" (p. 4 ) .  

Heller (1990) desc r ibes  community p sycho logy*~  t h e o r i e s  

as "at tempts t o  grapple  wi th  i s s u e s  associa ted  wi th  how 

psychological  phenornena are b e s t  conceptualized (e.g. 

eco log i ca l  models and systems ana lyse s ) ,  spr inkled with a 

heal thy mixture of  skept ic ism and s o c i a l  conscience" (p. 

1 5 9 ) .  H e  b e l i eves  t h a t  many community psychologists may "no+ 

have a clear enough understanding of t h e  c u l t u r a l  mores of 

d isenfranchised groups t o  enab le  them t o  mount s e n s i t i v e  



programsw (p. 159) .  However, he  points  out t h a t  community 

psychology emerged as a reactign against  mkinstream 

psychology's neglect  of these sec tors  of socie ty .  According 

t o  Rapkin and Mulvey ( 1 9 9 0 ) ,  "community psychology was 

founded as a challenge to schools of psychology t h a t  espoused 

monolithic t heo r i e s  of ind iv idua l  behavior, devoid of concern 

f o r  ecological  interdependencyw (p. 152) .  

Community psychologists  s t r i v e  t o  conduct t h e i r  research 

and p rac t i ce  from an eco log ica l  perspective (Toian, Chertok, 

Keys, h Jason, 1990). Some of t h e  values i m p l i c i t  i n  t h i s  

approach a r e  " c u l t u r a l  r e l a t i v i t y ,  d ive r s i t y ,  and ecology: 

t h e  f i t  between persons and environmentsw (Rappaport, 1977, 

p. 3 ) .  Rappaport t r a n s l a t e s  t h i s  viewpoint i n t o  a r e spec t  f o r  

" the  value of hurnan d i v e r s i t y  and the r i g h t  of people t o  

choose t h e i r  own goals  and l i f e - s t y l e s  while s t i l l  

maintaining t h e i r  f a i r  sha re  of s o c i e t y t s  material and 

psychological resources" (p.3).  

Social work as a d i s c i p l i n e  a l so  values t h e  ecological 

v a l i d i t y  of i t s  theory and p rac t i ce  (Maidman, 1984) .  

Therefore, efforts are d i r e c t e d  at sc ru t in i z ing  t h e  fit 

between s o c i a l  work con ten t  and context. Y e t ,  Blanchard and 

Ba r sh  (1980) are cri t ical  of t h e  re la t ionsh ip  between t h e  

f i e l d  of s o c i a l  work and its appl ica t ion t o  t h e  issues facing 

Aboriginal people. As a d i s c i p l i n e  t h a t  " h i s t o r i c a l l y  has 

been i n  the fo re f ron t  of  safeguarding t h e  integrity of fanily 

l i f e  and enhancing i t s  s t r eng th ,  t o  date  these e f f o r t s  have 

no t  been c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of work with American Indian 



families" (p. 353).  They explain that "the s t reng ths  of 

Arnerican Indian fami l ies  are not explored and presented, but 

only t h e  weaknessesn (p. 353). 

Some social work prac t i t ioners  and writers recognize the 

limits of t h e  capacity of non-Aboriginal human service 

providers t o  translate t h e i r  practice i n t o  c u l t u r a l l y  

s e n s i t i v e  models f o r  work with Aboriginal chi ldren,  fami l ies ,  

and communities, e spec ia l ly  i n  non-urban areas.  Stehno (1990) 

cites t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  exis tence  of "the great c u l t u r a l  

distance between clinical profess ionals  and low-income 

minori ty youthsw (p. 557). Further, C o l l i e r  (1984) notes  t h a t  

it is much easier f o r  a social worker t o  adapt a l a r g e l y  

urban mode1 of service del ivery  t o  rural communities of non- 

Aboriginal farmers than t o  extend t h e i r  p rac t ices  i n  an 

appropriate fashion t o  i so l a t ed  Aboriginal communities or 

reserves. For Col l i e r ,  "the difference between social workers 

among North American farmers and among na t ive  people is t h a t  

i n  t h e  former ins tance  they a r e  usua l ly  working wi th  t h e i r  

own peoplew (p. 1 0 2 ) .  

Co l l i e r  (1984)  be l i eves  t h a t  "when s o c i a l  work is 

carried ta cu l tu re s  foreign t o  i t s  development, al1 s o r t s  of 

d i s loca t ions  occur . . . s ince  s o c i a l  work c a r r i e s  a c e r t a i n  

view of t h e  world, by i ts  very nature it is d i s r e spec t fu l  of 

o t h e r  world views . . ." (p. 7 0 ) .  This c r i t i q u e  app l i e s  

equa l ly  w e l l  to s c i e n t i s t s  and p r a c t i t i o n e r s  of al1 

d i s c i p l i n e s  t h a t  a r e  embedded i n  t h e  dominant c u l t u r e  and 

society (Gladwin, 1980) .  



I n  his criticism of the practice of c o m n i t y  

psychology, Heller (1990) highlights t h e  "gap between t h e  

field's most prominent value, t h e  empowerment of 

d i sen f ranch i sed  groups,  and its programmatic accomplishments" 

(p. 159) .  Rappaport (1987) defines empowerment as "both 

i n d i v i d u a l  de terminat ion  o v e r  o n e ' s  own l i fe  and deirnocratic 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in t h e  l i f e  of o n e ' s  community" (p. 1 2 1 ) .  It 

"conveys bo th  a psycho log ica l  sense of p s r s o n a l  c o n t r o l  o r  

i n f l u e n c e  and a concern with actual social i n f l u e n c e ,  

p o l i t i c a l  power, and legal r i g h t s "  (p.  1 2 1 ) .  

With respect to  c h i l d  welfare,  Sherraden and Segal 

( 1 9 9 6 )  advocate for action directed toward "child well-being" 

(p. 499)  as opposed to c h i l d  p r o t e c t i o n .  I n  t h e i r  d e f i n i t i o n ,  

t h i s  "is a broader  commitment and r e q u i r e s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  

i n c r e a s i n g  l i f e  chances and enhancing s u c c e s s f u l  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  society" (p. 4 9 9 ) .  

By d e f i n i t i o n ,  Adams (1975)  explains t h a t  co lon ized  

people can  never be empowered by t h e i r  c o l o n i z e r s .  Given t h e  

c o l o n i z e r ' s  power, "such gifts can  be t aken  back by t h e  

c o l o n i z e r  whenever he wishes" (p. 7 0 ) .  Adams States t h a t  " t h e  

native has never had t h e  freedom of the b u r e a u c r a t ,  who has 

va r ious  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  occupa t iona l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  or 

experienced power over o t h e r s "  (p. 7 0 ) .  From his perspective, 

Aboriginal people must "seize  power, hold on  t o  it, and n o t  

s h a r e  it again"  (p. 70 )  w i t h  t h e i r  oppressors .  

Alinsky (1971) goes f u r t h e r  t o  Say t h a t  " t o  g i v e  people 

help, whi le  denying them a s i g n i f i c a n t  part  i n  t h e  a c t i o n ,  
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cont r ibu tes  no th ing  to t h e  development of the individual" (p. 

123). H e  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  "denial of the opportunity for 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is t h e  d e n i a l  of human d i g n i t y  and democracyn 

(p. 123) .  Blanchard and Barsh (1980) s t a t e  t h a t  VUnerican and 

Alaska Native f a m i l i e s  are c o n s i s t e n t l y  denied  the 

oppor tun i ty  t o  r e s o l v e  t h e i r  own problems. Any aberrant or 

disapproved behavior  on t h e i r  part is inmrediately interpreted 

as an i n a b i l i t y  to properly rear t h e i r  c h i l d r e n "  (p. 353). 

According to Alinsky (19711, oppressed people  regain 

t h e i r  s e l f - r e s p e c t  when t h e y  take a c t i o n  to solve their own 

d i f f i c u l t i e s .  W i t h  regard to Aboriginal people, Attneave 

(1977) States that " t h e r e  is much unused knowledge available- 

n o t  o n l y  of how t o  prevent human misery, but also how to 

develop o u r  c h i l d r e n f s  real p o t e n t i a l "  (p. 32) .  She exp la in s  

t h a t  she does " n o t  speak of these  t h i n g s  t o  arouse p i t y ,  b u t  

rather t o  direct a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  fundamental s t r e n g t h s  of 

peoples now being wasted-strengths  t h a t  cou ld  be released i f  

t h e  r i g h t  framework were provided" (p.  32 ) .  The "right 

framework" may now exist i n  t h e  form of t h e  developing  

Abor ig ina l  child welfare system. This system rep re sen t s  a n  

organized  response on t h e  pa r t  of F i r s t  Nations t o  e x e r c i s e  

t h e i r  own knowledge and s t r e n g t h s  to address t h e  needs of 

t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .  This framework may be best  understood i n  

r e l a t i o n  o r  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  Canadian and Manitoba c h i l d  

w e l f a r e  systems. 



Child welfare i n  Canada 

Johnston (1983) expla ins  t h a t  "like most countries, 

Canada accepts  t h e  not ion t h a t  the state has an o b l i g a t i o n  t o  

care for ch i l d r en  who, for whatever reason, cannot properly 

be cared f o r  by the* own parentsw (p. 1). ~ h i s  o b l i g a t i o n  

"is enshrined i n  legislation that establishes a system of 

procedures and programs usua l ly  referred t o  as the child 

welfare system" (p. 1). Child welfare s e rv i ce s  are those 

"activities governments undertake or mandate t o  care f o r  

neglected [/abusedl ch i ld ren"  inc luding "such things as 

adoption,  placement i n  foster and group homes, t h e  p rov i s ion  

of  family counselling and support services and a id  to 

unmarried paren t sw (p .  1 ) .  

According t o  Johnston (1983), "Canada is unique i n  t h a t  

it does not so much have a system of c h i l d  welfare as it has 

a number of c h i l d  welfare systemç - twelve systemç, i n  factw 

(p. 2 ) .  C h i l d  welfare has evolved as a prov inc ia l  and 

t e r r i t o r i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  s i n c e  powers were divided between 

the provincial and federal governments i n  the B r i t i s h  North 

America A c t  of 1867. Respons ib i l i t i e s  and services have b e n  

de l inea ted  by each province and territory through their own 

child welfare legislation. Johnston believes t h a t  "the 

concerns of Native people can on ly  be understood when it is 

r e a l i z e d  t h a t  t h i s  country does n o t  have a s ing le ,  uniform 

system of c h i l d  welfareH (p. 2 ) .  

Among t h e  fundamental principles stated i n  t h e  Chi ld  and 

Family Services A c t  (Manitoba, 1985-86), there are t w o  
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principles w i t h  special relevance for Aboriginal chi ld ren  and 

famil ies  i n  Manitoba. One principle states t h a t  " fami l i es  are 

e n t i t l e d  to services which respect their c u l t u r a l  and 

l i n g u i s t i c  heritage" (p. 761). The o t h e r  states t h a t  "Indian 

bands are entitled t o  t h e  provision of child and family 

services i n  a manner which respects  their unique s t a t u s  as 

abor ig inal  peoplesn (p. 761).  The first of these p r i n c i p l e s  

respec t s  t h e  r i g h t s  of al1 ch i ld ren  and fami l i es  t o  t h e i r  own 

cu l tu res .  The second p r i n c i p l e  speaks d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  rights 

of Aboriginal ch i l d r en  and famil ies .  The primary impl ica t ions  

of t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  are both j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  and c l i n i c a l .  

J u r i s d i c t i o n  

According t o  Carasco (1986), t h e  "quest ion of  who bears 

f u l l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  provision of  c h i l d  welfare  

services t o  Indians,  w h i l e  seemingly s t ra ight forward ,  has 

never been resolved" (p.  115).  Aboriginal  people understand 

that the federal government has j u r i s d i c t i o n  over t h e  a f f a i r s  

of Indians on resenres as spec i f i ed  i n  t h e  Indian A c t .  The 

f ede ra l  government assumes r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  those  services 

expressly stated i n  t h e  treaties and i n  t h e  Indian A c t .  These 

include such services a s  education and h e a l t h  ca re .  Child 

welfare services are not  among those  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  

e x p l i c i t l y  stated i n  t h e  Indian A c t .  The f ede ra l  government 

has taken t h e  s t ance  t h a t ,  unless specified, a l 1  o t h e r  

senr ices  which apply generally t o  p r o v i n c i a l  residents apply  

t o  Aboriginal people as we11.  Given t h a t  c h i l d  welfare  is a 

provincia l  service, t h e  f ede ra l  government contends t h a t  



Aborig ina l  c h i l d  welfare is a prov inc ia l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

(Carasco, 1986) . This  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is u n s a t i s f  a c t o r y  t o  

p rov inc i a l  governments and to Aboriginal people ( R o ~ ~ s o ~ ,  

1988, May 27) .  Carasco (1986) maintains t h a t  many Abor ig ina l  

people are opposed to attempts  on t h e  part of t h e  federal 

goveniment to t r a n s f e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for t h e i r  affairs t o  

t h e  provinces.  To F i r s t  Nations,  t h i s  r ep r e sen t s  a d e n i a l  of 

the s p e c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h a t  t hey  have wi th  t h e  f e d e r a l  

goverment  (Tester, 1986) .  They "view t h e  ex t ens ion  of 

p rov inc i a l  child wel f a r e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  over them as yet 

ano the r  attenpt at assimilation which could end in c u l t u r a l  

genocidew (Carasco, 1986, p. 116) .  

P rov inc ia l  gove rmen t s  have been r e l u c t a n t  t o  p rov ide  

services on reserves, "pr imar i ly  f o r  f i n a n c i a l  reasons"  

( S i n c l a i r  e t  al . ,  1991, p. 184) .  While t h e  f e d e r a l  and 

p rov inc i a l  governments have continued i n  t h i s  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  

d i s p u t e ,  some Aborig ina l  communities have begun t o  take 

c o n t r o l  of their own c h i l d  we l fa re  programs. Bilateral  and 

t r i p a r t i t e  agreements have k e n  e s t ab l i shed  t a  empower some 

of  these Aboriginal  agenc ies  wi th  funding or appropriate 

mandates. Bilateral agreements provide f o r  t h e  tram f er of 

payments f o r  services provided to Aboriginal people  by either 

t h e  provinces or by Abor ig ina l  agencies. T r i p a r t i t e  

agreements involve  both the prov inc ia l  and federal 

governments and Abor ig ina l  c h i l d  welf are agencies  . 
J u r i s d i c t i o n  f o r  the c h i l d  we l f a r e  services under t r i p a r t i t e  
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agreements rests w i t h  t h e  provincial government. Funding is 

provided in full or p a r t  by the f e d e r a l  government. 

S i n c l a i r  et al. ( 1991) explain that Aboriginal  agencies  

can only  enforce prov inc ia l  law undet such t r i p a r t i t e  

agreements. This  g ive s  them some l a t i t u d e  i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  

p rov inc i a l  laws and in incorpora t ing  Aboriginal  values,  

b e l i e f s ,  and t r a d i t i o n s  into their c h i l d  we l fa re  p r ac t i c e s .  

However, S i n c l a i r  et al. view both b i l a t e r a l  and tri lateral 

agreements as i n t e r i m  so lu t ions .  Generally, Aboriginal 

communities have en te red  i n t o  t h e s e  agreements "because they 

f e l t  it w a s  t h e  qu ickes t  way t o  ob ta in  needed services f o r  

t h e i r  ch i l d r en"  (p. 186). 

I n  t h e i r  f i n a l  analysis, Sinclair et  al .  (1991)  state 

t h a t  " the  f e d e r a l  government cont inues  t o  d isc la im f u l l  

c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  and legal r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  aboriginal [ sic 1 

c h i l d  welfare issues" (p. 184). They f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  f a i l u r e  

t o  assume r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  bears  d i r e c t l y  on t h e  va r ied  

quan t i t y  and quality of services f o r  Aboriginal  ch i l d r en  

l i v i n g  on r e se rves  across t h e  country.  While o thers  

(Johnston, 1983; Sul l ivan,  1983) would agree  with this 

ana ly s i s  , Monture ( 1989 ) be l i eves  that var ious  bipartite and 

t r i p a r t i t e  agreements, as well as band i n i t i a t i v e s ,  have 

p r imar i ly  resolved j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  d isputes .  She agrees ,  

however, t h a t  the resolution of t h e s e  d i spu t e s  has no+ 

improved t h e  q u a l i t y  or quan t i t y  of services for Aboriginal  

ch i l d r en ,  bu t  has "merely re leaçed  First Nations c h i l d r e n  who 

were t rapped i n  a void between t h e  f ede ra l  government and 
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provincial  govenrments as they argued over l e g i s l a t i v e  and 

f i n a n c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s n  (p. 9 ) .  I n  other words, she  vie- 

t h e s e  bipartite and t r i p a r t i t e  agreements as p o l i t i c a l  

r e s o l u t i o n s  that have yet to impact on service delivery. 

The i s s u e  of serv ice  provision in Aboriginal communities 

is  on ly  one facet of this i ssue .  Aboriginal c h i l d r e n  in need 

of service i n  urban areas represen t  y e t  ano the r  side of this 

complex and unresolved social problem. These c h i l d r e n  are 

l i k e l y  t a  come i n t o  con tac t  wi th  t h e  provincial c h i l d  welfare  

system when t hey  are perceived t o  be i n  need. The Aboriginal 

agencies  that have been es tab l i shed  in Manitoba are mandated 

t o  provide services only  wi th in  certain geographica l  regions  

on reserves ( S i n c l a i r  e t  al., 1991) .  Fur ther ,  Monture (1989)  

expresses  concern t h a t  " M e t i s ,  urban, and disenfranchised 

peoplew (p.  1 6 )  are not benef i t i n g  from t h e  services of fe red  

t o  s t a t u s  Indian  children. 

Aboriainal Children i n  Care 

According t o  t h e  Indian and Northern A f  fairs Canada 

(19871, " i n  1985/6, Indian  ch i l d r en  were placed i n t o  ca re ,  on 

average, 2.7 times as often as other children a c r o s s  the 

country" (p. 14). I n  Manitoba, the ratio of "indian [sic] t o  

nonindian [sicl ch i l d r en  i n  care" (p. 14) for t h e  same year 

was 2.2. I n  a rank-ordering of the provinces,  Manitoba was 

second t o  Alberta, t h e  province wi th  t h e  lowest ra t io  of 1.5. 

Prince Edward Island had t h e  l a r g e s t  ratio of 11.5 " ind ian  

[sic] to nonindian [sic] ch i ld ren  i n  care." S t a t i s t i c s  like 

these  reveal t h a t  Indian  children are overrepresented i n  the 
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c h i l d  welfare system. However, t h e  figures are underes t imates  

of the t o t a l  involvement of Aboriginal chi ldren .  The 

statistics include only status  Indians who are listed as 

members of bands or are registered under the te= of t h e  

Indian  Act. Non-status Indians ,  M e t i s ,  and I n u i t  c h i l d r e n  are 

not  included i n  t h e  federal statistics because they do not  

q u a l i f y  for registration under the  Indian A c t  (S inc la i r  et 

al . ,  1 9 9 1 ) .  

I n  add i t i on  t o  being overrepresented,  Abor ig ina l -  

children have d i f f e r e n t  experiences w i th in  t h e  c h i l d  we l fa re  

system than non-Aboriginal children (Blanchard & Barsh, 1980; 

Kimmelman, 1985; Johnston, 1983; McKenzie & Hudson, 1985). 

Aboriginal children are involved i n  t h e  system for longer  

dura t ion  than  are non-Aboriginal ch i l d r en .  They are l i k e l y  to 

spend t h e i r  t h e  i n  more placements. Also, t h e s e  c h i l d r e n  are 

less likely than  non-Aboriginal c h i l d r e n  to have c o n t a c t  w i t h  

their na tu r a l  families o r  t o  be re tu rned  home once they e n t e r  

t h e  system. N o t  only do Aboriginal c h i l d r e n  lose c o n t a c t  w i t h  

their families, bu t  they also lose c o n t a c t  with their e n t i r e  

community and c u l t u r a l  heritage because of their f requen t  

placement i n  non-Aboriginal f ami l i e s  and communities. A 

s h i l a r  pattern exists for minority children i n  the  United 

S t a t e s  (Hogan & Sui ,  1988; Ish isaka ,  1978; McPhatter, 1997; 

Pierce & Pierce, 1996; Stehno, 1990). 

The l i t e r a t u r e  is replete with v i g n e t t e s  of c h i l d r e n  

whose l i v e s  degraded t o  t h e  poin t  of suicidal ,  criminal, or 

abusive behavior as a r e s u l t  of t h e i r  involvement i n  t h e  



c h i l d  welfare system (e.g., Bagley, 1985: Monture, 1989; 

Teichroeb,  J992b). Beginning i n  t h e  late 1960s and early 

19709, many Aboriginal  c h i l d r e n  were removed f r o m  their 

families and placed in non-Aboriginal homes far f r o m  t h e i r  

reserves (Kimmielman, 1985; S i n c l a i r  et al., 1991) .  As a 

r e s u l t ,  e n t i r e  communities have also been among t h e  

c a s u a l t i e s  of  t h e  system. I n  ~ r i t i s h  C o l u m b i a ,  t h e  

Spallumcheen Band l o s t  approximately 150 c h i l d r e n  to t h e  

c h i l d  we l fa re  system between 1960 and 1980. For a Band w i t h  

300 members, t h i s  loss "had a dramatic e f f e c t  upon t h e  

community's populat ion and sense of future" (Sinclair et al., 

1991, p. 187).  I n  1980, t h e  band adopted a by-law s t a t i n g  

that t h e y  were assuming f u l l  c o n t r o l  o f  c h i l d  w e l f a r e  matters 

f o r  Band c h i l d r e n  (MacDonald, 1983) .  B.C.'s Minister of Human 

Resources agreed t o  recognize t h e  by-law and t o  work w i t h  t h e  

Band t o  r e t u r n  t h e  c h i l d r e n  ( S i n c l a i r  et a l .  , 1991 ) . 
I n  many cases, Aboriginal  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  n o t  o n l y  removed 

from t h e i r  homes bu t  were exported t o  t h e  Uni ted  States. 

With t h e  growing movement f o r  Abor ig ina l  r i g h t s  i n  t h e  1970s 

and 19809, t h e s e  p r a c t i c e s  have been slowed. Manitoba no 

l o n g e r  p laces  Aboriginal  c h i l d r e n  i n  homes o u t s i d e  of Canada, 

b u t  t h e y  are still being placed i n  non-Aboriginal homes 

w i t h i n  t h e  province (Rimmelman, 1985). I n  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  

p r a c t i c e s  i n  t h e  United States of removing A b o r i g i n a l  

c h i l d r e n  from t h e i r  homes, Blanchard and Barsh (1980) state 

t h a t  " t h e  d i sp ropor t iona te  rates of out-of-home placement of 

American Indian versus nonoIndian c h i l d r e n  . . . approximated 



ins tances  of kidnappinga (p. 353). The c a s u a l t i e s  of  t h i s  

system include childrén, f amilies, communities , tribes , 
c l ans ,  and the e n t i r e  Aboriginal population. The removal of 

c h i l d r e n  f r o m  t h e i r  families and communities, and t h e i r  

placement in fo re ign  environments, creates a loss of c u l t u r e  

and i d e n t i t y .  Metcalf (1979)  labels these  behaviors  

" i n s t i t u t i o n a l  abuse/neglectn (p. 180) .  She explains t h a t :  

major i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  Anglo s o c i e t y ,  such as 

bureaucracies  , churches , schools  , have set out 

d e l i b e r a t e l y  t o  alter or des t roy  major i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  

Indian society. What is going on, then ,  is not a case of 

abuse a g a i n s t  an individual  who happens t o  be in a 

physical i n s t i t u t i o n .  Rather,  it is a case of social 

i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  one culture abusing whole segments or 

classes of perçons in ano the r  soc ie ty .  (p. 180)  

The Historv of Cultural Abuse 

Many writers (Carasco, 1986; I sh isaka ,  1978; McKenzie & 

Hudson, 1985; Monture, 1989; S i n c l a i r  e t  al . ,  1 9 9 1 )  r e f e r  t o  

t h e  c h i l d  we l f a r e  system as one of many agents of c u l t u r a l  

genocide. Monture (1989) views t h e  c h i l d  welfare system and 

t h e  criminal j u s t i c e  system on the same continuum. In her  

v i e w ,  both systems exercise c o n t r o l  through "punishment , 
fo r ce ,  and coerc ion"  (p.  5 ) .  Both systems remove people from 

t h e i r  own communities. She be l ieves  t h a t  t h e s e  systems a r e  

damaging t o  " t h e  c u l t u r a l  and spir i tual  growth of t h e  

individual" and " the  tradi t ional  social structures of family 

and cormnunityn (p. 5). 
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Sullivan (1983) l i k e n s  the c h i l d  welfare system t o  t h e  

missionary system. H e  states t h a t  the c h i l d  we l fa re  system 

"serves t o  devalue Indian  cultural prac t i c e s ,  disrupt and 

erode family  and community ties and con t r i bu t e s  t o  t h e  social 

breakdown and disorder on t h e  reservesn (p.  76) .  He adds that 

"contemporary child welfare authorities p r a c t i c e  the same 

c u l t u r a l  i m p e r i a l i s m  as t h e  early miss ionar ies  i n  their zeal  

t o  ' c i v i l i z e  t h e  savagel"  (p. 7 9 ) .  

The health and educat ion s y s t e m  have also senred as 

agents  of a s s i m i l a t i o n  (McKenzie & Hudson, 1985). There are 

many p a r a l l e l s  between t he se  two systems and t h e  c h i l d  

welfare  system. Al1 t h r e e  systems have taken Aboriginal 

children from their families and have forced them t o  

assimilate and accommodate t o  fore ign systems. With regard  t o  

hea l t h ,  McKenzie and Hudson expla in  t h a t  Aboriginal  ch i l d r en  

i n  need of medical care were and continue to be taken to 

medical c e n t e r s  i n  urban areas.  They believe t h a t  t h e s e  

ch i l d r en  were o f t e n  separa ted  from t h e i r  families for longer 

per iods  t h a n  t h e i r  medical treatment warranted. 

Similarly, between 1860 and 1970, most Aboriginal 

ch i ld r en  were taken to r e s i d e n t i a l  schools f a r  from their 

c o m u n i t i e s  (Ing,  1990) .  Children were prohibited from 

speaking their own languages o r  p r ac t i c ing  their own customs 

(Blount, 1996) .  As a r e s u l t ,  many of these  ch i l d r en  lost 

con t ac t  with t h e i r  c u l t u r e s  and communities. The genera t ion  

t h a t  grew up i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  schools  is the same generation of 

parents who have lost  and continue t o  lose many of t h e i r  



children to the child welfare system (Horejsi, Craig, & 

Pablo, 1992; Mannes, 1993). 

According to Johnston (1983), 40  years ago, Aboriginal  

people were more isolated and, therefore, less visible to the 

majority of Canadians. Children in need were looked after by 

members of t h e i r  extended famil ies ,  p laced  by t h e  Indian  

agent with  another  fnmily on t h e  reserve, or  sent away t o  

r e s i d e n t i a l  schools. Due to thiç lack of v i s i b i l i t y ,  sonle 

believe that Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare is a r e l a t i v e l y  new 

social problem (Johnston, 1983 ) . 
I n  1947,  when a committee of t h e  Senate  and House of 

Commons was considering changes t o  the Indian A c t ,  t h e  

Canadian Welfare Council and t h e  Canadian Assoc ia t ion  of 

Soc i a l  Workers submitted a jo in t  p r e sen t a t i on  pe r t a in ing  t o  

Aboriginal  child welfare. The two organ iza t ions  stated t h a t  

Aboriginal  ch i ld ren  w e r e  n o t  a f forded t h e  same q u a l i t y  of 

s e r v i c e  that o t h e r  Canadian children received. They concluded 

that, in orde r  to remedy the s i t u a t i o n ,  p r o v i n c i a l  c h i l d  

welfare  must be extended to t h e  reserves. Revisions t o  the 

Indian A c t  were introduced i n  1951. Johnston (1983) comments 

t h a t  these organiza t ions  had good i n t e n t i o n s .  However, t hey  

n e i t h e r  an t i c ipa t ed  t h e  impact t h a t  such a system might have 

on Aboriginal  people nor  concerned themselves with t h e  

compa t ib i l i t y  of t h e  child welfare system with  t h e  needs of  

Aboriginal people. 

McKenzie and Hudson (1985) believe Aboriginal  c h i l d  

welfare to be one of t h e  major social problems of the 1980s. 



Sinclair et al. (1991) project  the i s s u e  i n t o  the 1 9 9 0 ~ ~  

consider ing  the fact " t h a t  children make up over ha l f  of  t h e  

c u r r e n t  a b o r i g i n a l  [sic] population, and that the a b o r i g i n a l  

[sic] popula t ion  continues to increase  at  a much faster rate 

than  t h a t  of t h e  general populat ion" (p. 171) .  Some argue  

t h a t  Abor ig ina l  child welfare as a s o c i a l  issue i n  its 

c u r r e n t  form is a r e s u l t  of t h e  p r a c t i c e  of removing 

Aboriginal  children from t h e i r  homes and communities, and 

p lac ing  them wi th in  the r e s i d e n t i a l  school  and c h i l d  welfare 

systems ( H u l l ,  1982; Mannes, 1993).  

T r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriqinal  Chi ld  P ro t ec t i on  

Children who have grown up i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  schools  o r  i n  

non--original placements have l o s t  out on a rich legacy of 

pa ren t ing  models and t r a d i t i o n s  t h a t  differ from t h o s e  o f  t h e  

dominant soc i e ty .  These traditions d e r i v e  from a completely 

different world view (Monture, 1989; Sinclair et  al., 1991) .  

While writers acknowledge that Aboriginal  peoples  i n  Canada 

have distinct languages and c u l t u r e s ,  t he se  same writers 

emphasize t h e  similarities i n  philosophies and p r a c t i c e s  t h a t  

Aboriginal  peoples  s h a r e  (Mor r i s s e t t e  et a l . ,  1993;  S i n c l a i r  

e t  a l . ,  1991). 

Cross (1986)  explains t h a t  " Ind ian  pa ren t ing  was  no t  

just a matter of spontaneous r e a c t i o n s ,  but rather was based 

on values and t e ach ings  t h a t  preserved t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  

tribal society" (p.  284).  For example, Carasco (1986) s t a t e s  

that "the Euro-Canadian emphasis on s e l f - r e l i a n c e  and 

ind iv idua l i sm is i n  sharp c o n t t a s t  to n a t i v e  communities' 



o r i e n t a t i o n  towards CO-operation, interdependence and 

sharingm (p. 127) .  Monture (1989) also c o n t r a s t s  t h e  emphasis 

on t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  in the  dominant c u l t u r e  w i t h  the focus on 

t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  in Aboriginal c u l t u r e s .  Red Horse (1980) 

States that for A b o r i g i n a l  people " i n d i v i d u a l  selfhood and 

f amily mental  health are i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  and i n t e g r a l "  (p. 

4 9 1 ) .  

Before c o n t a c t  w i t h  t h e  dominant c u l t u r e ,  Abor ig ina l  

communities p r o t e c t e d  t h e i r  children, t h e i r  culture, and 

t h e i r  f u t u r e  through a natural c h i l d  welfare system. Whereas 

the nuc lea r  family f o m  t h e  b a s i c  social group for c h i l d r e n  

i n  t h e  dominant c u l t u r e ,  s e v e r a l  households compr is ing  t h e  

extended fami ly  p r o v i d e  t h e  nur tur ing  and care for Aboriginal  

c h i l d r e n  (Carasco, 1986; F i sch le r ,  1985; Goodluck & Shor t ,  

1980; Hull ,  1982; Long, 1983; Metcalf, 1979; M i l l e r  e t  al., 

1980;  Red Horse, Lewis, F e i t ,  & Decker, 1978; S i n c l a i r  e t  

al., 1 9 9 1 ) .  According to  Fischler (1985), "as a r e s u l t  of 

bonds fomed early, t h e  Indian c h i l d ' s  s e l f - c o n c e p t  is 

s t r o n g l y  tied t o  h i s  f ami ly ,  c l a n  and tribe" (p. 9 6 ) .  

According to Blanchard and Barsh  (1980) an "American Indian 

c h i l d  is born i n t o  t w o  r e l a t i o n a l  systemç, a b i o l o g i c a l  

family and a k i n s h i p  network such as a c l a n  or band" (p. 

351). 

The c h i l d ' s  bond and t h e  extended family's c o d t m e n t  

were a d a p t i v e  to t h e  h a r s h  life t h a t  Abor ig ina l  people 

t r a d i t i o n a l l y  led (Cross, 1986). At times, c h i l d r e n  needed 

p r o t e c t i o n  because of absence o r  loss o f  parents. A network 



of extended family o r  a designated tribal elder would 

commonly care for c h i l d r e n  under t h e s e  circumstances 

(F i sch le r ,  1985; Miller et al., 1980). Given t h a t  extended 

family networks were linked t o  c l a n  systems, t h i s  protection 

system extended beyond the child's village (Cross, 1986; 

Wallace, 1980). Since clan members were treated like family, 

children would be nurtured by members of the* oni  clans i n  

o t h e r  communities. Cross Sta t e s  t h a t  these p r a c t i c e s  

"provided a s t r o n g  s u b s t i t u t e  care system" (p. 285) .  

I n  an  a n a l y s i s  of tribal societies, Metcalf (1979) 

explains that s i b l i n g s ,  cousins,  parents ,  aun t s ,  unc les ,  and 

grandparents l ive  i n  close proximity. Upon t h e  b i r t h  of a 

child, the young pa ren t s  do not lose their status as 

ch i ld ren ,  grandchildren,  nieces,  or nephews wi th in  their 

extended family network. Further,  ch i ld - rea r ing  is rarely 

charged solely ta young parents. Community members share t h e  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  so t h a t  "no s i n g l e  i nd iv idua l  was 

overburdened wi th  the care, discipline, o r  feeding of  a 

child" ( C r o s s ,  1986, p. 284) .  For young pa ren t s ,  he lp ,  

support ,  and advice are readily available from Elders.  The 

wisdom and experience of t h e  Elders are highly  valued and 

respected by younger community members (Hull, 1982; Metcalf, 

1979) .  

Aboriginal  pa r en t s '  ch i ld- rear ing  behavior is 

s c ru t i n i zed  by the comuni ty .  With respect t o  o t h e r  

behaviors, conrmunities have expecta t ions  for "behavior 

regarding human r e l a t i onsh ip s  and social i n t e r a c t i o n w  (Cross, 



1986, p. 284) .  Those who fail to comply with conmninity 

expec ta t ions  are o f t e n  c h a s t i s e d  or r i d i c u l e d  until they 

comply ( C r o s s ,  1986; Metcalf, 1979) .  Metcalf (1979) States 

that " f e z  of k i n g  talked about and having one ' s  weakness 

exposed to public scnitiny is a powerful d e t e r r e n t n  (p. 185). 

By observing the rigid adherence to t h e s e  s t andards  of 

behavior w i th in  t h e i r  communities, ch i l d r en  l e a r n  about 

conmiunity n o m  and t h e  consequences f o r  dev ian t  behavior  

(Hull, 1982) .  Elders and relatives a l s o  t each  t h e  c h i l d r e n  

about these  behavioral  expec ta t ions  through myths, stories, 

and i nd iv idua l  teachings.  According t o  Blanchard and Barsh 

(1980)  "throughout t h e  c h i l d ' s  development, t h e  connect ions  

between everyday l i f e  are made c l e a r  so they can be 

understood by t h e  c h i l d .  This may be t h e  most crucial par t  of 

an American Indian c h i l d ' s  educa t ion  i n  t h e  tribal s e t t i n g "  

(p. 351). 

Cross (1986)  emphasizes t h e  significance of t h e  oral 

t r a d i t i o n  w i t h  respect  t o  children. H e  be l ieves  t h a t  

Aboriginal  people are t augh t  good l i s t e n i n g  skills as well as 

v e r b a l  and nonverbal communication s k i l l s .  These skills 

enab le  adults to be "sensitive and responsive to t h e  needs 

and expressions of  ch i ld ren"  (p.  285). Also, c h i l d r e n  have a 

s p e c i f i c  p l ace  i n  Aboriginal  s p i r i t u a l  b e l i e f s .  "Children i n  

a very real sense represent the renewal and p rese rva t ion  of 

l i f e "  (Blanchard & Barsh, 1980, p. 350) .  They are prized as 

g i f t s  front t h e  Creator. Adul ts ,  be l i ev ing  t h a t  c h i l d r e n  are 

i n n a t e l y  w i s e ,  have high regard for t h e i r  opinions. 
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Aboriginal a d u l t s  also believe t h a t  "the  mistreatment of a 

c h i l d  might result in t h e  return of t h e  c h i l d ' s  s p i r i t  to t he  

Creatorw (Cross, 1986, p. 285).  Thus, the c l a n  system, o r a l  

t r a d i t i o n ,  and s p i r i t u a l  practices c o n s t i t u t e  important 

components of t r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal child protect ion.  

The Attack on Tradi t ions  

Aboriginal traditions were "besieged" ( C r o s s ,  19 86, p. 

285) by t h e  colonial ism of non-Aboriginal soc ie ty .  While 

t h e r e  were v a r i a t i o n s  in the fac tors  a f f e c t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  

Aboriginal communities, "several factors seem to have been 

powerful almost everywherew (p. 286) i n  d i s r u p t i n g  the 

na tu ra l  c h i l d  p ro tec t ion  systems . 
Cross (1986)  bel ieves  t h a t  t he  rnost fundamental and 

des t ruc t ive  force was t h e  "loss of a land basew (p.  286) .  

Under current l and  a l locat ions ,  Aboriginal people have had 

d i f f i c u l t y  s u s t a i n i n g  many of t h e i r  t r a d i t i o n a l  land-based 

practices.  This has made it very diff i c u l t  for  some 

cornmunities t o  maintain t h e i r  cu l tures  i n  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  

forms. Par example, adu l t s  have been less able to provide 

ch i ldren  with  t r a d i t i o n a l  role moàels given t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n  

of hunting and f i s h i n g  practices.  Further,  t h e  goverment 

re loca t ion  that accompanied t h e  loss of land  often disrupted 

t h e  extended ffamily networks, thereby fo rc ing  Aboriginal 

people to l i v e  i n  "discrete nuclear families" (p. 286) .  This 

has been f u r t h e r  compounded by t h e  need for Aboriginal 

famil ies  t o  move t o  urban areas t o  find employment and 

educational  oppor tun i t ies  (S inc la i r  e t  al., 1991). The 
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nstresses of entering a foreign, urban c u l t u r e  as w e l l  as a 

loss of community supportw (p. 175) have l e f t  Abor ig ina l  

f ami l i es  vu lnerab le  t o  a l l e q a t i o n s  of neglect on the p a r t  of 

child welfare workers. 

Religion is another  f a c t o r  t h a t  has d i s rup t ed  

t r a d i t i o n a l  ch i ld - rea r ing  p r ac t i c e s .  With t h e  p r o h i b i t i o n  of 

t r a d i t i o n a l  spiritual  practices and t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of 

C h r i s t i a n i t y  came new beliefs and a t t i t u d e s ,  i nc lud ing  t h e  

concept of "original sinn and "Spare the rod, s p i 1  the 

c h i l d w  (Cross,  1986, p. 286). These b e l i e f s  about c h i l d r e n  

and discipline embody the not ions  of force,  coerc ion ,  and 

punishment t h a t  Monture (1989)  has i den t i f i ed .  S i n c l a i r  et 

al .  (1991) explain that "abor ig ina l  [ s i c ]  parents r e s p e c t  

their c h i l d ' s  i n d i v i d u a l i t y ,  whereas nonaboriginal  [sic] 

parents direct and con t ro l  their children" (p.  176 ) .  Thus, as 

Aboriginal people w e r e  fo rced  t o  surrender  t h e i r  t r a d i t i o n a l  

s p i r i t u a l i t y ,  t h e y  often lost  many of their customary ch i ld -  

r ea r i ng  p r ac t i c e s .  

Another f a c t o r  that has contributed t o  t h e  d i s r u p t i o n  of 

t r a d i t i o n a l  child-rearing p r a c t i c e s  is t h e  "genera t ion  of 

unparented parentsn (Fischler, 1985, p. 100). Chi ld ren  who 

grew up i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  schools w e r e  deprived of the 

opportuni ty to l e a r n  to paren t  i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  ways (Mc~enz i e  

& Hudson, 1985).  Res iden t ia l  schools were n o t  structured f o r  

t h e  promotion of family life. Their mandates were to carry 

out program of ass imi la t ion .  ~ i t h o u t  models of pa ren t i ng ,  

t r a d i t i o n a l  o r  otherwise, many of these  a d u l t s  have no t  been 
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able to offer the* children the  type of upbringing that 

their lost legacy had to o f f e r  (Horejsi et al.,  1992; fng, 

1 9 9 0 ) .  

Alcohol is another disluptive factor often cited (Cross, 

1986; Fischler, 1985). Cross explains t h a t  t h e  devas ta t ing  

impact of alcohol  on Aboriginal conmuinities may be t h e  r e s u l t  

of t h e  lack of " t r a d i t i o n a l  values and mores to govern its 

usew (p. 286) .  Regardless of t h e  reasons, a lcohol  is 

implicated i n  the i nc rease  in many health and social 

problems. Among these problems are "fanily d i s i n t e g r a t i o n ,  

fetal alcohol syndrome, and high alcohol-related deaths" (p. 

286) 

These problems leave Aboriginal ch i ld ren  i n  a vulnerable 

posi t ion.  The extended family network, the c l a n  system, and 

the  tradit ional  c h i l d  welfare systems have al1  been 

disrupted.  Formal systems and services provided by the 

dominant soc ie ty  came to replace  these t r a d i t i o n a l  systems. 

Unfortunately, t h e  formal systems "were n e i t h e r  Indian- 

operated nor c u l t u r a l l y  s ens i t i ve"  (Cross, 1986, p. 2 8 6 ) .  

Aboriginal people believe t h a t  cu l tu ra l l y  r e l evan t  child 

welfare services can best be provided by Aboriginal  people 

through a system that they cont ro l  (Rollason, 1988, May 27) .  

Such a system would draw on t r a d i t i o n a l  models and "conform 

ta native laws i n s t ead  of provincia l  ones" (p. 11). 



Aboriginal Child Wel f are Prac t i c e  

Unime Aswcts  

Hamilton and Sinclair (1991) h i g h l i g h t  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  

between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal ch i ld  care agencies .  

Among t h e s e  are a g r e a t e r  s e n s i t i v i t y  to "Aboriginal culture 

and t h e  needs of t h e  families," an a b i l i t y  "to f i n d  s o l u t i o n s  

which those not  familiar with  t h e  community might n o t  even 

consider ,"  and an adherence t o  t h e  best i n t e r e s t s  of  t h e  

c h i l d  t h a t  t r a n s l a t e s  into a view of "ch i l d  and family  

s i t u a t i o n s  and problems i n  a much more h o l i s t i c  fashion"  (p. 

529) .  Consequently, Aboriginal  c h i l d  we l fa re  workers " t r e a t  

t h e  whole family, r a t h e r  than i n t e r c e d e  only when presen ted  

wi th  a t roubled  o r  neglected child" (p. 529 ) .  

Nelson et al .  (1985) explain that "Indian help ing has 

remained l a r g e l y  i n v i s i b l e  t o  t h e  o u t s i d e r .  The Ind ian  worker 

has never hidden his o r  he r  ' techniques  ' and ' approaches ' ; 

t hey  were merely not  recognizable t o  t h e  ou t s ide r ,  who was 

viewing t h e  process from a different paradigml' (p. 232) .  

Metcalf (1979)  acknowledges that, among non-Aboriginal 

expe r t s ,  "concepts such as 'network t h e r a p y ' ,  ' s uppo r t i ve  

systems', ' n a t u r a l  he lp ing networks' are beginning to emerge 

as challenges t o  t h e  i nd iv idua l  exper t - individual  c l i e n t  

paradigm" (p. 181). However, she exp la in s  t h a t  "what is 

unique about t h e  Indian model is t h a t  it developed no t  as a 

chal lenge  to t h e  mg10 model, b u t  r a t h e r  out of Indian 

t r a d i t i o n s  and tribal pa t t e rn s  themçelves l* ( p. 18 1 ) . 



Etiolow of C h i l d  Abuse and Nealect 

~aetcalf (1979) explains that t h e  non-Aboriginal mode1 

"assumes t h a t  c h i l d  a b u s e h e g l e c t  begins and develops wi th in  

t h e  con tex t  of personal pathology and a b e r r a t i o n s  i n  

i nd iv idua l  grawth and development" (p. 180 ) . N r t h e r ,  

Blanchard and Barsh (1980)  expla in  t h a t  abusive and 

neg l ec t fu l  behaviors  are viewed as l ea rned  tesponses  from t h e  

non-Aboriginal perspect ive .  Therefore,  an abus ive  or 

neg l ec t fu l  pa r en t  was most likely an abused or neglected 

c h i l d .  Thus, abuse and neglec t  must become t h e  i n t e r -  

genera t iona l  l egacy  of t he se  fami l i es .  

mile both  non-Aboriginal and Abor ig inal  writers l i n k  

abusive exper iences  i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  schools  to subsequent 

abusive behaviors (e -g . ,  F ischler ,  1980;  Horejsi et a l . ,  

1992;  Ing, I W O ) ,  Blanchard and Barsh (1980) t a k e  issue with 

this pos i t ion .  They state  t h a t  " t h i s  phenomenon is akin  to 

be l iev ing  t h a t  the sins of t h e  parents are v i s i t e d  upon t h e i r  

ch i l d r enw (p. 352).  Given t h a t  " i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  find an 

American Ind i an  alive today whose paren t ,  grandparent ,  or  

other close relative has not a t tended boarding school. . . . 
it must fo l l ow  t h a t  every American Indian  c h i l d  is a 

p o t e n t i a l  victim of abuse and neglec t"  (p. 352) .  These 

authors  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  they  have d i f f i c u l t y  laying blame on 

previous genera t ions ,  as w e l l  as con fe r r i ng  upon subsequent 

genera t ions  this "generat ional  propensi ty" (p. 352). 

According t o  Metcalf (1979), t h e  Abor ig inal  mode1 "views 

t h e  problem of c h i l d  abuse( / )neg lec t  as due to s o c i a l  
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processes o r i g i n a t i n g  outside the i nd iv idua l  and occurring 

because of ins t i t l lk iona l  pressures exerted by Anglo society 

on Native American cultural systemsw (p. 180). Blanchard and 

~ a s s h  (1980) also favor the view that social institutions and 

processes continue to disrupi  Aboriginal family l i fe .  They 

argue that some prac t i t i one r s ,  who hold the learning model, 

believe that clients, who hold the systemic model, are 

denying their own contr ibut ions  t o  t h e i r  problems. Blanchard 

and Barsh comment t h a t  " i t  is e s p e c i a l l y  d i shear ten ing  that 

t h e  r i g h t  of c l i e n t s  to present  t h e  problem from the- 

pe r spec t i ve  is denied American Indians in t h i s  sensitive area 

of social work" (p. 352).  

I n  keeping with t he se  sentiments,  Morrissette et al. 

(1993) argue for a model of Aboriginal helping t h a t  promotes, 

among other forms of knowledge, "an awareness of the impact 

of co lon ia l i sm"  (p. 95 ) .  Spec i f i ca l ly ,  Morrissette et al .  

advocate for helping Aboriginal people "to make clearer 

d i s t i n c t i o n s  between personal r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and structural 

causesw (p. 9 5 ) .  They view t h i s  i n t e rven t i on  strategy as a 

form of empowerment. Prom a similar perspective, Ishisaka 

(1978) ca l l s  f o r  a s h i f t  i n  focus from problems "al1 too 

o f t e n  seen  as o r i g i n a t i n g  from w i t h i n  t h e  Indian  community 

i tsel i" to a view of i s sues  such as child welfare  "as the 

legacy of centuries of r e s t r i c t e d  oppo r tun i t i e s ,  genocide and 

forced assimilation" (p.  306) .  
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Standards of Care 

Gordon (1985) contends t h a t  standards of adequate c h i l d  

care cannot be separated from c u l t u r e .  Therefore,  Aboriginal  

child welfare workers who are familiar with  tradi t ional  

parenting practices w i t h i n  t h e i r  communities are less likely 

t o  perceive famil ies  to be n e g l e c t f u l  and c h i l d r e n  to be i n  

need of apprehension. Spec i f i ca l ly ,  t r a d i t i o n a l  Abor ig ina l  

parenting has been described as non- in t e rven t ion i s t .  For 

example, " Ind ian  parents have relied on the process  of 

imi ta t ion  - behaviors of the parents are modeled for,  and 

copied by, t h e  c h i l d r e n n  (Hull ,  1982, p. 342) .  However, 

Aboriginal pa r en t s  are f requent ly  charged w i t h  n e g l e c t  by 

non-Aboriginal child welfare workers who misunderstand the* 

non-directive parent ing s t y l e s  (Carasco, 19 86 ; Hul l ,  1982 ) . 
According ta Ishisaka (1978), t h e s e  workers o f t e n  make 

" c u l t u r a l l y  biased inferences" (p. 3 0 4 ) .  McPhatter (1997) 

comrnents that "the imprecise nature of the ways i n  which t h e  

profess ion  a s s e s s e s  r i s k  for chi ldren  and w h a t  genuinely 

c o n s t i t u t e s  neg l ec t  and abuse demand that we approach t h e s e  

areas solidly grounded in comunity and cultural n o m "  (p. 

269). Further, Sullivan (1983) argues that it is up to 

Aboriginal communities t o  "decide where non-intervent ion ends 

and where neglect beginsn  (p. 87).  

Pischler (1985)  o u t l i n e s  Aboriginal pa r en t i ng  practices 

that are often misperceived as neglectful or  abusive. Be 

attempts to d i s t i n g u i s h  t r a d i t i o n a l  from n e g l e c t f u l  

p r ac t i c e s  . For example, Aboriginal parents  are of t e n  



criticized for allauing their children to s t a y  w i t h  relatives 

for long periods of t h .  Bowever, when members of t h e  

extended family c o n t r i b u t e  to  chi ld  care, ch i ld ren  can 

develop a rich c o ~ e c t i o n  of  bonds wi th in  t h e  family. 

F i s c h l e r  explains that  a similar b u t  neg l ec t fu l  pattern can 

be i d e n t i f i e d  when children are shifted between family 

members as a burden or as a form of f r e e  labor. H e  States 

that these c h i l d r e n  "show developmental de lays  and 

d i f f i c u l t i e s  in in t e rpe r sona l  r e l a t i onsh ips"  (p. 9 9 ) .  

Leaving ch i ld r en  in t h e  care of s i b l i n g s  has k e n  viewed 

as n e g l e c t f u l  by c h i l d  we l f a r e  workers (F i sch le r ,  1985; 

I shisaka ,  1 9 7 8 ) .  I n  a customary fashion, ch i ld r en  seven to 

nine  years  of age are trained t o  care for younger s i b l i n g s .  

They may be l e f t  for short per iods  while  a d u l t s  are no t  far. 

Fi sch l e r  bel ieves  t h a t  l e av ing  s i b l i n g s  i n  charge f o r  s e v e r a l  

days is a form of neglect .  H e  a l s o  suggests  that l eav ing  

s i b l i n g s  as caretakers i n  urban areas may place  ch i ld r en  a t  

risk. On t h e  contrary ,  Ishisaka (1978)  argues that "adequate 

care is an empirical  i s s u e  t h a t  must be addressed case by 

case" (p. 303) .  During the course  of a p r o j e c t  c a l l e d  t h e  

A l t e rna t i ve  to Foster  C a s e  Program (ATFCP) senring Aboriginal  

fami l i es  by preventing t h e  placement of t h e i r  children, 

I sh i saka  repor ted  that children as young as e i g h t  years  old 

appeared to provide adequate care for t h e i r  younger s i b l i n g s .  

I n  case of emergency, these c h i l d r e n  could cal1 on a d u l t s  i n  

t h e  vic ini ty .  
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I n  f ami l i e s  where alcohol abuse is a problem, Fischler 

(1985) i d e n t i f i e s  two patterns of d r i n k i n g  behavior. H e  

believes that chronic alcohol abuse and binge drinking have 

different impacts on the parents' capac i ty  to meet the ir  

c h i l d r e n ' s  needs f o r  support and protection. F i s c h l e r  

describes families suffering £rom chronic alcohol abuse as 

d i s i n t e g r a t e d  and chaotic. If t h e  extended family is 

similarly distressed, then the children do not have an 

adequate substitute parenting system. These ch i ld r en  may 

suffer t h e  consequences of c h r o n i c  neglect. Their  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  may include "developmental delays, f requen t  

i l l n e s s ,  l a ck  of medical care, f a i l u r e  to t h r i v e ,  behavior  

p r o b l e m ,  school f a i l u r e ,  substance abuse, etc." (p. 100).  

F i s c h l e r  be l ieves  t h a t ,  for t he se  f a m i l i e s ,  t h e  prognosis  is  

not good and that long term permanent s u b s t i t u t e  care may be 

necessasy . 
F i s c h l e r  (1985) descr ibes  f a m i l i e s  t h a t  are generally 

func t i ona l  y e t  e x h i b i t  episodes of b inge  drinking. S i m i l a r l y ,  

I sh i s aka  (1978)  s t a t e d  that 2 3  of the 26 fami l i es  involved i n  

t h e  ATFCP requested a s s i s t ance  with alcohol management. 

However, only one family displayed a p a t t e r n  of chron ic  

d r ink ing ,  while t h e  o t h e r s  revealed b inge  pa t t e rns .  During 

t h e s e  b inge  per iods ,  t h e  ch i l d r en  may be neglected. To 

p r o t e c t  t h e s e  ch i ld ren ,  Fischler advocates  for temporary 

placement with extended family members or i n  l o c a l  shelters 

o r  f o s t e r  homes. From a prevention perspec t ive ,  it is most 
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valuable to target the factors that precipitate alcohol abuse 

in both types of famil ies .  

Fischler (1985) explains t h a t ,  in the ~ n i t e d  States, 

paren t s  have k e n  accused of no t  providing supervision to 

c h i l d r e n  whom they were r a i s i n g  i n  an atmosphere of 

t r a d i t i o n a l  permissiveness. I n  o ther  mrds, t h e s e  pa ren t s  

were allowing t h e i r  children the l a t i t u d e  to explore,  

d iscover ,  and learn a t  t h e i r  own pace. Also, paren t s  have 

been charged wi th  abandonment fo r  leaving chi ld ren  with t h e i r  

extended fami l i es .  Others have l o s t  t h e i r  pa r en t a l  r i g h t s  

after being coerced by welfare workers t o  r e l i n q u i s h  or to 

v o l u n t a r i l y  place their ch i ld r en  i n  care. 

Carasco (1986) cites growing s e n s i t i v i t y  on the part  of 

t h e  Canadian courts to t h e  difficulties Aboriginal  pa ren t s  

are facing.  The court has " s t a t e d  t h a t  when a mother 

voluntarily places her c h i l d  i n  t h e  care of a child care 

agency because of temporary hardship, a f inding of neg lec t  

could n o t  be made" (p .  132). 

Other recent court rulings have addressed t h e  issue of 

s tandards  of care i n  relation t o  Aboriginal  ch i ld ren .  I n  one 

such case, a judge ru led  t h a t  it was important  t o  assess t h e  

standards of care i n  a community with respect t o  c u l t u r a l  

d i f f e r ences ,  community p r ac t i c e s ,  and e x t e r n a l  p ressures  on 

t h e  community. Child pro t ec t i on  is  only warranted when t h e r e  

is a " subs t an t i a l  and s i g n i f i c a n t  depar tu re  from t h e  s tandard 

of care of t h e  community" (p. 131). Subsequent rulings have 

c l a r i f i e d  t h a t  " i n  at tempting to assess  c o m n i t y  s tandards ,  
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t h e  cour t s  are not  necessa r i ly  at tempting to lower for na t ive  

ch i l d r en  t h e  minimum s tandard  of caren (p. 132).  Bowever, t h e  

courts are at tempting to acknowledge t h a t  c h i l d r e n  from 

impoverished families can  be viewed as adequately cared f o r  

i f  t hey  are provided wi th  t h e i r  hea l th ,  n u t r i t i o n a l ,  and 

educat ional  needs. 

Further, due t o  t h e  g r e a t  need for Aboriginal  foster 

homes i n  Canada, Johnston (1983) argues t h a t  "not on ly  must 

we d i s p e l  the not ion t h a t  poor people make poor pa ren t s ,  b u t  

we  must ensure t h a t  warm, loving parents are no t  prevented 

from fos t e r i ng  because t hey  a r e  p r W  (p. 9 9 ) .  T h i s  w i l l  

enable  Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare workers t a  e x e r c i s e  their 

preference f o r  p lac ing ch i l d r en  with t h e i r  r e l a t i v e s  or with 

Aboriginal foster famil ies .  

Stehno (1990) be l i eves  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  not  enough 

minori ty f o s t e r  parents  because "so many minor i ty  women have 

always had t o  work ou t s ide  t h e  home, that licensing 

regu la t ions  barred  otherwise q u a l i f i e d  low-income women £rom 

fos t e r i ng ,  and t h a t  recrui tment  e f f o r t s  seldom gave p r i o r i t y  

t o  minority communitiesw (p. 555). For similar reasons ,  

Goodluck (1980) argues for " fo s t e r  care payments t o  

r e l a t i v e s ,  c u l t u r a l l y  r e l evan t  f o s t e r  care s tandards ,  and 

[ t h a t ]  s t a t e  regu la t ions  need to be r ewr i t t en  to reflect 

social r e a l i t y ,  c u l t u r a l  d i v e r s i t y ,  and common sense"  (p. 

5 2 1 ) .  Pierce and Pie rce  (1996) also argue f o r  a less critical 

s t ance  when evaluating p o t e n t i a l  f o s t e r  families or  r e l a t i v e s  

wi th  respect  to  t h e i r  f i n a n c i a l  and material resources .  They 
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cite r e s e a r c h  wi th  Afr ican-~nser ican  f amilies t h a t  has shown 

that relatives have " s e m d  c h i l d r e n  well" (p. 723). 

Best Interests of t h e  C h i l d  

Some Aboriginal groups propose t h a t  t h e  best i n t e r e s t s  

of t h e  c h i l d  are p r i m a r i l y  served th rough t h e  best hterests 

of t h e  tribe. Most agree t h a t  it is i n  t h e  best interest of 

c h i l d r e n  to be placed  w i t h  t h e i r  extended families or w i t h  

o t h e r  Abor ig ina l  families. They argue t h a t  t h e  most important 

a s p e c t  of such a de terminat ion  rests on t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  of 

c h i l d r e n  ' s rights t o  t h e i r  c u l t u r a l ,  l i n g u i s t i c ,  and 

r e l i g i o u s  h e r i t a g e .  The c o u r t s  are i n  a p o s i t i o n  to r u ï e  on 

t h e  criteria t h a t  promote t h e  c h i l d ' s  best interest (Carasco, 

1986; S i n c l a i r  et .  a l ,  1991). 

I n  some custody cases, judges have ruied t h a t  c u l t u r a l  

needs are a p r i o r i t y .  However, a r u l i n g  by t h e  Supreme Court  

of Canada (Racine v. Woods, 1984, as cited i n  Carasco, 1986) 

stated t h a t  c u l t u r e  d iminishes  as a p r i o r i t y  t h e  l o n g e r  a 

child remains i n  non-Aboriginal care. Conversely,  the bond 

e s t a b l i s h e d  between t h e  c h i l d  and the non-Aboriginal foster 

or adop t ive  pa ren t  assumes g r e a t e r  p r i o r i t y  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h i s  

judgment . Despi te  t h i s  r u l i n g ,  some w r i t e r s  (e . g. , Carasco,  

1986; S i n c l a i r ,  et. a l ,  1991) are o p t i m i s t i c  t h a t  a c h i l d ' s  

r i g h t  t o  h i s  or h e r  c u l t u r a l  h e r i t a g e  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  

r e c e i v e  j u d i c i a l  s anc t ions .  For example, bands a p p l y i n g  f o r  

gua rd iansh ip  of c h i l d r e n  have been u n s u c c e s s f u l ,  b u t  "have 

n e v e r t h e l e s s  been recognized,  by some c o u r t s  a t  least, as 
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having a con t r i bu t i on  t o  make in arriving at a bes t  interests 

decis ion"  (Carasco, 1986, p. 129) .  

With r e spec t  t o  adoption, Aboriginal  people p r e f e r  

customary as opposed t o  s t a t u t o r y  p r a c t i c e s  ( S i n c l a i r  et al.,  

1991) .  In t r a d i t i o n a l  p rac t i ce ,  Aboriginal  ch i l d r en  can 

maintain contact with t h e i r  n a t u r a l  pa ren t s .  This is i n  sharp 

c o n t r a s t  t o  the p r a c t i c e  of withholding informat ion about a 

c h i l d ' s  placement from t h e  n a t u r a l  pa r en t s  under s t a t u t o r y  

procedures.  However, Sinclair et al.  no te  t h a t  s t a t u t o r y  

adoption p o l i c i e s  are changing i n  Canada and other  c o u n t r i e s .  

According to Sobol and Daïy (1995),  "openness is, without  a 

doubt, t h e  key pol icy  matter f o r  adoption p r a c t i c e  i n  t h e  

1990s" (p. 661) i n  Canada. As t h e  adoption process becomes 

more open, it bears  more of a resemblance t o  t r a d i t i o n a l  

Aboriginal  adoption. 

S i n c l a i r  e t  a l .  (1991) r epo r t  t h a t  Canadian c o u r t s  have 

recognized Aboriginal customary adoptions s i n c e  the 1960s. 

These are adoptions t h a t  have been arranged " i n  accordance 

w i t h  I nd i an  o r  Eskimo customs" (Carasco, 1986, p. 1 2 9 ) .  On 

t h e  other hand, Carasco cites a recent c o u r t  dec i s ion  

i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t ,  unless  a custom adoption has "been v a l i d a t e d  

under a s t a t u e  o r  ordinance," t h e  adoption does "not  c o n f e r  

l e g a l  r i g h t s  o r  ob l iga t ions  on t h e  adopted c h i l d  or  adop t ing  

parents"  (p. 1 3 0 ) .  I n  l i g h t  of t h i s  dec i s i on ,  Carasco argues 

t h a t  the term, custom adoption, has been rendered 

"meaningless" (p.  130) because without formal o r  l e g a l  
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v a l i d a t i o n  "there is no adoption and no change of status" (p. 

130). 

Values 

Trimble  and ~ïeming (1989) emphasize the neces s i t y  f o r  

human service providers who work w i t h  Aboriginal c l i e n t s  to 

be "thoroughly knowledgeable about Indian c u l t u r e  and va luesw 

(p. 195) .  I n  t h e i r  r e v i e w  of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on d i f f e r e n c e s  

between Aboriginal  and non-Aboriginal va lues ,  they exp la in  

that Aboriginal  "value or i en t a t i ons  a r e  more s u b t l e ,  d ive rse ,  

and complicated than previous ly  understoodw (p. 188).  

I nd iv idua l s '  va lues  may Vary as a funct ion  of accu l t u r a t i on  

s t a t u s ,  tribal a f f i l i a t i o n ,  urban versus reservation 

residence,  and strength o f  ident i ty .  However, they maintain 

t h a t  t h e r e  are enduring and genera l izable  o r i e n t a t i o n s  t h a t  

d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  values  of  Aboriginal people. Blount (1996) 

created a list of 18 "selected American Indian  and Angi.0 

American value  differences" (p. 259) t h a t  s h e  found " c i t e d  

most o f t e n  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e "  {p.  258).  Among these ,  she  

con t r a s t ed  the "Trad i t iona l  Indian" value  of "giv ing/shar ingN 

wi th  t h e  "Angle Americanw value of "saving." She c i t e d  an 

" o r a l  t r a d i t i o n w  as an American Indian va lue  and con t r a s t ed  

this with  a "wr i t t en  h i s t o ry"  as an Anglo American value. 

With respect t o  family,  she  l i s t e d  t h e  T rad i t i ona l  Indian  

value as "extended" and the Anglo Smerican value as 

*' nuc lea r  . " 
The work of DuBray (1985) i s  most r e l evan t  t o  t h i s  

discussion of values. Spec i f i c a l l y ,  she i nves t i ga t ed  
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non-nboriginal female social workers a+ the Masters degree 

l e v e l .  According to DuBray, she chose females to reflect the 

major i ty  of social work p r a c t i t i o n e r s  and t o  e l i m i n a t e  gender 

as a source of v a r i a b i l i t y .  She also chose  workers between 

the ages of 30 and 45 because she believes that  the  values of 

this group are l i k e l y  to be stable and to endure through old 

age. The Aboriginal sample was drawn randomly f r o m  28 

American Indian  tribes. 

DuBray (1985) used the instrument  devised by Kluckhohn 

and Strodtbeck (1961).  DuBray exp la ins  that the Kluckhohn and 

Strodtbeck theosy  is based on t h r e e  assumptions.  The first is 

" t h a t  there is a limited n h e r  of common human problemç for 

which al1 people at al1 times must f ind  some solutionw 

(DuBray, 1985, p. 33).  I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  Sarason (1978) makes 

t h e  same statement about basic human problemç. H e  believes 

that "desp i t e  al1  t h e  d i v e r s i t y  among human s o c i e t i e s ,  p a s t  

and present, each dealt w i t h  three problems: how t o  d i l u t e  

t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  sense  of aloneness i n  t h e  world, how t o  

engender and maintain a sense  of c o m u n i t y ,  and how to 

jus t i fy  l i v ing  even though one will die" (p. 372). 

DuBray (1985) e x p l a i n s  that Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck 

(1961). believe that t h e r e  is a finite range of s o l u t i o n s  to 

these  b a s i c  problemç and that a profile of value o r i e n t a t i o n  

predominates within each soc ie ty .  Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck 

i d e n t i f i e d  f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s  of value o r i e n t a t i o n .  They include 

a c t i v i t y  (Le., being versus doing) ,  time ( e  past, 
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harmony-with-, or mastery-over-nature), and r e l a t i o n a l  (i.e., 

individualism, collaterality, o r  l i n e a r i t y ) .  DuBray defines a 

l i n e a l  orientation as a va lue  o r i e n t a t i o n  i n  which "group 

goals have primacy; one of the  most important goals is 

con t inu i ty  through then (p. 3 4 ) .  With a collateral 

o r i e n t a t i o n ,  t h e r e  is "primacy of goals and welfare of the 

l a t e r a l l y  extended group" (p. 3 4 ) .  F ina l l y ,  from an  

i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  " individual  goals have primacy 

oves t h e  goals  of collateral o r  l i n e a l  groupsw (p. 3 4 ) .  

The  Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) ins t rument  p resen t s  

t h e  respondent wi th  a number of v igne t t e s  that are followed 

by seve ra l  ques t ions .  Each vignette addresses a particular 

value o r i e n t a t i o n .  The respondent has the option t o  choose 

among t h e  var ious  alternatives t h a t  relate s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  

t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  orientation. For example, after a v i g n e t t e  

r e l a t i n g  t o  a c t i v i t y  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  t h e  respondent has t h e  

op t ion  of i n d i c a t i n g  a "beingW or "doing" o r i e n t a t i o n .  The 

two respunse options r ep re sen t  t he se  two  different values. 

DuBray (1985) hypothesized that there would be 

d i f f e r ences  between t h e  Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal groups 

f o r  al1 fou r  value or i en t a t i ons .  She found s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r ences  for t h r e e  of t h e  four o r i e n t a t i o n s .  With respect 

to relational o r i e n t a t i o n ,  the Aboriginal workers revealed  

more of a c o l l a t e r a l  as opposed to t h e  more i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c  

o r i e n t a t i o n  of t h e  non-Aboriginal workers. DuBray believes 

t h a t  t h i s  is a ref l e c t i o n  of  l oya l ty  t o  the extended f a n i l y ,  
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tribe, or comnninity. With r e s p e c t  to th, the Aborig ina l  

group indicated an o r i e n t a t i o n  towards the presen t ,  whereas 

t h e  non-Aboriginal group revealed  an o r i e n t a t i o n  t h a t  was 

"midway betweenm (p. 35) a f u t u r e  and presen t  o r i e n t a t i o n .  

~uBray inferprets the present orientation as an a p p r e c i a t i o n  

of day t o  day l i v i n g ,  as opposed t o  the pursuit of 

materialistic g o a l s  associated w i t h  a f u t u r e  o r i e n t a t i o n .  

~inally, wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  -/nature o r i e n t a t i o n ,  

Abor ig ina l  workers revealed  an  o r i e n t a t i o n  toward harmony 

w i t h  na tu re .  DuBray t r a n s l a t e s  t h i s  o r i e n t a t i o n  i n t o  a 

va lu ing  of harmony and balance w i t h i n  the un ive r s a l  system. 

The non-Aboriginal group displayed an o r i e n t a t i o n  toward 

mastery over nature .  

DuBray (1985) was s u r p r i s e d  t o  find t h a t  both Abor ig ina l  

and non-Aboriginal workers p re fe r red  a being, as opposed t o  a 

doing,  o r i e n t a t i o n .  She exp l a in s  that such an o r i e n t a t i o n  

devalues educat ion ,  power, s t a t u s ,  or weal th while  honoring 

i n t r i n s i c  worth. For Aboriginal  mo the rkh i l d  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  , 
DuBray specu l a t e s  t h a t  t h i s  t r a n s l a t e s  into a va lu ing  of 

c h i l d r e n  for who they are, as opposed t o  what they  

accomplish. She o f f e r s  three explanat ions  t o  account f o r  t h e  

shared o r i e n t a t i o n .  S h e  specu la tes  t h a t  t h i s  va lue  

o r i e n t a t i o n  i n  t h e  non-Aboriginal sample may be a func t ion  of 

t h e  social work cur r i cu lum's  e q h a s i s  on human worth  and 

se l f -de terminat ion .  Also, she  suggests  t h a t  t h e r e  may be a 

s e l e c t i o n  bias due t o  non-Aboriginal people w i t h  t h i s  

o r i e n t a t i o n  choosing s o c i a l  work a s  a prof e ss ion .  
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workers are exper iencing a "reverse  as s imi l a t i on  process " (p. 

37).  I n  o t h e r  words, DuBray suggests t h a t  the non-Aboriginal 

social workers may be assimilating t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  Abor ig inal  

value o r i e n t a t i o n  of being as opposed to doing. 

DuBray (1985) concludes her d i scuss ion  by remaxking on 

t h e  s t a b i l i t y  of the Aboriginal workers' va lues  "even through 

six years of professional educationw (p. 3 7 ) .  She b e l i e v e s  

t h a t  her  data suppor t  t h e  content ion t h a t  Aboriginal  people  

resist t h e  p r e s su re  t o  ass imi la te  the values  of t h e  dominant 

socie ty .  She also asserts the  desire of Aboriginal  people t o  

maintain t h e i r  c u l t u r a l  values and s t rong  ties to t h e i r  

communities . 
Trans la t ing  these c u l t u r a l  values i n t o  c h i l d  welfare 

p rac t i c e ,  Metcalf (1979) makes d i s t i n c t i o n s  between 

Aboriginal. and non-Aboriginal perspect ives.  She believes t h a t  

t he se  d i f f e r ences  lead non-Aboriginal c h i l d  we l fa re  workers 

t o  make c u l t u r a l l y  b iased assumptions and dec i s ions  when 

responding t o  Aboriginal  chi ldren  and fami l i es .  For  example, 

she descr ibes  non-Aboriginal workers a s  holding beliefs o r  

values represen t ing  an individual  rather t h a n  c o l l e c t i v e  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  chi ld-rearing.  "This va lue  of i n d i v i d u a l  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  makes it easy for noneIndian social workers ta 

view a ch i ld  who is l i v i n g  with someone other than his /her  

na tu ra l  pa ren t s  as having been abandoned by those  parentsw 

(p. 182).  



Metcaïf (1979) explains t h a t  non-Aboriginal pa ren t s  

place g r e a t e r  faith i n  e x p r t  rather than  na tu ra l  helpers.  I n  

o t h e r  words, non-Aboriginal pa ren t s  will seek  help f r o m  

teachers ,  ped i a t r i c i ans ,  counse l lo rs ,  or books rather t h a n  

from t h e i r  own parents .  Consequently, " the  exper t s ,  then,  

have l i t t le  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  believing t h a t  they  know better 

than  t h e  pa ren t s  what is good for a c h i l d n  (p. 182) .  

C r o s s  (1986) also believes that "natural he lpersn  are 

valued service providers i n  an Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare 

system. Whereas t h e  experts described above are valued by 

non-Aboriginal pa ren t s  for  t h e i r  ob jec t ive ,  s c i e n t i f i c  

knowledge, "na tu ra l  helpers" are valued by Aboriginal pa ren t s  

f o r  t h e i r  f a m i l i a r i t y  wi th  Aboriginal c u l t u r e ,  t r a d i t i o n a l  

p r ac t i ce s ,  and t h e i r  community. These helpers  inc lude 

"medicine men, shamans, t r i ba l  e lde r s "  (p.  285) .  

Within Aboriginal communities, Elders have s p e c i a l  r o l e s  

as brokers who can link troubled fami l ies  w i t h  t h e s e  o t h e r  

na tu ra l  he lpers .  Elders are invaluable  resources because they  

have i nhe r i t ed  t h e  knowledge of  t r a d i t i o n a l  c h i l d  welfare 

prac t i ce .  They can provide fonnal and informal paren t ing  

t r a i n i n g  t o  help t o  r e - e s t ab l i sh  Aboriginal ch i ld - rea r ing  

t r a d i t i o n s .  R e d  Horse (1980)  adds that "throughout history, 

elders have defended t h e  va lue  of family l i f e  through deeds, 

no t  simply by words o r  thought.  Elders have sus ta ined  family 

s t r eng ths  by r e s i s t i n g  an a s s a u l t  from Anglo profess iona l s  

armed w i t h  fore ign value systemsw (p. 4 9 0 ) .  
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Women are also valued for t h e  cen t r a l  role they must 

play i n  the development of an Aboriginal ch i ld  welfare system 

(McKay, 1993; Monture, 1989).  As a "First Nations womanrW 

Monture explains t h a t  "it is t h e  wbman who stands a t  t h e  

centre of t h e  nation because women are the caretakers of 

ch i ld renw (p. 5) .  T h i s  is  not  to Say t h a t  men do no t  have 

important ro l e s  to play as parents ,  extended family members, 

E l d e r s ,  medicine men, and shamans. However, Monture be l i eves  

t h a t  " t h e r e  e x i s t s  a na tura l  balance between women and men i n  

t h e  way of creat ion"  (p. 5 ) . She indicates  t h a t  Aboriginal  

women have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  cared f o r  chi ldren with pride. She 

also speaks of t h e  pa in iu l  " r e a l i t y  t h a t  F i r s t  Nations women 

carry, f o r  we  are t h e  ones who continue t o  watch t h e  c h i l d r e n  

s u i f e r "  (p. 8 ) .  

Metcalf (1979)  explains t h a t  non-Aboriginal people value 

change or progress while Aboriginal peoples value cont inu i ty .  

"In Rnglo cu l tu re  the re  is  an expectat ion of change from 

generation t o  generation, whereas i n  most Indian c u l t u r e s  

there is  an expectation that the generations will r epea t  

themselvesw (p. 1 8 2 ) .  Given that they value change or 

"progress rw Metcalf bel ieves  it is "easy f o r  Anglo t e a c h e r s  

and s o c i a l  wrkers t o  see t h e  removal of Indian ch i ld ren  £rom 

t h e i r  homes a s  i n  t h e  b e s t  interest of t h e  ch i ld ,  or t o  v i e w  

accul tura t ion  to technological  way of l i f e  a s  a laudable  

goa lw (p. 182). 

Practice Pr inc ip les  

According t o  Nelson et  al. (1985): 



Practice principles provide the general rules t h a t  

govern social work behaviour through incorporating and 

organizing significant knowledge and values.  

Understanding t h e  behaviours of helping w i t h i n  t h e  

Indian community should, therefore, give d i r e c t i o n  for 

conceptual iz ing  Indian social service practice 

principles .  (p. 231) 

Nelson e t  al. (1985) describe t h e i r  "experiences and 

i n s i g h t s  gathered" while  t t co l l abora t ing  w i t h  groups of 

indigenous Indian  human service workers providing services t o  

Indian f ami l i e s  and ch i ld renm (p. 231) .  Whereas they  b e l i e v e  

t h a t  non-Aboriginal helping models focus on change through a 

problem-solving process, they believe that Aboriginal models 

focus on "helping as support" (p. 231) .  They explain t h a t ,  

from an Aboriginal  perspect ive ,  t h e r e  is "no ' s o l u t i o n '  t o  a 

s i t u a t i o n  or problem, only an appropr ia te  response to the 

environment here  and now" (p. 237) .  Sarason (1978) describes 

t h e  goal  of social a c t i o n  s i m i l a r l y .  It "is not  once-and-for- 

a l 1  so lu t i ons  i n  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  sense  but  t o  stir t h e  waters 

of change, hoping, and sometimes praying t h a t  more good t h an  

harm w i l l  follow" (p. 376) .  

In a n  a t tempt  ta conceptual ize  "Indian p r a c t i c e  

p r i n c i p l e s , "  Nelson et  al .  (1985) begin by o u t l i n i n g  "a 

t y p i c a l  set of mainstream practice p r i n c i p l e s  t h a t  are 

o r i en t ed  t o  producing change, r ega rd l e s s  of whether t h e  

c l i e n t  system is an individual,  family,  group, or comun i ty "  

(p. 242) .  According t o  Nelson et al.,  the fol lowing l is t  of 
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t e n  "social work p r a c t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s  and behavioursn (p. 242)  

r ep resen t s  a non-Aboriginal approach: 

1. Establishing an environment of support  and 

acceptance. 

2.  I n v i t i n g  c l i e n t  t o  elaborate concerns and needs. 

3. D e f i n h g  agencyws services and worker's role. 

4. Developing a mutual assessrnent of the problems-in- 

living and how they are mani f e s t ed .  

5. Engaghg t h e  c l i e n t  i n  t a s k  spec i f i c a t i on  and 

p r i o r i t y  sett ing . 
6. S e t t i n g  mutually acceptable  condit ions of work. 

7. E l i c i t i n g  d i f f e r e n t i a l  r e ac t i ons  of a l 1  members of  

f amilies and groups. 

8. In tervening d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  according to age, sex, 

cultural n o m ,  cognitive s t y l e s ,  and levels of social 

funct ioning.  

9. Evaluat ing,  se-evaluat ing,  and renego t ia t ing  problem 

d e f i n i t i o n ,  tasks, roles, cond i t ions ,  modali t ies ,  and 

temporal arrangements. 

10. Crea t ing  h o p .  

According t o  Nelson et al .  (1985), Aboriginal p r a c t i c e ,  

"a supportive helping process, by con t r a s t ,  calls for a 

di f ferent  'package' of practice p r inc ip l e s "  (p. 2 4 3 ) .  With 

r e spec t  t o  developing a comprehensive package of Abor ig ina l  

helping p r i n c i p l e s ,  Nelson et al .  state t h a t  " t h i s  package 

may c o n t a i n  some familiar items, but likely w i l l  also conta in  

new principles. . . . As this is only a beginning effor t  a t  
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p r i n c i p l e s  w i l l  surely be determinedm (p. 243) .  

To begin to i d e n t i f y  Abor ig inal  practice p r i n c i p l e s ,  

Nelson et al.  (1985) sugges t  that only  4 of the above 10 

mainstream social work principles pertain t o  "Indian  helping 

p r i n c i p l e s  and behaviours" (p. 2 4 3 ) .  For example, t h e y  

i nc lude  t h e  practice of "establis hing an environment of 

support and acceptance" (Le., ~ r i n c i p l e  1) as r e l e v a n t  t o  

the supportive helping process.  They a l s o  inc lude  " i n v i t i n g  

c l i e n t  to e labora te  concerns and needsw (i.e., P r i n c i p l e  2 ) ,  

" e l i c i t i n g  d i f f e r e n t i a l  reactions of a l1 members of  f a m i l i e s  

and groupsn ( L e . ,  P r i n c i p l e  7 ) ,  and "c rea t ing  hope" (i.e., 

P r i n c i p l e  1 0  ) . 
From t h e  10  general practice pr inc ip l e s ,  Nelson et al.  

(1985) eliminate 6 p r a c t i c e s  that they do no+ believe are 

r e l e v a n t  t o  Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare practice. For example, 

they exclude "engaging t h e  c l i e n t  i n  task specification and 

p r i o r i t y  settingw ( L e . ,  ~ r i n c i p l e  5 ) .  They imply that t h i s  

p r i n c i p l e  represents t h e  more l i n e a r  and compartmentalized 

view t h a t  non-Aboriginal c h i l d  we l fa re  workers b r i ng  to their 

work with both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal c h i l d r e n  and 

f amilies. 

A non-Aboriginal c h i l d  we l f a r e  p r a c t i c e  t h a t  is 

c o n s i s t e n t  with a compartmentalized process is t h e  s e p a r a t i o n  

of foster from na tu ra l  parents. " In  a non-indian [sic] mode1 

t h e  c h i l d  becomes something of a pingpong b a l l ,  t rans ferred  

from one family t o  another  and back again" (Metcalf,  1979, p. 
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186). Metcalf believes t h a t  t h e  ch i l d r en  s u f f e r  as a r e s u l t  

of t h e  lack of c o n t i n u i t y  i n  t h e i r  social networks. Airther, 

she be l i eves  t h a t  t h i s  p a t t e r n  promotes jea lousy  between t h e  

f o s t e r  and t h e  n a t u r a l  families. Ultimately,  t h e  c h i l d s e n  are 

caught in t h i s  rivalry. 

I n  c o n t r a s t ,  Aboriginal ch i ld  welfare workers encourage 

foster parents and n a t u r a l  pa r en t s  to work t o g e t h e r  t o  fom a 

l a r g e r  family u n i t  for  t h e  benefit of the child. This 

p r a c t i c e  flows from "the tribal concepts of sha r ed  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i n  an i n t e r l o c k h g  network" (Metca ï f ,  1979, 

p. 186) .  The network o f t e n  continues t o  e x i s t  after t h e  c h i l d  

r e t u r n s  t o  t h e  n a t u r a l  pa ren t s .  

Blanchard and Barsh (1980) state t h a t  Aboriginal  parents 

are discouraged from v i s i t i n g  their c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e i r  foster 

homes because non-Aboriginal child welfare workers b e l i e v e  

" t h a t  the ' i r r a t i o n a l i t y '  of t h e  American Indian p a r e n t  will 

i n t r u d e  and d i sn ip t  t h e  l i fe  of t h e  s u b s t i t u t e  home" (p. 

353). Given t h e  confus ion  and mixed messages c h i l d r e n  r ece ive  

about  t h e i r  parents and t h e i r  pa ren t s '  v i s i t s ,  they o f t e n  

respond w i t h  disturbed or disruptive behavior  f o l l owing  the  

v i s i t s .  Often, t h e  "disruptive response is used as ammunition 

against t h e  American Indian  families to prove t h a t  they 

cannot  provide comfort and security t o  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n "  

(Blanchard & Barsh, 1980, p. 354).  

Blanchard and Barsh (1980)  exp la in  f u r t h e r  that "most 

American Indian  pa r en t s  are required t o  visit w i t h  their 

children in t h e  sterile, uncornfortable, and t h r e a t e n i n g  
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atmosphere of t h e  agency o f f i c e  i n  t h e  presence of t h e  

probing and o f t en  pun i t i ve  caseworkerm (p. 353). ~ c c o r d i n g  t o  

Horejsi et al. (1992), c h i l d  welfare agencies  are perceived 

as th rea ten ing  by any parent .  However, Horejsi et al. provide  

an extens ive  d i scuss ion  of t h e  ncu l t u r a l ,  h i s t o r i c a l ,  and 

community factors t h a t  magnify t h i s  t h r e a t  for t h e  Native 

American pa ren tn  (p. 331). Given t h e  perceived t h r e a t  t h a t  

t hey  may lose their ch i ld ren ,  some Aboriginal pa ren t s  become 

angry and "behave i n  ways t h a t  g e t  them labeled as 

uncooperative and s e s i s t a n t "  (p. 341) .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

"some paren t s  become s o  f r ightened and in t imida ted  t h a t  they 

g ive  up and seemingly abandon t h e i r  ch i l d r enn  (p. 341 ) .  

According t o  Blanchard and Barsh (1980),  Aboriginal  

ch i l d r en  are o f t e n  placed i n  s u b s t i t u t e  care homes f a r  from 

t h e i r  parents .  Parents a r e  not  always informed of t h e i r  

v i s i t a t i o n  rights. Travel  to  v i s i t  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  may pre sen t  

a f i n a n c i a l  o r  l o g i s t i c a l  hardship. "These circumstances and 

t h e i r  consequences often form t h e  bas i s  for an a l l e g a t i o n  of  

d i s i n t e r e s t  and uncooperativeness on t h e  p a r t  of Axnerican 

Indian paren t s  and p lay  a major p a r t  i n  t h e  c o u r t ' s  dec i s i on  

t o  terminate  p a r e n t a l  r i g h t s "  (Blanchard & Barsh, 1980, p. 

3 5 3 )  . 
Generally, i n  Metca ï f ' s  (1979) view, non-Aboriginal 

group i n t e rven t i ons  tend to be "h i e r a r ch i ca l  - with  a def ined  

leader t h e r a p i s t  - or homgeneousn (p. 186) .  B e r  examples of  

homogeneous groups inc lude  i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  teams of expe r t s  

or "self-help" groups of c l i e n t s .  She States t h a t  " c l i e n t s  
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setting i n  which t hey  i n t e r a c t  is formal and provides f o r  

' p ro fess iona l  distance'" (p. 187). In an Aboriginal  program, 

"communal activities are n e c e s s q  to  build t h e  mutually 

reinforcing network which is t h e  ultimate goal of treatmentw 

(p.  187).  

Metcalf (1979) further c o n t r a s t s  the Aboriginal  group 

process w i t h  non-Aboriginal group t rea tment .  She S t a t e s  that 

Aboriginal agencies  f avor inf ormal over f ormal i n t e rven t  ions  

such as "potlucks,  powwows, feasts, and r e c r e a t i o n  programs" 

(p. 186) involving children's e n t i r e  networks. Metcalf 

expla ins  t h a t  t h e  the rapeu t ic  bene f i t s  i nc lude  "building 

e thn i c  i d e n t i t y ,  solidifying families, gaining s p i r i t u a l  

guidance through t r a d i t i o n a l  songs and c e r e m n i e s ,  educat ing 

ch i ld ren ,  and i n  genera l  breaking through p a t t e r n s  of social 

i s o l a t i o n w  (p. 1 8 6 ) .  The structure of these events are 

"nonhierarchical ;  staff, profess ionals  from o t h e r  Indian 

organiza t ions ,  c l i e n t s ,  foster parents, n a t u r a l  parents ,  

children, and a d u l t s  a l 1  p a r t i c i p a t e  on an equal foo t ingn  (p. 

186 ) .  The practice of involving c l i e n t  families t o  help o t h e r  

new c l i e n t  families demonstrates t h e  Abor ig inal  value of 

r ec ip roc i t y  i n  help ing r e l a t i onsh ip s  (E . Hill, persona1 

communication, Spring,  1990) .  

From a systems perspect ive,  i n t e rven t i ons  t h a t  t a r g e t  

change i n  f ami l i e s ,  networks, and comrnunities " p u l l  people 

i n t o  a mutually re in forc ing  social network" (Metcalf,  1979,  

p. 181) t o  promote and restore inter-dependence and 
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connectedness. I n  c o n t r a s t ,  interventions from a learning o r  

individual  pathology perspect ive  target change i n  individual 

c l i e n t s  t o  foster independence and self-sufficiency. The 

goals  inherent in both perspectives represent  value systems 

that "grossly differw (Richardson, 1981, p. 225) .  

Values, pract ice  p r i n c p l e s ,  and c h i l d  welfare 

in tervent ions  are i n t r i c a t e l y  connected. I n  t h e  wai t ing  room 

of t h e  Southeast Child and Family Services Agency, the 

r e s e a r c h e r  observed t h e  following "core values" printed on a 

poster produced by West Region Ch i ld  and Family Services, 

Inc.: 

1. Aboriginal ch i ld ren  are bes t  protected with in  the* 

own families and wi th in  t h e i r  own tribal communities. 

2.  To  p ro tec t  the Aboriginal child, one must p r o t e c t  t h e  

famil ies  and ensure t h e  survival  of the tribal communities. 

3 .  F i r s t  Nations are unique, [sic] and, as the prima- 

source of t h e s e  nations, its children must be given every 

opportunity t o  grow up i n  h e a l t h y  environments. 

4. First Nations are e n t i t l e d  t o  services that respect 

t h e  culture and traditions of t h e  tribe. 

5. Tribal L i f e  is the essence of Aboriginal society;  

c h i l d r e n  belong not only to the natural parents, b u t  a l s o  to 

t h e  extended family or c l a n  and also t o  t h e  tribe. 

6. The r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  ra i s ing  a c h i l d  does not rest 

only with  t h e  na tu ra l  parents; it is the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of 

the clan and t h e  tribe. A family seeking he lp  is exercising 
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an extended family menbr and as a member of the 

7 .  First Nations have the r i g h t  to self determination 

and to the exclusive jurisdiction over t h e i r  children, 

regardless of where these chi ldren may reside. This includes 

those  children previously removed from t h e i r  tribes, as well 

as the ir  children. 

8. Each First Nations community is unique; the needs and 

p r i o r i t i e s  of each community are best determined by people of 

the  community and they have the r ight  to input i n t o  d e c i s i o n  

making for theFr community; services must be community based. 

9 .  Provincial  legislation has no place on First Nations 

communities; the use  of  such l eg i s la t ion  is an interim 

measure only and the  development of F i r s t  Nations codes and 

standards is crucial. 

10. A child and family service agency must be an a m  of 

Firs t Nations governments and mus t deliver services that  are 

unique and not a part of the rnainstream. The agency is to be 

an extens ion of t h e  support offered by clans and tribes; as 

such, it i s  to have a broad scope i n  its delivery of services 

and is to deliver services from a hol is t ic  view, respecting 

and recognizing commnity structures. 

These cores values represent a statement of  g lobal  

Aboriginal practice principles tha t  can serve as a basis for 

the development o f  Aboriginal child welfare policy.  



The Present Study i n  Context 

~ a r t n e r s h i ~ s  

n i l e  there is much anecdotal evidence and clinical 

wisdom in the area of Aboriginal child welfare, Ryan (1980)  

advocates for the establishment of "a data base to provide 

directions for culturally relevant mental health program 

developmentw (p. 510 ) .  Further, Polansky (1986) states t h a t  

"practice-relevant theosy is  best advanced by agency 

personnel, e s p e c i a l l y  those engaged with clients" (p. 14) and 

"who better than they could do i n i t i a l  conceptual mapping" 

(p. 15). Thesefore, in an attempt to generate a data base for 

Aboriginal child welfare development in Manitoba, the present 

study aimed to examine t h e  prac t i ces  o f  Aboriginal c h i l d  

welfare workers. Specifically,  the goal was to d e l i n e a t e  a 

mode1 of culturally relevant practice, with d i r e c t  input £rom 

Aboriginal child welfare workers from mandated Aboriginal 

c h i l d  welfare agencies senring chi ldren and families on 

reserves in Manitoba. Ultimately, such knowledge will not 

only f o s t e r  po l i cy  development but w i l l  enhance training in 

culturally relevant practice for both Aboriginal and non- 

Aboriginal child welfare workers. 

Polansky (1986) advocates for t h e  enhancement of "the 

partnership between practit ioners and researchers i n  

extending theory for the field" (p. 1 5 ) .  I n  t h e  spirit of 

Aboriginal self-government, Ryan (1980) states that "the 

r i g h t  of the American Indian and Alaska Native people to  

decide t h e i r  own destiny would be inherent in any attempt to 
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conduct research in t h e i r  coimminity" (p. 511 ) .  Only from this 

perspective does he believe t h a t  mental health research can 

contribute to the  development of "meaningful approaches in 

mental health intervention,  prevention, and enhancement" (p. 

511). Conmiunity psychologists echo these sentiments i n  t h e i r  

cal1 for researchers to promote collaboration (Fawcett, 1990; 

Glenwick, Heller, Linney, h Pargament; 1990; Kingry- 

Westergaard & Kelly, 1990; Rappaport, 1990;)  and 

part ic ipat ion  (Bond, 1990 ; Serrano-Garcia, 1990 ) o n  the p a r t  

of respondents i n  t h e  planning and implernenting of research 

and interventions within their neighborhoods, schoo l s ,  

organizations, and conununities. Therefore, a further goal of 

this study was t o  f o s t e r  the  partnership between Aboriginal 

pract i t ioners  and social s c i e n c e  researchers i n  extending 

theory for  c u l t u r a l l y  re levant  child welfare practice. 

F o r  t h i s  research pro j e c t  , the partner organization was 

the Indigenous Women 's Collective of Manitoba Inc. ( IWC) ( M .  

Staniscia, personal communication, Septeniber 17, 1993). Some 

of t h e  staff of IWC met previously with women throughout t h e  

province t o  compile a report for the  Royal Commission on 

Aboriginal Peoples on the  views of Aboriginal women (McKay, 

1993).  Women voiced t h e i r  b e l i e f  i n  the importance of the 

role o f  women i n  shaping the Aboriginal ch i ld  welfare system. 

Therefore, the leadership of IWC believed that the  present 

research was responsive t o  the wishes of Manitoba's 

Aboriginal women. Consequently, IWC offered to work i n  
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pa r tne r sh ip  with t h e  researcher t o  facilitate the s u c c e s s f u l  

completion of the p ro  ject. 

paradians 

Along w i t h  t h e  es tabl i shment  of a p a r t n e r s h i p  with a 

community organ iza t ion ,  t h e  research described here derived 

its t h e o r e t i c a l  frdmework about  Aboriginal  c h i l d  welfare 

p r a c t i c e  f r o m  an analysis of contextual i s s u e s .  To frame a 

t h e o r e t i c a l  con t ex t ,  t r i b u t e  was paid t o  t h e  c u l t u r a l ,  

h i s t o r i c a l ,  legal, and p o l i t i c a l  in f luences  on t r a d i t i o n a l  

and c u r r e n t  Abor ig ina l  chi ld- rear ing ,  ch i l d  p r o t e c t i o n ,  and 

child welfare p rac t i c e s .  Despite t h i s  framework, t h e  p r e s e n t  

r e s ea r ch  can still be f a u l t e d  for extracthg t h e  i s s u e  of 

child welfare  from t h e  f a b r i c  o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  Abor ig ina l  

con t ex t  o r  world view f o r  t h e  purposes of s tudy.  Such a 

p r a c t i c e  admi t t ed ly  represen t s  t h e  reduct ionism of the 

dominant s o c i e t y  (Wilkinson, 1980) .  

According t o  Hallowell  ( 197 1 ) , " the  world is always 

perceived and derives i t s  meaning and s i g n i f i c a n c e  f r o m  the 

b e l i e f s  and presupposi t ions  of  a particular c u l t u r e .  O r ,  to 

p u t  it f i g u r a t i v e l y ,  it is viewed through t h e  s p e c t a c l e s  with 

which our  c u l t u r e  has provided u sn  (p. 1). With r e s p e c t  to 

people from other cultures, Hallowell  States t h a t  one "can 

never Wear t h e i r  c u l t u r a l l y  t i n t e d  spec t ac l e s :  t h e  best w e  

can do is to t r y  them onw (p. 3 ) .  The a u t h o r  of t h i s  papes 

be l i eve s  t h a t  people always W e a r  t h e  l e n s  of t h e i r  own 

c u l t u r e .  They may try on t h e  spec t ac l e s  of a n o t h e r  c u l t u r e ,  

b u t  they are never  without t h e i r  own c u l t u r a l  lens. 



Therefore,  it may be impossible t o  t ru ly  understand 

Aborig-1 c h i l d  welfare practices within an Anglo-European 

conte*. Aboriginal people come to know the* worlds f r o m  a 

vantage point that may be incomprehensible to non-Aboriginal 

people. However, Anglo-European thinkers hold increasingly 

diverging v iews  on t h e  way they come t o  know t h e i r  worlds and 

the way they  ought to conduct scientific inquiry (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1985). According t o  Guba and Lincoln, t h e  p r a c t i c e  

of s o c i a l  science is s h i f t i n g  i n  a Kuhnian sense (Kuhn, 1 9 7 0 )  

from a positivist to a cons t ruc t i v i s t  paradigm. The 

c o n s t r u c t i v i s t  world view may be more compatible wi th  t h e  

Aboriginal world view. 

Guba and Lincoln ( 1989 ) d i s t i ngu i sh  p o s i t i v i s t  and 

c o n s t r u c t i v i s t  paradigms on the basis of ontology, 

epistemology, and rnethodology. With respect to t h e  na tu re  of 

reality, positivists believe i n  a " ' s u b s t a n t i a l  r e a l i t y  ' of 

natural laws and causes" (p. 85) .  Within t h i s  paradigm, truth 

and r e a l i t y  are isomorphic. Therefore, p o s i t i v i s t s  believe 

that t h e  truth can be found and t h a t  p r ed i c t i on  and c o n t r o l  

of n a t u r a l  phenomena are both desirable and possible. T h i s  

be l i e f  i n  c o n t r o l  over  na tu ra l  phenomena is an o f t e n  cited 

çharp cont ras+  to Aboriginal be l i a f  çyçtems ( RichardGon, 

1981) .  Specifically,  t r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal b e l i e f s  center  

around coexistence or harmony with, as opposed t o  control 

over,  n a t u r a l  phenomena. Human beings a r e  viewed as pa r t  of 

t h e  system. Therefore, they neither be l ieve  i n  nor desire to 

exercise such con t ro l .  
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The onto log ica l  pe r spec t ive  of c o n s t r u c t i v i s t s  differs 

from the positivists' i n  t h a t  it rests on a b e l i e f  in 

"mult iple ,  s o c i a l l y  cons tn ic ted  realities ungoverned by 

n a t u r a l  la-, causa l  or otherwise" (Guba & ~ i n c o l n ,  1985, p. 

86).  Constructions represent attempts by individuals t o  

understand the* experiences. According t o  Guba and Lincoln ,  

t h e s e  cons t ruc t ions  V a n  be and usually are shared, ranging 

al1 t h e  way from cons t ruc t ions  about subatomic particles t o  

t hose  about c u l t u r a l  mores" (p. 86) .  While shared 

cons t ruc t ions  are n o t  neces sa r i l y  viewed as more "real," they  

are viewed as more t r u t h f u l .  For, i n  t h i s  context, t r u t h  is 

defined "simply as t h a t  most info-d and s o p h i s t i c a t e d  

cons t ruc t ion  on which t h e r e  is consensus" (p. 8 6 ) .  Therefore, 

t h e  c o n s t r u c t i v i s t  i s  i n  pu r su i t  of "ever more informed and 

soph is t i ca ted  cons t ruc t ions"  (p. 8 7 ) .  However, a new and 

chal lenging i n s i g h t  can  overturn a widely-held or 

soph i s t i c a t ed  cons t ruc t i on  "in an instantw (p.  8 7 ) .  

With r e spec t  to t h e  nature of knowledge, t h e  p o s i t i v i s t  

or conventional paradigm rests on t h e  belief t h a t  the 

inquirer can rema in  d i s t i n c t  from the sub j ec t  of inqui ry  

(Guba & Lincoln, 1989) .  Further, inquirers believe t h a t  it is 

desirable and possible t o  exclude t h e i r  va lues  from t h e  

inqu i ry  (Sarason, 1981) .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i v i s t  

para.digm rests on the belief that t he r e  is an i n t e r a c t i v e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between inquirers and t h e i r  inquir ies .  F u r t h e r ,  

Guba and Lincoln argue that "it is  prec i se ly  t h e i r  
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interaction that creates the data tha t  will emerge" (Guba 6i 

Lincoln, 1989, p. 88). 

Rather than exclude or ignore t h e  values of inquirers, 

respondents,  and stakeholders, constructivists acknowledge 

" t h e i r  very i n f l u e n t i a l  role i n  al1 inquiryn (Guba & Lincoln,  

1989, p. 88). S imi lar ly ,  most community psycholog i s t s  openly 

pursue goals that represent  and express t h e  va lues  of the& 

f i e l d  (Rappaport, 1977) .  This is not t o  Say t h a t  al1 

coxnunity psychologists  pursue research t h a t  reflects on ly  

their own values.  Shadish (1990) argues not for "value-free 

science, but rather for e x p l i c i t  cons ide ra t i on  of a p l a u s i b l e  

range of values, so t h a t  one 's  own values do no+ dominate t h e  

resea rch  and so limit i ts  u t i l i t y "  (p. 16) .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  

between Shad ish ' s  position and t h a t  of t h e  p o s i t i v i s t  is  t h e  

former ' s  assumption that values are an e x p l i c i t  and e s s e n t i a l  

p a r t  of the research process. As such, they merit effort to 

ensure  t h e i r  representa t ion  r a t h e r  than  exc lus ion .  

F ina ï î y ,  p o s i t i v i s t s  and c o n s t n i c t i v i s t s  differ w i t h  

respect t o  their methods of inquiry .  The u l t i m a t e  goal of 

p o s i t i v i s t  inquiry is t o  "reach unequivocal conclusions about 

causes or reasonsn (Guba & Lincoln, 1989, p. 89) .  I nqu i r i e s  

a r e  conducted " i n  ways that s t r i p  con tex t  of pos s ib l e  

contaminating inf luences  (confounding v a r i a b l e s )  . . . t o  be 

able t o  d i s cove r  (or test presumptions about) causa l  

m e c h a n i ~ m s ~  (p. 89) .  This ' 5 n t e r v e n t i o n i s t  methodology" (p. 

89)  is opera t iona l i zed  through t h e  use of phys ica l  and 

statistical con t ro l s .  



The goal of constructivist inquhy is to achieve 

wsuccessively bettes understanding. that is , to making sense 

of the interaction in which one usually is engaged with 

othersn (Guba & Lincoln, 1989, p. 8 9 ) .  The inquirer elicits 

and comrminicates the various constructions, solicits 

critiques, and incorporates new information into more 

sophisticated constructions. The process is both dynamic and 

circular, and concludes when the "improved (joint) 

constructions" (p. 90) approach consensus among the 

respondents . 
Models and Methods 

Kingry-Westergaard and Kelly (1990) present an analysis 

similar to t h a t  of Guba and Lincoln (1989)  to make expl ic i t  

t h e  implici t  assumptions corresponding with the respective 

paradigms. In concluding, they "propose that a contextualist, 

Ecological epistemology provides the freedom to pursue lines 

of i n q u i r y  more congruent with the philosophical and 

sociopolitical interests of Community Psychology" (pp. 30- 

31). In this context, contextualism and constructivism are 

synonymous . In their view, the philosophical and 
methodological assumptions of positivism constrain the growth 

of knowledge pertaining to the complex phenomena of interest 

to community psychologists. 

In a similar vein, Rapkin and Mulvey (1990) state that 

community psychologists must evaluate whether or not they 

want to promote "research that is good according to the 

dominant models of psychology" (p. 152). They do not believe 
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t h a t  t h i s  necessarily t r a n s l a t e s  i n to  resea rch  that is less 

r igorous.  Rather, they stress t h e  need for "an a r t i c u l a t i o n  

of what rigor means from a comnninity perspect ive .  AnythUig 

less w i l l  l eave  community psychology t ryhg  to justify itself 

as 'good sc ience '  according t o  standards that are 

antithetical to i ts  worldview" (pm 152)* 

Current ly,  community psychologists (e.gm, Cauce, 1990; 

Fawcett, 1990; Maton, 1990; ~ a p k i n  & Mulvey, 1990) are 

c a l l i n g  for an i n t e g r a t i o n  of quantitative and qualitative 

methods. Previously, Trimble  (1977) called for t h e  "use of 

multimethod, multitechn.iquesN (p. 169) when conducting 

research  within Aboriginal  commnities. H e  stated that t h e  

use of such methodology "has occurred far too i n f r equen t ly  i n  

Indian communities. E'uture i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  of Indian community 

processes should consider its benef i t  as it is closely 

aligned to the n a t i v e  view of people-in-their-environments" 

(p. 169). 

In  keeping wi th  c o m n i t y  psychology's cornmitment t o  t h e  

disenfranchised, Maton (1990)  va lues  q u a l i t a t i v e  resea rch  as 

a means "to give voice  to disenf ranch i sed  populat ions and 

diverse subcu l tu r a l  groups, by por t r ay ing  i n  a compelling 

manner the ir  distinctive l i f e  exper ience  and s t r e n g t h s w  (p. 

155). With respect t o  hypothesis-testing, Maton explains t h a t  

q u a n t i t a t i v e  ana ly s i s  is t r a d i t i o n a l l y  t h e  b a s i s  . However, he  

believes that: 

q u a l i t a t i v e  observat ion or interviewing is uniquely a b l e  

to reveal a behavioral  p a t t e r n  or c u l t u r a l  n o m  whose 
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existence is su f f i c i en t  to disconfirm a given research 

hypothesis. Furthemore, triangulatian of data fsom 

q u a l i t a t i v e  and quantitative methods to assess key 

research variables and t o  help establish relationships 

among research variables would very l ike ly  result in 

greater confidence in findings than that gained by 

quantitative methods taken alone.  (p. 155) 

In the present study, such an integration or 

t t iangula t ion  of methods and data was undertaken. I t  i s  

described briefly below and f u l l y  in the Method section of 

t h i s  t h e s i s .  

A Theorv of Reasoned Action 

Child welfare workers responded t o  a questionnaire w i t h  

three tasks. First, both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

workers rated the relevance of 10 social work practice 

principles to their own child welfare practice. Next, they 

described their l i k e l y  responses to a written v i g n e t t e  

depict ing  a hypothetical child welfare case. The questions 

were open-ended. Finally, by selecting a m n g  forced-choice 

options,  they responded to  another set of written vignettes  

involving Aboriginal children. The child welfare workers 

indicated t h e  intervent ions  that  they would most likely 

u t i l i z e  given the available information and respbnse options. 

In other words, they provided their behavioral in tent ions  

(Ajzen & F i s h b e i n ,  1980). 

According to Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), individuals' 

intentions to perform (or not to perform) specific behaviors 
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are the huediate determinant of their actions. Behaviors are 

viewed as the  outcome of a reasoning process whereby 

individuals make rational and systematic use of the 

information available to them. 

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980)  theor ize  that characteristics 

of individuals ( i e , age, marital status , SES ) , tenned 
external variables, partially determine their b e l i e f s .  In  t h e  

present case, the participating social workers ' cultural 

identity is expected to be predictive of their belief S. In 

this context ,  relevant beliefs are as specific as those about 

child care or child welfare ,  or as g loba l  as worldview. 

Beliefs can be e i t h e r  about behaviors such as separating 

children from their  parents, or about objects or perçons such 

as children. An example of a belief about a behavior is the 

b e l i e f  t h a t  it is responsible  to leave çiblings under the 

care of t h e i r  nine year old sibling when there  are adults 

nearby. An example of a belief about ch i ldren  is t h a t  they 

are gifts from the  Creator. 

Beliefs are fonned directly by observation or 

experience, indirect ly  through t h e  knowledge of others, or 

in feren t ia l l y  through an individual ' s own analytic process 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). According to t h i s  m o d e l ,  Aboriginal 

people who are raised within a tradit ional  context can 

develop traditional beliefs about children and child-rearing 

through the teachings of the i r  Elders, as well as through 

the ir  own observations and experiences . Theref ore, this madel 

would support the view that children raised i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  



schools were not only deprived of traditional mdels of 

child-rearing behavior, but also learned t h e  puni t ive  and 

contro l l ing  models they observeci and experienced i n  those 

i n s t i t u t i o n s .  

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) explain t h a t  specific beliefs 

are based on characteristics associated with s p e c i f i c  

behaviors or objec t s .  For example, some individuals  believe 

that  chi ldren are gifts  from the Creator. Therefore, these 

çame individuals  associate pos i t i ve  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such as 

innate wisdom w i t h  children. Therefore, these individuals 

hold positive beliefs about children. 

In the theory of reasoned act ion,  p o s i t i v e  or negat ive  

beliefs give rise to pos i t i ve  or negative a t t i t u d e s ,  

respect ive ly  (Ajzen 6 Fishbein, 1980). In other words, 

bel ieving that children are precious leads to positive 

a t t i tudes  toward them. Further, a belief that proper care of 

children leads to t h e i r  thriv ing ( L e . ,  a positive outcome) 

would yie ld  a positive attitude toward care and nurture of 

children.  Conversely, a belief that chi ldren are evil 

trans la tes  i n t o  a negative attitude towards them. 

Individuals holding such attitudes might be l i eve  that 

treat ing  children with permissiveness results i n  spoiled 

children (i.e., a negative outcome). In t h i s  case, the  

expression "spare the  rod, s p o i l  t h e  ch i ld"  represents both a 

negative b e l i e f  and attitude toward children.  

Ultimately,  a t t i t u d e s  lead to behavioral in t en t ions  

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1 9 8 0 ) .  Behavioral intent ions  are a 
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reflection of an individual's assessrnent of t h e i r  future 

behaviors. These intentions are influenced by both a personal 

and a social factor. The individual's own attitudes, 

independent of others, constitute the  persona1 factor. The 

individual 's  perceptions of the social pressures to perfonn a 

behavior, or the n o m  for the individual's community or 

social group, const i tute  the  social influence factor. 

According to Ajzen and Fishbein, when individuals believe 

that important others think that they should perform a 

behavior and when the individuals evaluate t h e  performance of 

the behavior posit ively,  they w i l l  likely intend to perform 

t h e  behavior. For example, Aboriginal Elders f e e l  that it is 

important to respond i n  a speci f ic  manner to children. If an 

Aboriginal chi ld  welfare worker also believes that such a 

response w i l l  lead to t h e  greater well-king of the chi ld or 

family, then the worker will likely intend to perform the 

behavior. Ultimately, t h e  worker i s  likely to translate this 

i n t e n t i o n  ' i n t o  a specif ic ch i ld  welf are behavior . 
With respect t o  health behaviors, several investigations 

have established the empirical relationship between the 

variables of  the Ajzen and Fishbein model (1980). For 

example, Hennig and Knowles (1990) found that the  model 

s ignif icantly predicted women's intentions to have regular 

screening tes ts  for cemica l  cancer. Also, using a revised 

version of the  theory of reasoned action incorporating self- 

eff icacy,  Brubaker and Fowîer (1990) found partial  support 

for a relationship between a persuasive message, behavioral 
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intentions, and the self-reported performance of t e s t i c u l a r  

self-examination- 

Warshaw, Calantone, and Joyce (1986) conducted a large 

scale field invest igat ion of donating blood to t e s t  the 

theory of reasoned action, as -11 as the re lat ionship  

between self-report and actual behavioral measures. They 

found a s igni f icant  correlat ion between self-report and 

actual donor behavior (g = -63, 2 < - 0 1 ) .  However, they 

explained that one would predict a higher corre la t ion  i f  the 

two behavioral measutes were "equivalent indicants of 

performancew (p. 136).  They suggest that this discrepancy is 

a r e s u l t  of the effects of s o c i a l l y  desirable responding on 

the self-report measures. Most relevant to the present 

research, Warshaw et al .  found s ign i f i cant  re lat ionships  

between behavioral intention and both s e l f - r e p o r t  (x =.30, E 

< .01) and actual  donor behaviors (g = -31, g < -01) 

"obtained from the computerized records of  blood banksw (p .  

137) . 
In an analysis of se l f -reported  behaviors and actua l  

behaviors, Manfredo and Shelby (1988)  concluded that both of 

these domains made significant and distinct contributions to 

the  investigation of attitude-behavior relationships. They 

explain that self-reported behaviors are often s o l i c i t e d  

because "it i s  frequently unethical, logistically impossible, 

or prohibitively expensive to employ research designs that  

obtain measures of actual behavior" (p.  731 ) .  



At this exploratory and descriptive stage, t h e  

researcher planned to solicit t h e  behavioral i n t en t ions  of 

child welfare workers. Their behavioral i n t en t ions  are l i k e l y  

to correlate positively with their actual in te rvent ions .  

Also, by ind ica t ing  the interventions that they would ideally 

or t h e o r e t i c a l l y  employ, these  workers were revealing the* 

implicit beliefs and att i tudes .  It was expec ted  that such 

beliefs and at t i tudes  would be associated with t h e  workers' 

cultural i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  ( L e . ,  external variables). 

Reason in Context 

Through questionnaires and interviews, Aboriginal 

workers were asked to describe t he  ways t h a t  they prefer to 

respond to the  needs of t h e i r  children. Using quanti tat ive  

methods, their in tervent ion models were compared t o  those  of 

non-Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare workers t o  i d e n t i f y  the response 

patterns that are unique to  the  culturally relevant approach 

of Aboriginal workers. Using qua l i t a t ive  methods, Aboriginal 

child welfare workers' descriptions, understandings, or 

"constructions" of culturally relevant c h i l d  welfare  practice 

were a l s o  solicited. 

Hypotheses were supported or rejected based on responses 

to r a t i n g  scales. The open-ended responses were c l a s s i f i e d  

and treated as both quant i ta t ive  and qualitative data. When 

reduced to numerical format, statistical tests comparing t h e  

i n t e m e n t i o n  madels of t h e  two groups were conducted using 

al1 of t h e  quantitative data. 
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personal communication, Spring, 1990) .  This researcher or 

fieldmrker knows what she knows from her c lh ica l  work with 

Aboriginal human senrice providers , Aboriginal f amilies, and 

Aboriginal children who w e r e  i n  the care of t h e  provincia l  

child welfare system. She has also learned from observations, 

experiences, readings, and teachings she has received from 

her Aboriginal mentors. As a non-Aboriginal person who 

acknowledgeç the  limits of her understanding, this researcher 

offered as her basic construction the b e l i e f  t h a t  Aboriginal 

child welfare practice differs from non-Aboriginal practice. 

She hypothesized that Aboriginal workers would rate general 

social work principles as less relevant  than non-Aboriginal 

workers to t h e i r  c h i l d  welfare practice. Further, she 

hypothesized that  Aboriginal practice is less-intrusive, more 

family- and community-oriented, and more preventive, long- 

term, and supportive in nature. With the input of c h i l d  

welfare workers, she looked forward to developing more 

infonned and sophisticated constructions. 



HYPOTBESES 

1. Aboriginal vrorkers will rate a set of mainstream 

social w o ~ k  practice principles as less relevant to their 

ch i ld  welfare practice than will non-Aboriginal workers. 

2. Aboriginal workers will be more likely than non- 

Aboriginal workers to plan to respond with more minimal as 

opposed to more intrusive interventions. 

3. Aboriginal workers will be more likely than non- 

Aboriginal workers to plan to implement within-home or 

within-family interventions. 

4. Aboriginal workers will be more likely than non- 

Aboriginal workers to plan long-term preventive and 

support ive involvement with Aboriginal families. 



METHOD 

P a r t i c i p a n t s  

The participants were Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

chi ld  welfare workers £rom agencies serving r u r a l  or  remote 

communities. Requests to recruit Aboriginal  workers were 

directed to Manitoba's mandated Indian  Child and Family 

Services : Anis hinaabe Child and Family Services,  Awas is 

Agency of Northern Manitoba, Cree Nations Chi ld  and Family 

Caring Agency, Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services, 

I n t e r t r i b a l  Child and Family Serv ices ,  Sagkeeng Child and 

Family Services, Southeast Child and Family Services, and 

West Region Child and Family Services. The admin i s t ra t ive  

personnel of A w a s i s  Agency of Northern Manitoba, Sagkeeng 

Child and ~amily Services ,  Southeas t  Child and Family 

Services, and West Region Chi ld  and Family Services granted 

permission for t h e  researcher t o  recruit p a r t i c i p a n t s  wi th in  

t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  agencies. However, only workers £rom t w o  

agencies, Southeast and West Region Child and Family 

Services, agreed to participate. 

Requests to recruit non-Aboriginal workers were directed 

t o  Chi ld  and Family Serv ices  of Central Manitoba, Child and 

Family Services of Western Manitoba, Eastman Regional Office 

- Child and Family Serv ices ,  I n t e r l a k e  Regional Office - 
Child  and Family Services, Norman Regional Office - Child and 

Family Services, Pasklands Regional Office - Child and Family 

Services, Thompson - Child and Family Services.  The Carman 



and Postage L a  Prairie o f f i c e s  of Child and Family Serv ices  

of Cent ra l  Manitoba p a r t i c i p a t e d  ia t h e  research .  Also, 

workers from the Eastman, In t e r l ake ,  Norman, and Thompson 

Regional Off ices  took part in t h e  study. 

Permission to recruit t h e  child wel fa re  workers from t h e  

s p e c i f i c  agencies was  obtained through t h e  Directors of the 

r e spec t i ve  agencies.  The resea rcher  made i n i t i a l  c o n t a c t  with 

the Directors by telephone. She introduced he r se l f  as a 

doctoral s tuden t  in t h e  Department of Psychology a t  The 

Univers i ty  of ~ a n i t o b a  who was working in pa r tne r sh ip  wi th  

t h e  Indigenous Women's C o l l e c t i v e  of Manitoba Inc. She 

expla ined t h a t  she was i n t e r e s t e d  i n  l e a rn ing  about reg iona l  

and c u l t u r a l  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  the p r a c t i c e  of c h i l d  we l f a r e  i n  

r u r a l  and remote a r e a s  across Manitoba. 

I n  exchange for t h e  agencies '  support of t h e  s tudy ,  t h e  

researcher of fe red  to provide  in-service t r a i n i n g  s e s s ions  t o  

t h e  workers under t h e  supern i s ion  of a r e g i s t e r e d  

psychologist .  Poss ib le  t o p i c s  f o r  p resen ta t ions  inc luded 

stress i n  t h e  workplace, t h e  na tu re  of p lay  therapy,  c h i l d  

behaviora l  management, c ro s s - cu l t u r a l  c l i n i c a l  i n t e rven t i ons ,  

or o t h e r  t o p i c s  of s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  to t h e  s t a f f  of t h e  

p a r t i c u l a r  agency. The e n t i r e  s t a f f  w a s  t o  be i n v i t e d  t o  

a t t e n d  t h e  t r a i n i n g  s e s s ions ,  whether or no t  they  had 

p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  s tudy.  This  exchange process  r ep re sen t s  a 

c u l t u r a l l y  r e l evan t  p r a c t i c e  wi th in  an Aboriginal  context .  ~t 

is  customary for Aboriginal  people t o  engage i n  r e c i p r o c a l  



helping r e l a t i o n s h i p s  (E. i l ,  personal  communication, 

l99O). 

A f t e r  t h e  i n i t i a l  telephone conversat ion,  t h e  resea rcher  

s e n t  a letter t o  the Directors briefly describing t h e  study 

(aee Appendix A), Once the Directors had an oppor tuni ty  t o  

review t h e  letter, the researcher contac ted  them again t o  

discuss her request, answer questions, and schedule data 

c o l l e c t i o n  and inservice sessions. For those Directors who 

required  informat ion about the study beyond t h e  initial 

letter, t h e  researcher sen t  a summary of t h e  rationale, 

goals ,  and methodology of the study (see Appendix B ) .  

It bears no t ing  t h a t  t h e  dec i s i on  process varied greatly 

across  t h e  agencies .  Some of t h e  Directors w e r e  i n  a 

pos i t ion  t o  make the decisions on t h e i r  own. Often they 

sought t h e  i npu t  of t h e i r  management teams. Other Direc tors  

had t o  seek permission from t h e  Boards or  Regional Directors 

t o  which they were accountable. I n  t u r n ,  some of the Boards 

of Di rec to rs ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  among t h e  Aboriginal  agencies ,  

sought f u r t h e r  confirmation from Chiefs and o t h e r  p o l i t i c a l  

organiza t ions ,  

After receiving either w r i t t e n  or ve rba l  consent  from 

t h e  Directors, t h e  researcher sent a letter of confirmation 

(see  Appendix C ) .  She included a c o n t r a c t  o u t l i n i n g  t h e  

condi t ions  under which t h e  study would be conducted (see 

Appendix D ) .  I n  advance of t h e  d a t a  ga ther ing  sess ions ,  t h e  

Direc tors  w e r e  asked to  inform the- workers on ly  t h a t  t h e  

researcher  would be i n  at tendance,  



The researcher presented the goals and described 

procedures of the study to the  workers. She explained that 

the  workers' responses would be confidential and anonymous. 

She stated her interest in the responses of child welfare 

workers' as a group. She briefly described the  process of 

analyzing aggregate data. She emphasized the f a c t  that she 

would not identify the responses of individual workers. 

Workers' participation was strictly voluntary. They 

could elect to withdraw from the study at any time. Workers 

were entitled to access the in-service training regardless of 

their participation or withdrawal from the study. 

Participants were required to indicate their informed consent 

by signing forms provided by the researcher (see Appendix E). 

Procedure 

pues tionnaire 

Survey participants were told that the purpose of the 

study was to learn about regional and cultural variations in 

the practice of child welfare work in remote and rural 

comunities across Manitoba. Participants w e r e  asked to 

respond to a written questionnaire. They w e r e  told that it 

would take them less than an hour to complete the 

questionnaire. Whenever possible, the survey was administered 

to the respondents in groups. If necessaxy, workers who were 

unable to attend the group administration sessions were 

p e d t t e d  to complete the  questionnaires individually. 

The researcher received 11 questionnaires (16%) from 

workers from Aboriginal agencies who could not attend the 



group administration. A t  the  end of one of the group 

admin i s t r a t i on  per iods  i n  one of the Aborig ina l  agencies ,  a 

worker asked i f  he could take more t i m e  to f i l 1  o u t  t h e  

ques t i onna i r e  and m a i l  it back t o  me. H e  explained that he 

fe l t  that t h e  i s s u e s  warranted more of his the to cons ide r  

them. 

O f  t h e s e  12  quest ionnaires,  only 6 d a t a s e t s  were 

u l t i m a t e l y  included i n  t h e  data a n a l y s i s .  One ques t i onna i r e  

was el iminated  due t o  i n s u f f i c i e n t  i d e n t i f y i n g  data. Four 

datasets were eliminated from t h e  final analyses because t h e  

workers did no t  m e e t  i n c lu s ion  criteria (to be discussed i n  

t h e  Resuits s e c t i o n ) .  F ina l l y ,  one dataset was e l imina ted  

because it was i d e n t i f i e d  as an o u t l y i n g  case. The worker 

indicated "don ' t  knoww for t h e  majority of the ques t ions .  

Therefore, 6 ( 1 0 % )  of t h e  59 datasets used for t h e  ana lyses  

w e r e  cornpleted ind iv idua l ly .  

Interviews 

I n  order t o  o b t a i n  a r i c h e r  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  c u l t u r a l l y  

relevant child welfare p r a c t i c e ,  the r e s ea r che r  planned to 

i n t e rv i ew  t h e  workers. She began w i t h  workers from Southeast 

Child and Family Services. She s e l e c t e d  t h i s  agency on t h e  

b a s i s  of  r e c e p t i v i t y  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  on the pa r t  of t h e  agency 

Board of Di rec to r s ,  Di rec to r ,  and s t a f f .  This agency was also 

chosen because of its Winnipeg l o c a t i o n .  Given t h a t  t h e  

process involved mul t ip le  i n t e rv i ews ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  required 

convenient  access t o  workers withou t  prohibitive travel 
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The researcher introduced this phase of the research to 

the workers after they had p a r t i c i p a t e d  in t h e  survey phase. 

Howevef, completion of the questionnaire was not a 

p r e r e q u i s i t e  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  i n t e rv i ew  process. The 

r e sea r che r  stated t h a t  she was  s p e c i f i c a l l y  interested i n  

learning about t r a d i t i o n a l  and c u l t u r a l l y  relevant child 

welfare p r a c t i c e  with Aboriginal children. She exp la ined  t h a t  

written questionnaires could provide a limited d e s c r i p t i o n  of 

t h e  unique approach of Aboriginal c h i l d  we l fa re  workers. 

However, interviews would provide an oppor tun i ty  t o  develop a 

more complex and in-depth understanding of Abor ig inal  c h i l d  

welfare prac t i ce .  Those respondents who agreed to be 

interviewed were required to provide their in f  ormed consent 

by signing a fom provided by t h e  in te rv iewer  (see Appendix 

FI 

To conduct the interviews,  t h e  r e sea r che r  planned t o  

implement a process outlined by Guba and Lincoln (1989) t h a t  

they ref er to as a "hermeneutic d i a l e c t i c  nego t i a t i on"  ( p. 

151). The process begins with the s e l e c t i o n  of an i n i t i a l  

respondent (RI). Guba and Lincoln (1989)  direct t h e  

r e sea r che r  t o  make t h i s  i n i t i a l  selection based on "any 

convenient  or salient reasonm (p. 151 ) . I n  t h i s  case, a 

worker who i s  reputed among her colleagues and other 

professionals for her knowledge of t r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal 

child care and pro tec t ion  practices was chosen as an 

app rop r i a t e  i n i t i a l  respondent . When i n v i t e d  to participate 



i n  an interview, she  agreed to seme as the init ial  

respondent . 
with  respect  to t h i s  inquiry, t h e  o r i g i n a l  criteria for 

seeking subsequent interview participants  changed to reflect 

the  cultural context of the interviewees. Following Guba and 

Lincoln's hermeneutic approach, the researcher planned 

i n i t i a l l y  to ask interviewees to i d e n t i f y  another worker 

whose b e l i e f s  about traditional practice or whose pract ices  

differed from the ir  own. However, all of the  interviewees 

made coments re f l ec t ing  their humil i ty  and the* beliefs 

t h a t  there were others who had opinions t h a t  they valued more 

than the* own. Therefore, it appeared to be more 

appropriate, respectful, and responsive to  f o l l o w  t h e  

respondents' d i r e c t i o n  to proceed to interview someone whom 

they respected. According to Guba and Lincoln (1989), shifts 

i n  methodology such as these,  once an investigation has 

begun, diminish the  r e l i ab i l i t y  of a given positivist 

inquiry. In contrast, t h e y  state that deliberate changes in 

methodology "are hallmarks of a maturing - and successful - 
inquiryw ( p. 242 ) from the constructivist perspective.  

A t  the  scheduled t h e  i n  the intervieweet s office,  the 

researcher infomed the participant that t h e  interview would 

be taped. Before starting the tape, the  researcher offered 

each interviewee tobacco. She explained that she had been 

directed to  do so by her Aboriginal teachers.  The researcher 

had been taught that  it is both culturally-appropriate and 

respectful to offer t h e  g i f t  of tobacco t o  some o f  the 



Aboriginal peoples i n  Manitoba when seeking t o  learn about 

t r a d i t i o n a l  pract ices .  Al1 of t h e  interviewees graciously  

excepted the tobacco. One of t h e  workers indicated t h a t  s h e  

had never received an o f f e r  of tobacco and felt particularrly 

honored . 
Rfter consenting to be interviewed and accept ing t h e  

tobacco, each par t i c ipan t  was asked t o  describe and comment 

on t r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal p rac t ices  per ta ining t o  t h e  welfare 

of children.  The worker was a l s o  asked t o  discuss  her  own 

approach t o  c h i l d  welfare work. F h a l l y ,  t h e  worker was asked 

t o  iden t i fy  another worker, who she believed t o  be 

knowledgeable about Aboriginal chi ld-rear ing p r a c t i c e s  and 

their appl icat ion to c h i l d  welfare. 

In  cases where t h e  nominee refused t o  be interviewed, 

t h e  researcher planned to return to t h e  previous in terviewee 

for another nomination. Specifically, t h e  first interviewee 

nominated a worker i n  h e r  agency who was wil l ing  t o  be 

interviewed. A t  t h e  conclusion of t h e  second interview, t h e  

interviewee nominated a worker from another agency. This 

worker was unwilling t o  par t ic ipa te .  She s t a t e d  her belief 

t h a t  it was inappropr ia te  f o r  h e r  to speak of t r a d i t i o n a l  

p rac t ices  t o  someone outs ide  of t h e  Aboriginal community. 

The researcher returned t o  t h e  second interviewee for 

another nomination. The next nominee agreed to be 

interviewed. A t  t h e  conclusion of her  interview, t h e  worker 

fel t  that she was unfamiliar with her co-workers and unable 

t o  nominate another worker. She d i rec t ed  t h e  researcher  back 
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to t h e  second interviewe who had nominated her.  Following 

this d i rec t ion ,  t h e  researcher approached the  second 

interviewee again to e n l i s t  her h e l p  in f ind ing  more 

potential  interviewees. Due to he r  stature in her agency and 

her  comxrûtment t o  the research  p ro jec t ,  she felt w i l l i n g  and 

able t o  provide her ass i s tance .  

A fou r th  c h i l d  welfare worker within Southeast  C h i l d  and 

Family Services agreed t o  be interviewed. A t  t h e  end of her  

i n t e n r i e w ,  she i n i t i a l l y  nominated workers who had a l r e a d y  

p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  the  interview process.  When the researcher 

contacted a nominee who had y e t  t o  be i n t e r v i e w  he  agreed 

t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  However, when the seseascher  arrived a t  the 

scheduled t h e ,  t h e  worker decl ined t o  be interviewed due  t o  

h i s  workload. H e  was unwil l ing  t o  schedule a subsequent 

appointment and did no t  f e e l  t h a t  he could o f f e r  further 

a s s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  in terviewer .  

The researcher  f e l t  that she  had corne to t h e  end of h e r  

in terview chain with in  t h i s  agency. She consul ted  w i t h  her 

research supervisor, Dr. Don Fuchs. He d i r e c t e d  h e r  t o  

in terview a f i f t h  ~ b o r i g i n a l  child welfare  worker who was 

highly regarded by other profess iona l s  and by members of her 

community, ou t s ide  of Winnipeg, for her knowledge of 

t r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal c h i l d  care and p ro t ec t i on  p r a c t i c e s .  

Due to t h e  fact that the researcher  was leaving t h e  province  

s h o r t l y  to commence her clinical i n t e rnsh ip ,  the researcher 

and Dr. Fuchs decided tha t  an Aboriginal social worker would 

conduct this f i n a l  in te rv iew i n  the researcher's absence. 



mile the changes to the initial selection criteria 
represented a "maturing" of the investigation from a 

constructivist and culturally responsive perspective, the 

changes in the interview recruitment process reflected 

pragmatic considerations. 

with respect to the validity and rel iabi l i ty  of a 

qualitative study, Miles and Huberman (1984) believe that the 

determination rests on how reliable and valid the interviewer 

is "likely to be as an information-gathering instrumentn (p. 

46). Although they acknowledge that this is a controversial 

topic, they identi fy  four criteria as characteristics of 

persons who represent the %est investmentn (p. 46) as 

researchers or interviewers . 
F i r s t ,  they believe that, in order to conduct reliable 

and valid interviews, individuals must possess "some 

familiarity with the phenomenon and the setting under studyw 

(p. 46). They also value "a multidisciplinary approach, as 

opposed to a narrow grounding or focus in a single 

discipline" (p. 46). Miles and Huberman explain that while 

many sociologists or anthropologists wuld disagree with 

their multidisciplinary criterion, they believe that naive 

observers or interviewers offer little more than their own 

evolving understandings. These formulations often translate 

into "global, surface-oriented data and conclusions-and 

usually into self-induced or informant-induced bias as wellw 

(p. 48). Further, they believe that researchers who are 

grounded in a single discipline run the risk of "plastering a 



ready-made explanation on phenornena that  might w e l l  be 

constxued in far more compelling waysu (p. 4 8 ) .  

Finally, Miles and Buberman (1984) value researchers 

with "strong conceptual interestsn (p. 46) and "good 

'investigative' skills, including doggedness, the  ab i l i ty  to 

draw people out, and the abil i ty to ward off premature 

closurev (p. 46). P a r t l y ,  they are referring to skills 

relating to instrument design. They indicate that the  data 

collection process is enhanced when the researcher can bring 

ins ight  and experience to sampling decisions, conceptual 

clarification, and priority setting. They are also implying 

that clinical skills are necessaq for valid and reliable 

qualitative research. Through her training as a  

scientist/practitioner, the researcher feels that she has 

developed these necessary skills. The assistant who conducted 

the final interview, MS. Celeste McKay, is an Aboriginal 

woman, w i t h  a B.S.W., who has experience providing service to 

Aboriginal families in both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

human senrice agencies. She has also had experience 

conducting interviews in her work for the Royal Commission on 

Aboriginal Peoples (McKay, 1993). 

Measures 

The masures w e r e  administered in t h e  form of a written 

questionnaire. The sections included ratings of practice 

principles, responses to open-ended questions following a 

child welfare case vignette, and responses to forced-choice 

questions following a series of case vignettes. 



Practice Princi~les 

As descr ibed  i n  t h e  preceding t h e o r e t i c a l  d i s c u s s i o n ,  

Nelson et al. (1985) i d e n t i f y  10 mainstream social work 

p r a c t i c e  principles. They believe that only four of t h e s e  

principles (listed i n  t h e  previous s e c t i o n )  are relevant to 

"Indian  he lp ing  p r inc ip l e s  and behavioursn (p. 243).  Rather  

than assuming which of these ten p r a c t i c e  principles are 

c u l t u r a l l y  r e l e v a n t  to Aboriginal  workers, both Abor ig ina l  

and non--original workers were asked t o  indicate how 

frequently each of t h e  10 p r a c t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s  is relevant t o  

their own c h i l d  welfare work. 

Each principle served as an i t e m  for  a lo-item s c a l e  of 

p r a c t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s  (see Appendix G ) .  Respondents rated t h e  

frequency with which t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  p r a c t i c e  i s  relevant t o  

t h e i r  c h i l d  we l f a r e  p r a c t i c e  by c i r c l i n g  a number on a 7- 

po in t  scale. The following i s  an example of an i t e m :  

1. E s t a b l i s h i n g  an environment of support and acceptance  for  
t h e  client. 

always sometimes never 

N o  r e l i a b i l i t y  or val id i ty  data exist f o r  t h i s  

instrument  because it was designed for use i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  

research .  I n  cons t ruc t ing  t h e  instrument ,  t h e  researcher 

followed va r ious  recommendations made by Foddy (1993), who 

surveyed t h e  literature on t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of q u e s t i o n s  for 
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interviews and ques t ionna i res .  H i s  conclusions rest largely 

on empi r ica l  bases f o r  ques t i on  construction. Foddy states 

that 7-point scales have k e n  shown t o  produce reliable and 

v a l i d  data for use with many mul t ivar ia te  statistical 

analyses. Therefore,  seven anchor points were employed for 

rating the items, from 1 (alwaus) to 7 (never). For data 

analyses ,  these scores were reversed so that higher numbers 

i nd i ca t ed  practice principles that were more f r equen t ly  

re levan t .  

As Nelson e t  al .  (1985) state, "this is only  a beginning 

e f f o r t  at conceptualizing Indian practice p r i n c i p l e s ,  

a d d i t i o n a l  p r i n c i p l e s  will surely be detexminedm (p. 2 4 3 ) .  

Therefore,  at the end of t h i s  section, respondents were asked 

i f  t h e r e  w e r e  any practice pr inc ip l e s  that are particularly 

relevant t o  t h e i r  work that they  would l i k e  t o  add. The 

w r i t t e n  responses a r e  appended (see Appendix L). 

Provincial Child Welfare Viqnet te  

The  next  s e c t i o n  of t h e  questionnaire was composed of a 

c h i l d  we l f a r e  v i g n e t t e  and corresponding open-ended ques t ions  

(see Appendix H ) .  Respondents were provided w i t h  various 

scenar ios  r e l a t i n g  t o  the p a r t i c u l a r  v igne t te .  Following each 

scenar io ,  respondents were asked t o  describe how they would 

respond o r  what they  would do i n  the cjiven situation. They 

provided w r i t t e n  responses t o  the quest ions.  Given the 

uns t ruc tured  na ture  of t h e  response, this s e c t i o n  of t h e  

ques t i onna i r e  provided t h e  workers w i t h  t h e  oppor tun i ty  for 
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the "element of personal expression" (p. 171) that Trimble 

(1977) recommends. 

This instrument constitutes a portion of t h e  p rov inc ia l  

government ' s pro toco l  for interviewing prospective child 

welfare  workers for rural Manitoba. Lori Grandmont, Personnel 

Administrafor,  Human Resource Semices, F-y Services of 

t h e  province of Manitoba provided the r e sea r che r  w i t h  t h e  

instrument.  M s .  Grandmont (personal  communication, October 5, 

1993) believes that the  instrument was developed and re f ined  

through use approximately 8-10 years ago. She stated that it 

has remained unchanged during t h e  f o u r  yea r s  t h a t  she has 

been in he r  current posi t ion .  Homer, s l i g h t  v a r i a t i o n s  may 

be employed depending on t h e  pos i t i on  t o  be f i l l e d  and t h e  

respective s e l e c t i o n  criteria and p r i o r i t i e s .  For the present  

study, t h e  resea rcher  spec i f i ed  t h a t  t h e  family  dep ic ted  i n  

t h e  v i g n e t t e  is Aboriginal.  

Ms. Grandmont endorsed t h e  instrument  by vo lun tee r ing  

that " i t  works." I n  other words, she h p l i e d  t h a t  ind iv idua l s  

who respond i n  c e r t a i n  ways t o  t h e  i n t e rv i ew  have 

dernonstrated e f fec t iveness  i n  t h e i r  p r a c t i c e  of child 

welfare. The fact t h a t  t h e  protocol  is  u s e f u l  i n  r e c r u i t i n g  

and h i r i n g  c o m p t e n t  c h i l d  welfare workers may fom t h e  bas is  

of a n  argument for t h e  p red ic t ive  u t i l i t y  of t h e  interviewing 

protocol .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t he r e  i s  a presumed r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between behaviors  el ic i ted by t h e  i n t e rv i ew  and future 

behaviors of t h e  c h i l d  welfare workers (Be l lack  & Hersen, 

1984).  Individuals who perform adequately during t h e  
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interview subsequently perform adequately as child welfare 

workers . 
Aboriainal Child Welfare Vianettes  

Four vignettes of hypothetical Aboriginal child welfare 

cases, with forced-choice response options, were presented 

next in the questiomkire (see Appendix 1). These vignettes 

were compased by the author and Karen Gamey-Koscielny, M W .  

Ms. Gamey-Koscielny has worked both as a rural c h i l d  welfare 

worker and as a schoo l  social worker for the Waywayseecappo 

F i r s t  Nation. 

Four Domains of Child Welfare Practice 

The first vignette was modeled after a discussion by 

Hull (1482) of a case in which a child, John, was reported to 

a c h i l d  we l fare  agency by his teacher because he had been 

l i v i n g  wi th  a non-relative f o r  several  weeks. "The intake 

social worker was not aware of t h e  extended family and tribal 

ties that existed within John's family and found it hard to 

believe t h a t  t h e  parents had not abandoned t h e i r  son" (p .  

3 4 4 ) .  In  t h e  present study, t h e  teacher n o t i c e d  B i l l y ' s  

increasingly poor hygiene, s l eep iness ,  and apparent hunger. 

S M i l a r l y ,  when she learned that B i l l y  had not stayed with 

h i s  parents' the previous evening, she c a l l e d  t h e  intake 

worker at  the c h i l d  welfare agency. This v i g n e t t e  targeted 

issues relating to i n i t i a l  assessment procedures. 

The second vignette depicts a case i n  which a concerned 

comuni ty  member reported t h a t  Steve,  her s o n ' s  friend, a 14 

year old, had appeared at her home with bad bruises 
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repeatedly.  She decided t o  cal1 the agency because she saw 

bruises again and Steve seemed more w i t h d r a w n .  Based on this 

report, the worker decided to i n t e s v i e w  Steve. B e  implied 

that his bruises were due t o  a fa11 f rom h i s  bicycle. H e  made 

no comment when t h e  worker inquired about a history of 

bruises .  This vignette t a rge ted  issues r e l a t i n g  to the 

investigation process. 

The t h i t d  vignette depicts a p o t e n t i a l  c h i l d  sexual 

abuse case. A nine year old girl, Shelley, disclosed to her  

aunt t h a t  her f a t h e r  comes into her r o o m  at night  and fondles 

her .  The aunt c a l l e d  the  agency t o  r epor t  h e r  niece's 

d i sc losu re  as w e l l  as her own concern t h a t  h e r  sister, the 

g i r l ' s  mother, was unaware of the abuse. This v i g n e t t e  

addresses issues r e l a t ed  to t h e  apprehension process. 

The fourth vigne t te  depicts a chron ic  c h i l d  w e l f a r e  

case. The agency has had a three year history of involvement 

with Mary, a 23 year old, s i n g l e  mother of four.  M a r y ' s  

extended family l i v e  i n  a d i s t a n t  community. Due t o  h e r  

substance abuse problems, she w a s  unable t o  p rov ide  for h e r  

children's needs. Initially, t h e  agency provided her with a 

family aide for approxha te ly  one year. Then when Mary f e l t  

unable t o  parent  h e r  children, she entered i n t o  a six-month 

voluntary  placement agreement ( W A )  with t h e  agency. The 

c h i l d r e n  were placed together wi th  a family i n  Mary's 

comuni ty .  Despite Mary's plan to devote her efforts toward 

resolving her substance abuse problems, she showed no sign of 

recovery a t  t h e  end of t h e  s ix -mnth  VPA. A t  that t h e ,  t h e  
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agency obtained a 12-month uncontested temporary order on al1 

t h e  children. The order  will expire i n  two months. This 

v i g n e t t e  addresses i s sues  of  guardianship . 
The r e sea rche r  a t t enp ted  t o  design a set o f  v i g n e t t e s  

having con ten t  v a l i d i t y  for c h i l d  welfare. Bel lack and Hersen 

(1984)  define conten t  v a l i d i t y  as t h e  degree t o  which a 

measure, i nc lud ing  t h e  s t i m u l i  and response op t ions ,  r e f l e c t s  

t h e  universe  or domain of t h e  "focus of our  i n t e r e s t w  (p. 

36) .  I n  t h i s  sense ,  t h e  fou r  v igne t t e s  targeted issues 

r e l a t i n g  to assessment, inves t iga t ion ,  apprehension, and 

guardianship respec t ive ly .  These t o p i c s  r ep re sen t  t h e  major 

concerns wi th in  t h e  domain of ch i ld  welfare p rac t i ce .  

A p i l o t  t e s t  of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal ch i ld  

welfare  workers was conducted t o  determine t h e  f a c e  v a l i d i t y  

of t h e s e  v igne t t e s .  Bellack and Hersen (1984)  suggest t h a t ,  

a l though f a c e  v a l i d i t y  may no t  be important  t o  t h e  

"profess iona l ,  it is through face v a l i d i t y  t h a t  t h e  sub j ec t  

rece ives  an  impression of what the test  is measuring" (p. 

2 5 6 ) .  They b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h i s  va r iab le  a f f e c t s  t h e  a t t i t u d e  of 

the respondent. I n  t h i s  case, i f  t h e  v i g n e t t e s  o r  the 

response op t ions  did not  appear t o  be r e l evan t ,  realistic, or 

r ep re sen t a t i ve  of  t h e i r  own in te rven t ions ,  c h i l d  welfare  

workers would l i k e l y  regard the instrument as t r i v i a l  at b e s t  

and i n s u l t i n g  a t  worst. To sol ici t  survey respondentsl  

r eac t i ons  t o  t h e  ques t ionnaire ,  t h e  f i n a l  ques t ion  on t h e  

Face Sheet i n v i t e d  them t o  comment (see Appendix J)  . 



ResDonse Scales and Composite Variables 

Each of these four vignettes were followed by three 

questions. Each question corresponded to one of the three 

continua of philosophies of child welfare service provision 

in Canada (Thomlison and Foote, 1987). These questions 

represented the foilowing continua, respectively: 

1. "minimal intervention versus greater intrusion" 

(P. 130) 

2. "within-home and within-family assistance versus 

institutionalizationw (p. 130) 

3. nshort-term versus longer-term involvementw (p. 130) 

Each of the three questions was followed by five 

potential actions on the part of the worker. The researcher 

attempted to represent the domain of intervention options 

available to child welfare workers corresponding to each 

continuum. For example, the first question following each 

vignette measures behavioral intentions with respect to the 

likelihood of engaging in interventions at varying levels of 

intrusiveness. The respondent was asked to rate the five 

potential actions representing a range of minimal to more 

intrusive interventions. 

On a 7-point scale, from 1 (extremely likely) to 7 (not 

at al1 likelv), the workers were asked to indicate how likely 

they would be to follow any one or al1 of the courses of 

action presented. For data analyses, these scores were 

reversed so that higher numbers indicated potential 

interventions that workers were more likely to employ. Given 
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t h a t  there were four v igne t t e s  followed by three ques t ions ,  

each with five levels or potential actions, each respondent 

generated 60 variables. Scores on each var iab le  ranged from 1 

to 7. The responses at t h e  five levels for each of the  three 

quest ions were used as repeated measures across t h e  vignettes 

for each respondent. Differences between t h e  Aboriginal and 

non-Aboriginal workers with respect to these  60 variables 

w e r e  t h e  focus of the repeated measures, mul t iva r ia te  

analysis of variance. 

In another set of analyses, t h e  60 var iab les  were used 

t o  create t h e  three sets of composite var iab les ,  

INTFWSIVENESS, FAMILY, and SUPPORT. For example, Question 1, 

a f t e r  each of t h e  four  v igne t t e s ,  was  designed t o  t e s t  

Hypothesis 2 ( e . ,  INTRUSIVENESS). The five i n t e rven t i ons  

(Le. ,  levels) that respondents rated following Question 1 

for each v i g n e t t e  represent the continuum from t h e  least t o  

the most i n t r u s i v e  intervention. I n  o t h e r  words, the f i r s t  

i n t e rven t i on  t o  be rated after Quest ion  1, INTRUSIVENESS, for 

t h e  four v igne t t e s  was t h e  least in trus ive  response. The 

f i f t h  i n t e rven t i on  following the INTRUSIVENESS question 

represented the most intrusive response with respect t o  each 

vigne t t e .  

The ratings f o r  t h e  first i n t e rven t i on  or l e v e l  

following t h e  INTRUSIVENESS ques t ions  on al1 four  v i g n e t t e s  

were sununed to represen t  a respondentls score at the least 

in trus ive  level. Five composite variables were created by 

sunmLing the responses following each of t h e  four v i g n e t t e s  at 
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each respective level of the continuum for INTRUSIVENESS. 

Given that t h e  composite scores  were t h e  sums of t h e  4 scores 

on t h e  7-point scales, the t o t a l  scores could range from 4 to 

28. To establish a mean score for  each respondent a t  each  of 

t h e  f i v e  levels, the composite scores were t h e n  divided by 

four . 
Using the same procedures t h a t  created t h e  f i v e  

composite variables f o r  INTRUSIVENESS, f i v e  levels of 

composite v a r i a b l e s  were c r e a t e d  f o r  E'AMILY and SUPPORT, 

Ques t ions  2 and 3, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  For  Hypotheses 2,  3, and 4 ,  

t h e s e  composite variables served as dependent m a s u r e s  i n  the 

t h r e e  s e p a r a t e  sets of  m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lyses  of variance and 

covariance.  Group o r  e t h n i c i t y  served as t h e  between-subjects 

v a r i a b l e .  Highest  l e v e l  of educat ion  completed w a s  the 

covar ia t e .  

Face Sheet 

To develop a p r o f i l e  of t h e  respondents ,  t h e  workers 

completed a face sheet (see Appendix J) .  Shea t s l ey  (1983) 

recommends p l a c i n g  demographic q u e s t i o n s  a t  t h e  end of survey 

in terv iews.  H e  b e l i e v e s  that p e r s o n a l  or s e n s i t i v e  ques t ions  

can create defens iveness  or susp ic iousness  i f  posed early i n  

an  in terv iew.  Such reactions may cause the respondent to be 

evas ive  or  to withdraw from t h e  sumey. Therefore, t h e s e  

questions were placed a t  t h e  end of the written 

questionnaire. 

P a r t i c i p a n t s  i n d i c a t e d  their aga, gender, l e v e l  of 

educat ion,  years of child wel fa re  exper ience ,  and e t h n i c  
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background. The data on ethnie background was used primarily 

to identif y non-Aboriginal workers among the Aboriginal 

agency respondents and Aboriginal workers among t h e  

provincial agency respondents. If there had k e n  a 

significant number of respondents who fit these categories, 

their data would have been used to form two additional groups 

for the analyses. Unfortunately, t h i s  was n o t  the case. 



RESULTS 

ûverview of  t h e  S t a t i s t i c a l  Analyses 

Between-group d i f f e r ences  were analyzed u s ing  

m u l t i v a r i a t e  analysis of variance (MANOVA), m u l t i v a r i a t e  

analysis of  covariance (NANCOVA), r epea ted-masures  MANOVA, 

repeated-rneasures MANCOVA, chi-square tests, and & tests. 

Before conducting t h e  mu l t i va r i a t e  analyses, tests f o r  

homogeneity of covariance matrices were conducted us ing  t h e  

chi-square test f o r  pooling matrices t h a t  is inc luded i n  the 

disc r iminan t  funct ion  ana ly s i s  procedure u s i n g  SAS (i-e., 

PROC DISCRIM). This test indica ted  t h a t  the covar iance  

matr ices  were homogeneous. Therefore, t h e  data met  the 

assumption of homogeneity of variance. 

To assess f o r  normality,  tests of skewness w e r e  

conducted on each of t h e  dependent va r i ab l e s .  Following t h e  

d i r e c t i o n s  of  Tabachnick and F i d e l l  (1983), z scores were 

ca l cu l a t ed  to determine "the p robab i l i t y  of ob t a in ing  that 

l a r g e  a skewness value i f  d a t a  came from a normal 

d i s t r i b u t i o n "  (p. 79). They expla in  t h a t  "a z va lue  i n  excess 

of +/- 2.58 m u l d  lead t o  rejection of t h e  assumption of 

normality of t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  a t  p5.01" (p. 79). Tabachnick 

and P ide l l  state t h a t  " i f  sample s i z e  is suf f i c i e n t l y  l a r g e ,  

a variable may be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  skewed bu t  n o t  enough t o  make 

a realistic d i f f e r ence  i n  the ana lys i s"  (p. 7 9 ) .  Further, 

Tabachnick and F i d e l l  explain t h a t  t h e  presence of univariate 

normality inc reases  t h e  likelihood t h a t  t h e  m u l t i v a r i a t e  



d i s t r i b u t i o n s  are normal, bu t  there is  no "guaranteeW (p. 

79). However, they  state that "the c e n t r a l  limit theorem 

p r o t e c t s  aga in s t  f a i l u r e s  of normality when sample size is 

l a r g e  and t h e r e  are roughly the same number of cases i n  al1 

groups" (p. 78).  They also explain that MANOVA is robust to 

v i o l a t i o n s  caused by skewness and "even with unequal n, a 

sample s i z e  of about 20 in t h e  smallest group should ensure 

robustness with a few DVs" (p. 232). Therefore,  i n  the case 

of MANOVA, i n  which in fe rences  about group d i f f e r e n c e s  are 

the goal ,  t h e  "eva lua t ion  of normality is not  as critical" 

(P. 7 8 ) .  

mirther ,  Tabachnick and F i d e l l  (1983) i n d i c a t e  that t h e  

issue of t ransforming va r i ab l e s ,  t o  co r r ec t  f o r  skewness, i s  

con t rovers ia l .  From t h e i r  own experiences,  they have 

"observed cases  i n  which transformed variables behaved no 

b e t t e r  (and occasionally worse than)  the original ones d id"  

(p. 8 4 ) .  They state t h a t ,  although t he r e  are t h e o r e t i c a l  

advantages, t h e  p r a c t i c a l  "advantages may be s l i g h t "  (p. 8 4 ) .  

Seven of t h e  10  practice pr inc ip l e s  were skewed. O f  t h e  60 

va r i ab l e s  associated with  t h e  4 c h i l d  welfare v i g n e t t e s ,  25  

were skewed. In t h e s e  cases, most of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  rated 

t h e  v a r i a b l e s  w i t h  t h e  same value. Therefore, t ransformat ions  

of t h e s e  skewed v a r i a b l e s  would l i k e l y  make little d i f f e r e n c e  

t o  t h e  ana ly s i s  while making i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  less 

s t ra ight forward .  m a h e r ,  only 2 of the 15 composite 

va r i ab l e s  cons t ruc ted  from the se  60 variables were skewed. 

The composite variables, as opposed t o  t h e  60 i nd iv idua l  
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var iab les ,  served as t h e  dependent variables for the specific 

tests  of t h e  hypotheses. For t h e s e  reasons, these variables 

were not t r a n s f  ormed. 

A niean s u b s t i t u t i o n  procedure was used t o  r e p l a c e  

missing values or "don't knoww responses for the questions 

associated with the four child welfare  v i g n e t t e s ,  A more 

detaLled description of the procedure is provided later i n  

this s e c t i o n .  I n  cases where there were insufficient valid 

responses, the mean s u b s t i t u t i o n  procedure was unable to 

create a v a l i d  va r i ab l e .  I n  t hose  cases,  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  was 

de le ted  from t h e  analyses by t h e  compter program. 

To check for mul t iva r i a t e  o u t l i e r s ,  the DSQ s ta t is t ic  

was computed using t h e  r e s idua l s  of  t h e  60 data p o i n t s  for 

the c h i l d  welfare vigne t tes .  One participant's responses were 

i d e n t i f i e d  a s  far beyond t h e  range of t h e  other p a r t i c i p a n t s .  

Upon inspec t ion  o f  t h e  raw data, it was discovered that the 

p a r t i c i p a n t  had responded with "don ' t  knoww to most of t h e  

items as soc i a t ed  with t h e  v igne t t e s ,  a s  w e l l  as s e v e r a l  of 

t h e  p r a c t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s .  The responses of t h i s  i n d i v i d u a l ,  

belonging t o  t h e  Aboriginal group, were d e l e t e d  from t h e  

sample. The responses of six other Aboriginal participants 

and two non-Aboriginal p a r t i c i p a n t s  had extremely large DSQ 

values.  Inspec t ion  of t h e  da t a  revealed no obviously  dev i an t  

response patterns or b a c c u r a c i e s  in coding. A decision was 

made to inc lude  t h e s e  responses as part of t h e  sample because 

t h e r e  was no apparent  reason t o  bel ieve  t h a t  t h e s e  scores 

were i nva l id .  



C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t he  Final Sample 

The f i n a l  pool cr participants consisted of 75 workers 

f r o m  Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal agencies  . Thirty-seven 
child welfare workers f r o m  Aboriginal agencies  responded to 

t h e  survey. O f  t h e s e  37 respondents,  27 (73%) i d e n t i f i e d  

themselves as Aboriginal, 8 (22%)  i d e n t i f  ied themselves as 

non-Aboriginal, and 2 (5% ) provided no i d e n t i f y i n g  

information.  Thir ty-e ight  workers from non-Aboriginal 

agencies  responded t o  t h e  survey. Of t h e s e  38 respondents,  32 

( 84 % ) workers i d e n t i f  ied themselves as non-Aboriginal, 5 

( 13% ) i d e n t i f i e d  themselves as Aboriginal, and 1 (3%) 

provided no iden t i fy ing  information. Therefore,  59 (79%) of 

t h e  75 respondents i d e n t i f i e d  themselves as belonging t o  t h e  

same e t h n i c  category as t h e i r  agencies. 

The responses of the t h r e e  wurkers ( 4 % )  who did n o t  

i d e n t i f y  t h e i r  ethnicity were excluded from t h e  analyses. The 

responses of the 13  workers ( 1 7 % )  who identified themselves 

as belonging to a d i f f e r e n t  ethnic category than t h e i r  agency 

category w e r e  also excluded. I n  t h e  case  of  t he se  workers, 

e t h n i c i t y  and agency affiliation w e r e  confounded. Therefore,  

it would be impossible t o  test whether t h e  child welfare 

practices of t h e s e  workers were more dr iven by t h e i r  

e t h n i c i t y  than the* agency a f f i l i a t i o n .  F ina l ly ,  wi th  t h e  

removal of one out ly ing  case in t h e  Aboriginal  group, t h e  

data analyses  were performed us ing  t h e  responses of 58 

workers (see Table 1).  



Table 1 

Ethnicitv of Reswndents 

Workers Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal 

Note. +These workers formeci the sample for purposes of data - 
analyses. Two workers £rom Aboriginal agencies and one worker 

from a non-aboriginal agency did not provide any identifying 

information with respect ta ethnic i ty .  One Aboriginal worker 

i n  an Aboriginal agency was i d e n t i f i e d  as an out ly ing  case 

and deleted from the f i n a l  sample. 
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Across the  sample of 58 workers, 22 (38%) w e r e  male and 

36 ( 6 2 % )  were female. I n  t h e  Aboriginal group, there were 9 

(35%) males and 17 ( 6 5 % )  females. I n  t h e  non-Aboriginal group 

there were 13 ( 4 1 % )  males and 19 (59%) females. A chi-square 

test of t h e  ratios of males t o  females wi th in  each  group 

ind ica ted  that t h e  Aboriginal  and non-Ahr ig ina l  groups do 

no t  d i f f e r  wi th  respect to t h e i r  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of male and 

f emale workers . 
In add i t ion  t o  being charac te r i zed  wi th  respect t o  

e t h n i c i t y  and gender, the samples can be cha rac t e r i zed  a long  

t h e  dimensions of aga, number of years  of exper ience  i n  t h e  

f i e l d ,  and l e v e l  o f  education (see Table 2). The  mean age for 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal groups were 38.6 (Ço = 7 .11)  

and 38.9 (s = 9 - 6 7 )  yea r s ,  respectively. Group means did no t  

d i f f e r  with respect to age. 

The mean number of years  of experience for Aboriginal  

and non-Aboriginal workers were 5.3 (SJ = 3 .25 )  and 8.4 (m = 

8.31) years ,  r e spec t ive ly .  The groups d id  not differ  w i t h  

r e spec t  to experience. Despite t h e  l a c k  of s ta t i s t i ca l  

s i gn i f i c ance  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  experience, it bears not ing  that 

a non-Aboriginal worker repor ted  34 y e a r s  of experience.  

Without his response, t h e  mean years of  exper ience  for non- 

Aboriginal workers is  reduced considerably (& = 7.5, = 

6.99). 



Table 2 

Characteristics of the Sanmle 

Aboriginal 26 38.6 7.11 

Non-Aboriginal 32 38.9 9.67 

Experience in Years 

Aboriginal 26 5 . 3  3.25 

Non-Aboriginal 32 8.4 8.31 

Highest Education Completed 

Aboriginal 21 2.8 0.81 

a on-Aboriginal 31 4.2 0.48 



Workers were asked to indicate the highest level of 

educat ion t hey  completed. They were provided with a set  of 

response op t ions  and asked to choose only one category.  These 

response op t ions  were ass igned  a numerical value: 1 (less 

than  Grade 8 ) ,  2 (Hiah School or eau iva len t ) ,  3 (Colleae - 2 

yrs ) , 4 (Univers i tv  - BSW) , 5 ( Post-Graduate - MSW) , and 6 

( û t h e r ) .  Values of 1 through 5 w e r e  used t o  genera te  means 

f o r  the Aboriginal  and non-Aboriginal groups. Responseç coded 

6 were replaced wi th  t h e  mean for t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  group. 

Based on t h i s  da t a ,  the groups d i f f e r ed  wi th  respect t o  l e v e l  

of  educat ion completed, t(31.2) = 7.35, Q < .001. Non- 

Aboriginal  workers indicated that they had completed h igher  

l e v e l s  of  educat ion (a = 4.2, a = 0.48)  than  Abor ig inal  

workers (M = 2.8, ÇD = 0.81). 

A valid test  of t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of responses,  across 

t h e  six ca t ego r i e s ,  with respect t o  educat ion was not 

poss ib l e  due t o  s eve ra l  cells with frequencies  of  less than 

f ive  respondents (see Table 3 ) .  Upon inspect ion ,  the most 

s t r i k i n g  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  groups is represented  by t h e  

percentages of workers who ind ica ted  t h a t  they had earned a 

Bachelor of Social Work degree. While 72% of the non- 

Aboriginal  workers repor ted  t h a t  they had completed 

un ive r s i t y ,  only  19% of the Aboriginal workers reported t h a t  

they  had completed t h i s  same level of education. 

Within t h e  group of Aboriginal  respondents, 16 

respondents (62%)  i nd i ca t ed  t h a t  t h e  h ighes t  l e v e l  of 



Table 3 

Hiahest Education Completed bv Cateoorv 

Group 

- -  

Bighest  Education 

Completed 

Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal 

n - % - n % 

L e s s  than Grade 8 

High School or equivalent  

College (i.. 2 yrs) 

University ( i-. e . , BSW) 

Post-Graduate ( L e . ,  MSW) 

Other 
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educat ion  they had completed was e i t h e r  high school o r  t w o  

years of co l l ege .  W i t h i n  the group of non-Aboriginal 

respondents, one respondent (3%) indicated having completed 

high school or two years of col lege.  The remaining 

respondents i n  the non-Aboriginal group reported having 

completed the B.S.W. degree or some graduate  training. This 

reveals that the two groups are not  evenly matched with 

r e s p e c t  to educat ion.  To control  t h i s  dif  f e r ence ,  educa t ion  

was used as a c o v a r i a t e  when t e s t i n g  hypotheses of group 

d i f f e r e n c e s  based on e t h n i c i t y .  The values, from 1 to 5, 

ass igned to the levels of education completed were used as 

respondents ' scores f o r  t h e  covariate . 
A s  an exp lo ra to ry  va r i ab l e ,  respondents were asked to 

desc r i be  t h e i r  " r e l i g i o n  and/or s p i r i t u a l i t y  . " I f  they 

identified themselves as "Chr is t ian ,"  t hey  were also asked to  

i n d i c a t e  i n  wri t ing a particular denomination. T h i s  process  

generated 13  d i f f e r e n t  c a t ego r i e s  of responses.  Four 

ca t ego r i e s  cons i s t ed  of s p e c i f i c  Chr i s t i an  sects. Four other 

ca t ego r i e s  included C h r i s t i a n  sects i n  combination w i t h  

T r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal S p i r i t u a l i t y .  Due t o  t h e  large number 

of  c a t ego r i e s  and t h e  limited number of respondents  per 

category ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  could not apply a valid test  f o r  t h e  

d i f f e r e n c e s  of  t h e  distributions based on these 13 

ca t ego r i e s .  

Using the  faith o r i e n t a t i o n  of t h e  Aboriginal workers, 

the resea rcher  formed subgroupings among them for a n a l y s i s  

purposes. There were 11 workers who i d e n t i f i e d  a Christian 
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f a i t h  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  11 workess who i d e n t i f  ied Christian and 

T r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal  s p i r i t u a l  o r i en t a t i ons ,  and 4 workers 

who i d e n t i f i e d  a T r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal S p i r i t u a l  

o r i e n t a t i o n .  The reseatcher attempted some pre l iminary  

ana lyses  using f a i t h  o r i e n t a t i o n  as a grouping v a r i a b l e  with 

a C h r i s t i a n  group ( e ,  n = 11) and a ~ h r i s t i a n / ~ r a d i t i o n a l  

group (i.e., n = 15). As w u l d  be expected, she  did  no t  

appear  t o  have sufficient statistical power to detect 

d i f f e r e n c e s  between these groups. 

Those respondents who iden t i f  ied themselves as 

Aboriginal  were asked to complete a f u r t h e r  series of 

ques t ions .  F i s s t ,  they  w e r e  asked to indicate t h e  g roup(s )  

( e ,  Nations) to which they  belong. Nineteen respondents 

(73%)  i d e n t i f i e d  themselves as Ojibway. Two respondents (8%)  

i d e n t i f i e d  themselves as belonging to  t h e  Ojibway Nation and 

o t h e r  First Nations groups. Therefore, the major i ty  (81%) of 

t h e  Aboriginal respondents are m e r s  of t h e  Ojibway First 

Nation. While t h i s  representation makes t h e  data less 

gene ra l i zab l e  ac ross  Abor iginal  groups or  less representative 

of F i r s t  Nations as a whole, it suggests  t h a t  t h e  p resen t  

respondent pool may be r e l a t i v e l y  homogeneous with respect t o  

t r a d i t i o n s  and c u l t u r a l  p rac t i ces .  One may argue t h a t ,  as a 

r e s u l t ,  there  is l i k e l y  t o  be less v a r i a b i l i t y  w i t h i n  t h e  

Aboriginal  sample and, t h e r e f  o re ,  more statistical power t o  

detect d i f f e r ences  between the  non-Aboriginal and t h e  

Aboriginal  groups, 
- 
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Second, Aboriginal respondents were asked t o  indicate 

whether or no t  t hey  are able t o  speak the language of t h e i r  

ances to r s .  Wenty-two (85% ) respondents indicated t h a t  t h e y  

are able, whereas four (15%) ind ica ted  t h a t  they are not. 

They were also asked t o  indicate whether they  use  the* 

a n c e s t r a l  language i n  the- work. Again, 22 (85%) respondents 

i n d i c a t e d  that t hey  do, while 4 (15%) ind i ca t ed  t h a t  they do 

no t  . 
F i n a l l y ,  Aboriginal workers w e r e  asked to i n d i c a t e  t h e  

ph i l o soph ica l  perspect ive from which t hey  p r a c t i c e  c h i l d  

welfare. They responded on a continuum from 1 (mainstream) to 

7 ( t r a d i t i o n a l ) .  The mean of t h e  Aboriginal respondents w a s  

4.4 and t h e  standard devia t ion  was 1.39. Given t h a t  4 is t h e  

midpoint of t h e  continuum, t h i s  group of workers can be 

generally charac te r i zed  as p rac t i c ing  c h i l d  welfare from a 

b i c u l t u r a l  or &ed perspective.  

P r ac t i c e  P r inc ip l e s  

Hmothesis  1 

Hypothesis 1 Sta tes  t h a t  Aboriginal  workers w i l l  rate a 

set of mainstream social work p r a c t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s  as less 

r e l e v a n t  to t h e i r  ch i l d  welfare p r a c t i c e  than w i l l  non- 

Abor ig ina l  workers. 

As a n  i n i t i a l  test for between-group d i f f e r ences  on the 

set of 10 p r a c t i c e  p r inc ip les ,  t h e  resea rcher  created a 

composite score f o r  each pa r t i c ipan t  by computing t h e  mean of 

h i s  or h e r  r a t i n g s  across a l 1  10 p r i n c i p l e s .  This  new 

variable, RELEVANCE, has a range from 1 to 7. Lower scores  



represent an overall r a t i n g  for the set of p r i n c i p l e s  as less 

f requent ly  re levan t .  An analys is of variance ( N O V A )  

i nd i ca t ed  that the tw groups d i f f e r ed  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  w i t h  

respect to t h e i r  ratings for t h e  p r inc ip les ,  F(l,56) = 13.83, 

Q < .OOl. The Aboriginal workers rated t h e  set  of p r i n c i p l e s  

as less f r equen t l y  relevant t o  t h e i r  c h i l d  welfare p r a c t i c e  

(& = 5.33, Ço = 0.86) t h a n  did the non-Aboriginal workers 

(M = 6 . 0 4 ,  Ço = 0 . 5 8 ) .  

For a l 1  of the 10  p r i nc ip l e s ,  t h e  Aboriginal  group means 

f o r  frequency of re levance  r a t i ngs  were lower t h a n  the non- 

Aboriginal group means ( see Table 4 ) . Be£ ore i n s p e c t i n g  

dif f erences with respect to indiv idual  p r i n c i p l e s  , a 

mu l t i va r i a t e  analysis of variance (MANOVA) w a s  conducted as 

an omnibus test. The 10 dependent va r i ab les  were t h e  r a t i n g s  

for the 10 p r i n c i p l e s .  The between-groups effect across t h e  

10  p r i n c i p l e s  was s i g n i f i c a n t ,  F(10,42) = 2.45, E c . 0 5 .  

Fur ther ,  t h e  u n i v a r i a t e  tests indica ted  t h a t  the Aboriginal 

workers rated 6 o f  the 10  p r inc ip les  as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  less 

frequently r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e i r  ch i l d  welfare p r a c t i c e  t han  did 

t h e  non-Aboriginal workers (see Table 5). 

Given that  t h e  groups of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

workers differed w i t h  respect to  level of educat ion ,  Pearson 

c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  were ca lcu la ted  between level of 

educat ion and r a t i n g s  of relevance f o r  each p r a c t i c e  



T a b l e  4 

Freauencv of Relevance Ratinas for Practice Princi~ïes 

Aboriginal 

1. Establishing environment 

26 5.77 1.28 

2. Inviting concerns 

3 .  Defining senrices 

26 

4 .  Deveïoping assessment 

25 

5 .  Engaging c l i e n t  

26 

6. Setting conditions 

26 

7. Eliciting perspectives 

26 4 .42  1.21 

8. Intervening dif ferent ia l ly  

26 4.89 1.68 

9. Evaluating problem 

25 



T a b l e  4 (continued) 

10. Creating hop 

- - - - 

Note. Higher scores indicate that  the  pr inc ip l e  was judged to 

be more frequently relevant to child welfare practice. 



Table 5 

ANOVAs of Frecruencv of Relevance Ratinas for Practice 

Princi~les 

- -  - 

1. Establishing environment 

6.40 1 6.08* 

error 53.67 (1.05) 51 

2. Inviting concerns 

4.83 1 7.68* 

32.04 (0.63)  5 1  error 

3.  Defining senrices 

error 

4 .  Developing assessment 

error 

5. Engaging c l i e n t  

error 

6. Sett ing conditions 

error 



T a b l e  5 - continued 

7. E l i c i t i n g  perspectives 

16.32 

error 66.51 (1.30) 

8. Intervening differentially 

30.58 

90 .29  (1.77) error 

9. Evaluating problem 

error 

10. Creating h o p  

error 

Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square 

errors . 
*p < .05 .  **p < . 01. ***p < .001. 
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p r i n c i p l e  (see Table 6 ) .  Significan+ p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

e . ,  < . 0 5 )  were found between level of educa t ion  and 

eight pr inc ip l e s .  I n  other words, the higher  t h e  educa t ion  

l e v e l ,  t h e  higher  the re levance  rating of the principle i n  

ques t ion .  These e i g h t  p r i n c i p l e s  were: 

1. Es tab l i sh ing  an  environment of support and 

acceptance. 

2. I n v i t i n g  c l i e n t s  t o  elaborate t h e i r  concerns and 

needs . 
4. Developing mutual assessrnent of problems-in-living . 
6. S e t t i n g  m t u a l l y  accep tab le  condi t ions  of work. 

7. E l i c i t i n g  diff e r e n t i a l  perspect ives f r o m  a l 1  members 

of f ami l i e s .  

8. In tervening d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  according t o  age, sex, 

c u l t u r a l  noms,  . . . 
9. Evaluat ing,  re-evaluat ing ,  and r enego t i a t i ng  problem 

d e i  i n i t  ion .  

10.  Creat ing h o p .  

Of t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f  i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  six of  

these are t h e  same p r i n c i p l e s  ( i-e. ,  1, 2 ,  4 ,  7 ,  8 ,  and 9 )  

t h a t  Aboriginal  workers rated as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  less r e l e v a n t  

than  non-Aboriginal workers. I n  o the r  words, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

i n  workers '  educat ion are s t r o n g l y  r e l a t e d  to  the between- 

group d i f f e r ence  for the re levance  r a t i ngs  f o r  the 

principles . 
To further i n spec t  t h e  con t r ibu t ion  of educat ion  to t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  grouping variable (Le., e t h n i c i t y )  



Table 6 

Pearson Correlations Between Relevance of Practice P r i n c i ~ l e s  

and Level of Education 

principle  Correlation (a = 53)  

1.  ~ s t a b l i s h i n g  environment 

2 .  ~ n v i t i n g  concerns 

3. Def ining services  

4. Developing assessment 

5 .  Engaghg c l i e n t  

6 .  Sett ing conditions 

7 .  E l i c i t i n g  perspectives 

8 .  ~ n t e r v e n i n g  differentially 

9 .  Evaluating problem 

10. Creating hope 

Note. Higher scores on the  relevance rating represent more - 
frequently relevant principles.  

'2 < - 0 5 .  **g < -01. ***e < -001. 



and the 10 p r a c t i c e  principles, a partial c o r r e l a t i o n  table 

was generated (see Table 7 ) .  It should be noted  t h a t  the 

c o r r e l a t i o n  between group (Le., a dichotomous variable) and 

level of e d u c a t i o n  is .76, 2 < .001. The c o r r e l a t i o n  between 

l e v e l  of education and y e a r s  of experience is .34, Q < -01. 

Given t h e  s t r o n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  rated 

r e l e v a n c e  of the practice p r i n c i p l e s  and warker  educa t ion ,  as 

-11 as t h e  difference between t h e  Aboriginal and non- 

Aboriginal groups wi th  r e s p e c t  to educa t ion ,  t h e  ana lyses  of 

v a r i a n c e  reported above were redone w i t h  education as a 

c o v a r i a t e .  Using t h e  composite variable, RELEVANCE, i n  an 

analysis of cova r i ance  (ANCOVA), e t h n i c i t y  no longer accounts 

f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  re l evance  of t h e  p r i n c i p l e s .  

Similarly, when t h e  MANOVA for a l1 1 0  principles is run a s  a 

MANCOVA, w i t h  level of education as t h e  covariate, t h e  t w o  

groups do n o t  d i f f e r  overall with r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  set of 

p r i n c i p l e s  . 
With r e s p e c t  t o  ph i losoph ica l  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  Abor ig ina l  

workers were asked t o  i n d i c a t e  how they would c h a r a c t e r i z e  

t h e i r  c h i l d  w e l f a r e  work on a continuum from mainstream to 

t r a d i t i o n a l .  Higher r a t i n g s  i n d i c a t e d  a perspective t h a t  was 

more c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  a t r a d i t i o n a l  Abor ig ina l  v i e w .  When 

p h i l o s o p h i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  was correlated with t h e  r e l e v a n c e  

ratings, n e g a t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  (E < - 0 5 )  w i t h  four of t h e  

p r i n c i p l e s  were f ound (se6 Table  8 ) . A nega t ive  c o r r e l a t i o n  

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  more t r a d i t i o n a l  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  of t h e  

worker, t h e  less r e l e v a n t  the  p r i n c i p l e s  were t o  t h e i r  



T a b l e  7 

Residual Correlations between gr ou^ and R e ï e v a n c e  of Practice 

Principles Controllinq for  Level of Education 

Pearson 

Correlations 

~ r i n c i p l e  Ed Group Group 

-- -- 

Note. The first column refers to the corre la t ion  between the 

relevance ratings for the practice principles and educat ion. 

The second column refers to the correlation between the 

principles and group. The third column represents the 

residual correlation between principles and group after 

controlling for education. 



Table 8 

Pearson Correlations Between Relevance of Practice Princi~les 

and P h i l o s o ~ h v  

- pp 

Principle  Correlation (n = 24) 

~ s t a b l i s  hing environment 

Inviting concerns 

~ e f  ining services 

Deveïoping assessment 

~ngaging client 

Setting conditions 

~ l i c i t i n g  perspectives 

Intervening differentially 

Evaluating problem 

10. Creating hope - .42*  



practice. These four p r i n c i p l e s  were: 

2. I n v i t i n g  c l i e n t s  to elaborate the ir  concerns and 

needs . 
6. Setting mutually acceptable conditions of work. 

9. Evaluat ing,  re-evaluat ing,  and renegotiating problem 

de£ i n i t i o n .  

10.  Crea t ing  hop. 

Only t w o  of t h e s e  principles (i.e., 2 and 9 )  are among 

t h e  set of p r i n c i p l e s  on which the Aboriginal and non- 

Aboriginal groups differ. Unlike educat ion ,  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  

o r i e n t a t i o n  does not  appear to correspond with many of t h e  

d i f f e r e n c e s  between the Abor ig ina l  and non-Aboriginal groups 

with respect to t h e  r e l evance  of p r a c t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s .  T h i s  is 

supported by t h e  f i n d i n g  that t h e r e  is no s i g n i f i c a n t  

correlation between education and p h i l o s o p h i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  

f = -  - -28, p = .22 .  It is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  e d u c a t i o n  

is related t o  p r a c t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s  b u t  n o t  t o  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  

o r i e n t a t i o n .  

When t h e  Aboriginal  group mean r a t i n g s  of the p r i n c i p l e s  

are rank-ordered from most t o  least r e l e v a n t ,  three O£ t h e  

t o p  f o u r  p r i n c i p l e s  match w i t h  t h e  s u b s e t  of  principles 

i d e n t i f i e d  as "Indian  he lp ing"  by Nelson et  a l .  (1985) (see 

Table  . 9 )  . As predicted, Abor ig ina l  c h i l d  wel f  are workers rate 

a set of mainstream social work p r a c t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s  as less 

r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e i r  c h i l d  w e l f a r e  p r a c t i c e  than did non- 

Abor ig ina l  workers. However, d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  e d u c a t i o n  account  



Table 9 

Summarv of Practice Principles as Rated for  Rekvance bv 

Aboriqinal Workers 

- -- 

~ a n k  Order By Mean ~ating By Aboriginal 

Aboriginal Workers Aboriginal Workers Helping ? 

2 .  Inviting concerns 6.08a Yes 

10. Creating hope 5.85 Yes 

3. Def ining services 5.81 no 

1. Establishing environment 5.77n Yes 

5. Engaghg c l i e n t  5.46 no 

6. Set t ing conditions 5.19 no 

9. Evaluating problem 5.12a no 

8. Intenrening di£ f erentially 4.89e no 

4.  Developing assessment 4.64a no 

7. E l i c i t ing  perspectives 4.42a yes 

Note. @ Relevance ratings significantly lower than non- 

Aboriginal workers' ratings. 



f o r  much of this finding. Thesefore, t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  

ana lyses  on ly  partially suppor t  Hypothesis 1. 

Aboriginal Child Welfare Vignettes 

Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 represent specific p r e d i c t i o n s  

t h a t  Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers would differ in 

t h e i r  plans t o  intemene in c h i l d  welfare cases involvhg 

Aborig ina l  ch i ld ren .  Responses t o  t h e  c h i l d  welfare v i g n e t t e s  

served as t h e  data t o  t e s t  these hypotheses. Each of t h e  

above hypotheses was inves t iga ted  through one of t h e  t h r e e  

ques t i ons  t h a t  followed each of t h e  f o u r  c h i l d  welfare 

v i g n e t t e s .  

A mean s u b s t i t u t i o n  procedure was used to  replace 

miss ing  va lue s  or " d o n t  know* responses. For example, i f  

respondents  did no t  provide a response t o  t h e  f i f t h  item 

fo l lowing t h e  INTRUSIVENESS ques t ion  f o r  t h e  first vignette, 

t h e  mean o f  the responses to the fifth item fo l lowing t h e  

INTRUSIVENESS ques t ion  f o r  the other t h r e e  v i g n e t t e s  was 

s u b s t i t u t e d .  However, the mean s u b s t i t u t i o n  procedure was 

unable to create a v a l i d  v a r i a b l e  i n  cases where there were 

i n s u f f i c i e n t  v a l i d  responses t o  genera te  a mean. I n  t hose  

cases, t h a t  ind iv idua l  was de le ted  from t h e  ana lyses  by t h e  

c o m p t e r  program. 

To test  for o v e r a l l  d i f f e r ences  between t h e  responses  of 

t h e  Abor ig ina l  and non-Aboriginal workers t o  a l1 of  t h e  

v i g n e t t e s ,  ques t ions ,  and ac t i ons ,  a repeated-measures, 

m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana ly s i s  of var iance  was conducted. D r .  Harvey 

Keselman ( s t a t i s t i c a l  consu l t a t ion ,  June 21, 1995) 



117 

recommended t h i s  procedure to provide an omnibus test of 

Hypotheses 2,  3, and 4. A repeated-measures, MANCOVA was a l s o  

conducted usu ig  level of educat ion as the covar ia te .  

For t h e s e  prel iminary analyses, t h e  design was  group by 

v igne t t e  by question by action (i.e. , 2 X 4 X 3 X 5)  . In 
o the r  words, t w o  ethnic groups responded t o  four  v i g n e t t e s ,  

followed by t h r e e  ques t ions ,  w i t h  f i v e  a c t i o n s  or c h i l d  

welfare i n t e rven t ions  t o  be rated f o r  each quest ion.  

S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e s  were t he se  60 

responses. The repeated-measures were t h e  f i v e  l e v e l s  or  

ac t i ons  fo l lowing each of the t h r e e  ques t i ons  ac ros s  t h e  f o u r  

v igne t tes .  Tests of t h e  i nd iv idua l  hypotheses w i l l  be 

presented fol lowing t h e  d i scuss ion  of the omnibus tests 

( e ,  MANOVA and MANCOVA). 

According to Tabachnick and F i d e l l  (1983), "a major 

assumption i n  repeated-measures ana lys i s  is t h a t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

among levels of t h e  within-subjects  v a r i a b l e  are cons t an t  

over a l1 combinations of l e v e l s "  (p. 2 2 8 ) .  As a check, a test 

for  homogeneity of  covariance matrices was conducted u s ing  

t h e  chi-square test f o r  pool ing matrices t h a t  is  included i n  

t h e  d i sc r iminan t  funct ion a n a l y s i s  procedure using SAS (i.e., 

PROC DISCRIM). Given t h a t  t h e  chi-square test was not  

s i g n i f i c a n t ,  i nd i ca t i ng  t h a t  t h e  covar iance  matrices were 

homogeneous, a pooled covar iance  matr ix was used i n  t h e  

c a l c u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  d i sc r iminan t  func t ion  ana lys i s .  

To begin, t h e  repeated-measures m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  of 

var iance  tests of between-subjects effects was s i g n i f i c a n t ,  



P(1,54) = 11.03, E < . 005 .  Given a significant, overall 

difference between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal child 

welfare workers on the MANOVA, specific tests of the effect 

of the grouping variable (Le., ethnicity) on the dependent 

masures were inspected. With respect to the hypotheses of 

the differences between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

workers, the two-way tests of question by group and action by 

group yielded significant F statistics using Wilks' Lambda 

(see Table 10). There was no vignette by group effect. 

These analyses were followed by a repeated-measures 

multivariate, analysis of covariance, controllhg for 

education. In the repeated-measures MANCOVA, the main effect 

of the grouping variable ( L e ,  ethnicity) remained 

significant, F(i.53) = 6.30, E < .05.  In other words, there 

was a significant difference between the Aboriginal and non- 

Aboriginal workers' responses overall when level of education 

was used as a covariate. However, the two-way in terac t ions  

between group and level and group and question w e r e  no longer 

s ign i f  icant, as they were i n  the MANOVA. 

The above analyses indicated the presence of differences 

between the groups based on ethnicity that merited further 

investigation. To analyze the direction of the group 

differences and to address Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4, a 

subsequent series of analyses were perfonned. Three separate 

multivariate analyses of variance and covariance were 

conducted. Each MANOVA and MANCOVA represented one of the 

three hypotheses corresponding to one of the three questions 



Table 10 

T e s t s  of Hypotheses for  ~ultivafiate Remated Measures 

Between-Subiect E f f e c t s  

- -  

Note. *E < .OS. **E < .01. 



fo l lowing  each v i g n e t t e .  

p t h e s i s  2 

Hypothesis 2 States t h a t  Aboriginal workers will be more 

l i k e l y  than non-Aboriginal workers t o  p l a n  t o  respond with 

more minimal as opposed t o  more intrusive i n t e n e n t i o n s .  

Since there was no group by v i g n e t t e  e f f e c t ,  t h e  r a t i n g s  

f o r  the first  i n t e r v e n t i o n  or l e v e l  fol.lowing the 

INTRUSIVENESS ques t ions  on al1 f o u r  v i g n e t t e s  were summed to 

r e p r e s e n t  a respondent ' s  score at t h e  least i n t r u s i v e  level. 

F ive  composite variables, increasing in h t n i s i v e n e s s  , w e r e  

created by summing t h e  responses  following each of t h e  four 

v i g n e t t e s  a t  each r e s p e c t i v e  level of t h e  continuum for 

INTRUSIVENESS. These f i v e  v a r i a b l e s  served as dependent 

measures i n  the MANOVA and MANCOVA, with group serving as the 

between-subjects v a r i a b l e  and l e v e l  of educa t ion  as t h e  

covariate. 

The researcher p r e d i c t e d  that t h e  Abor ig ina l  workers 

would indicate dec reas ing  l i k e l i h o o d  ratings from t h e  f i r s t  

t o  t h e  fifth l e v e l  of INTRUSIVENESS. Conversely,  she expec ted  

t h a t  t h e  non-Aboriginal group would i n d i c a t e  i n c r e a s i n g  

likelihood r a t i n g s  from t h e  first t o  t h e  f i f t h  level of 

INTRUSIVENESS. This  p a t t e r n  is e v i d e n t  for the non-Aboriginal 

group.when inspecting t h e  means at t h e  first and f i f t h  l e v e l  

(see Table 11). The expected p a t t e r n  did n o t  emerge i n  t h e  

mean ratings of t h e  Aboriginal  group. The l a c k  of p a t t e r n i n g  

i n  the t esponses  sugges ts  t h a t  this v a r i a b l e  is n o t  

unidimensional  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  i n t r u s i v e n e s s .  



Table 11 

Mean Composite Scores for INTRUSIVENESS 

L e v e l  

N o t e .  Higher scores represent a greater likelihood to employ 

the intervent ion. 
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For INTRUSIVENESS , a s ign i f  i c a n t  m u l t i v a r i a t e  main 

effect f o r  group was found, l?(5,52) = 5.48, E < -001. O f  t h e  

f ive u n i v a r i a t e  tests of t h i s  hypothesis,  only Level 1, 

represen t ing  t h e  mst minimal in te rven t ion  was s i g n i f i c a n t ,  

i?(1,56) = 6.75, Q c .O5 (see Table 12). Aboriginal workerç 

would be more l i k e l y  (M = 5.38, a = 1.38) t h a n  non- 

Aboriginal  workers (g = 4.38, - = 0.85)  to respond with the 

most minimal i n t e rven t i ons .  

S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  most minimal c h i l d  w e l f a r e  

i n t e r v e n t i o n s  f o r  t h e  first two v igne t t e s  w e r e  t o  make "no 

response" to t h e  r e p o r t s  of p o t e n t i a l  neg l ec t  and physical 

abuse. The most minimal response to t h e  t h i r d  v i g n e t t e  was t o  

" in te rv iew Donna," S h e l l e y ' s  aunt, who called the agency on 

he r  behalf as a pos s ib l e  v ic t im of chi ld  sexual abuse. The 

most minimal response to the  f o u r t h  vignette was t o  

" in te rv iew Mary and a s s e s s  h e r  substance abuse and he r  social 

and family network." Mary i s  the  mother depicted i n  t h e  

chron ic  c h i l d  welfare  case vignet te .  

To test for between-group differences on each of t h e  

f o u r  items t h a t  c o n s t i t u t e  Level 1, four g tests were 

performed (see Table 13). Using t h e  Bonferroni  Inequality t o  

p r o t e c t  against Type 1 e r r o r ,  t h e  alpha l e v e l  (i-e., - 0 5 )  was 

divided by the number of analyses ( e ,  four) t o  y i e l d  a g 

value of . O 1  per test. According t o  Hays (1981) ,  when 

following t h i s  procedure, "the p robab i l i t y  of a Type 1 error 

i n  one or  more t e s t s  could be no larger t h a n w  alpha (p. 4 3 5 ) -  



Table  12 

Univari- T e s t s  of Freuuencv of Increasinq Levels of 

INTRUSIVENESS from the MANOVA 

Level SS - df - F 

error 

error 

error 

error 

error 

Note. Values enclosed in parentheses are mean square error. 



Table 13 

Ratinos of Smcific Interventions at Level 1 of INTRUSIVENESS 

bv Vianette 

Intervention Vignette M - SD df - t - 

no response 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

no response 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

in terv i ew  Donna 

Aboriginal 
n o n - ~ b o r i g h a l  

interview Mary and 
assess h e r  substance 
abuse and her social 
and fami ly  network 4 

Aboriginal 6.54 0.51 5 0 . 8  0.97 
n o n - ~ b o r i g i n a l  6 .72 0 .89  

N o t e .  n = 26 for the  Aboriginal  group. = 32 for the non- 
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W i t h  respect to t h e s e  specific intementions at Level 1 

across the four vignettes, the groups differed significantly 

in their relevance ratings for the first two vignettes only.  

Aboriginal workers were more likely (3 = 4.31, = 2.72) 

than non-Aboriginal workers (M = 2 . 0 0 ,  = 1.81 ) to make "no 

responsew to the child welfare case depicted in the first 

vignette, t(41.9) = E < .01. Aboriginal workers were also 

more likely (M = 3.81, = 2.73) than non-Aboriginal workers 

(g = 1.97, a = 1.88) to make 'no responsew to the case 

depicted in the second vignette, &(U.  8) = E < .01. 

A multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) w i t h  

education as the covariate, supports the finding that 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers differ with respect to 

their intentions to intervene at increasing levels of 

INTRUSIVENESS. The main efiect for ethnicity was s ignif icant ,  

F(5,51) = 2.75, E < .Of, but there were no significant 

univariate effects. Therefore, the findings from t h e s e  

analyses partially support Hypothesis 2. 

H w t h e s i s  3 

Hypothesis 3 S t a t e s  that Aboriginal workers will be more 

likely than non-Aboriginal workers to plan to implement 

within-home or within-family interventions. 

The continuum for Question 2 (i.e., FAMILY) represents a 

range of actions beginning w i t h  assistance within the home. 

The interventions then range from temporary placements with 

relatives to placements with non-familial foster families. 

Five composite variables were created for FAMILY. 



upon inspection of t h e  means w i t h i n  t h e  t w o  groups, a 

p a t t e r n  of decreasing l i ke l i hood  i r  @vident  ac ross  the 

responses for both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers (see 

Table 1 4 ) .  Also, both groups w e r e  least l i k e l y  t o  employ 

i n t e rven t i ons  at Level 2. For the first two vignettes, the 

i n t e rven t i ons  a t  this level were to "place homemaking 

services in t h e  home. "For t h e  third v igne t t e ,  t h e  

i n t e rven t i on  involved a V o n t r a c t  with mother t o  prevent  

f a t h e r ' s  sexua l  con tac t  with Shelley (i.e., e n t i r e  family 

remains home)." For t h e  fou r th  vignette, t h e  i n t e rven t i on  

involved "a VPA with  extended f d l y  placement." 

The multivariate tests ( i -e . ,  MANOVA and MANCOVA) for 

between-group d i f fe rences  among these  composite variables 

yie lded  no e f f e c t .  There w e r e  no d i f f e r ences  between t h e  

preferences  of t h e  Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal c h i l d  

welfare  workers with  respect t o  i n t e rven t i ons  wi th in  t h e  home 

or family. Therefore, t h i s  analysis did no t  support 

Hypothesis 3. 

Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 States t h a t  Aboriginal  workers w i l l  be more 

likely than non-Aboriginal workers t o  plan long-term, 

preventive, and supportive involvement wi th  Aboriginal 

f amilies. 

The i n t e rven t i on  opt ions following Quest ion  3 ( i . e . ,  

SUPPORT) range from short-term t o  long-term child welfare 

involvement. Five composite variables were created f o r  

SUPPORT (see Table 15).  A s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  for group 



Table 14 

Mean Composite Scores for FAMILY 

Aboriginal non-Aboriginal 

. - 

Note. Higher scores represent a greater l ikelihood to employ 

the intervention. 



Table 15 

Mean C o m w s i t e  Scores for SUPPORT 

Level 

- - 

Note. Higher scores represent a greater likelihood to employ 

the intervention. 
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was found, E(5,50) = 3.22, E < .05 .  The groups' responses 

differed on univariate t e s t s  of thsee of the five composite 

variables (see Table 16). 

At Level 1, the means for the Aboriginal and non- 

Aboriginal workers were 4.12 (= = 1.59) and 2.69 (- = 

1.13), respectively. Contrary to ~ypothesis 4, this 

represents a preference on the part of Aboriginal workers for 

short term interventions, including resolution through 

"intake/investigationw for the first three vignettes and a 

"permanent order, non-familial adoption, no further contact 

with mother" on the fourth vignette, F(1,54) = 13.69, 

Q < . O l m  

With respect to the specific intenrentions, Aboriginal 

workers w e r e  more l ike ly  (M = 4.8, ÇD = 2.08) than non- 

Aboriginal workers (M = 3.09, Ço = 1.93) to resolve the 

second case through an intake or investigation, &(56) = 2.81, 

Q < .01. Aboriginal workers were also more likely (M = 4.44, 

SD = 2.07) than non-Aboriginal workers (fi = 1.81, a = 1.42) - 

to resolve the third case through an intake or investigation, 

t(42.9) = 5.50, 2 < .O01 (see Table 17). - 
At Level 2 ,  the  rneans for the Aboriginal and non- 

Aboriginal workers were 5.51 (- = 0.97) and 4.78 (SD = 1.27) 

respectively. In contradiction to Hypothesis 4, t h i s  

represents a preference on the part of Aboriginal workers to 

engage in "immediate/crisis intervention" for the first three 

vignettes and a "permanent order, extended family 

adoptionkare, one to t w o  year agency supportw on the fourth 



Table 16 

Univariate Tests of Freauencv of ~ncreasincr Levels of SUPPORT 

from the MANOVA 

error 

error 

error 

error 

error 

Note. Values enclosed in parentheses are mean square error. 

*E < -05. **E < .01. 



Table 17 

Ratin~s of Swcific Interventions at Level 1 of SUPPORT b~ 

Vianette 

Intervention Vignette M - SD df - t - 

Resolve through 
intake/investigation 

1 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

Iiesolve through 
intake/investigation 

2 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

Resolve through 
intake/investigation 

3 

Permanent order, n o n 4  amilia1 
adoption, no further contact 
with mother 

4 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

Note. n = 26 for the Aboriginal group. ' = 32 for the non- 

Aboriginal group. 
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vigne t te ,  F(1,54) = 5.48, E < .OS. W i t h  respect to long range 

plans, Aboriginal workers would be more likely (a = 6.46, Çq 

= 1.24) than non-llboriginal vsorkers (4 = 5.02, = 2.40) t o  

plan an "immediate/crisis in te rvent ion ,"  g(48.2) = E < -01 in 

response to t h e  th ird  v i g n e t t e  (see Table 18). 

Fina l ly ,  at  Level 5, the  means f o r  t h e  Aboriginal and 

non-Aboriginal workers were 4.58 (g = 1.05) and 3.86 (a = 

1.05), respect ively .  This represents  a stated preference on 

t h e  p a r t  of Aboriginal workers t o  intervene by providing 

"long tenn c h i l d  welfare involvement" for t h e  first three  

vignettes and "children re turned to Mary, with intense long 

term involvement on the par t  of  t h e  agency & extended family" 

for t h e  fourth vignet te ,  F(1,54) = 6.59, < .05. 

The response a t  Level 5 t o  t h e  fourth v igne t t e  is 

cons is ten t  w i t h  Hypothesis 4.  Aboriginal workers were more 

l i k e l y  (M = 4.04, = 1 .91)  than non-Aboriginal workers (4 = 

2.65, Ço = 1.60) to plan to return t h e  chi ldren to Mary w i t h  

in tense  long term chi ld  welfare involvement, g ( 5 4 )  = p c .O1 

for t h e  four th  vignette (see Table 1 9 ) .  A t  this level, 

Aboriginal workers indicated t h a t  they would be more likely 

t o  in tervene on a long-term, support ive basis  i n  a seemingly 

refractory case. However, Aboriginal workers also ind ica ted  a 

g r e a t e r  l ike l ihood  than non-Aboriginal workers t o  intervene 

with some of the more short-term, less supportive 

in te rvent ions  as indicated by Levels 1 and 2 . 



Table 18 

Ratinas of Swcific Interventions at Level 2 of SUPPORT bv 

V i e m e t t e  

Intervention Vignette M 

~mmediate/crisis 
intervent ion 1 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

Irmnediate/crisis 
intervent ion 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

Immediate/crisis 
intervent ion 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

Permanent order, extended 
f amily adopt ionkare  , one 
to two year agency support 

4 

Note. 2 = 26 for the Aboriginal group. p = 32 for the non- 

Aboriginal group. 

*+p < .01. 



Table 19 

~ a t i n q s  - of Swcific Interventions at Level 5 of SUPPORT bv 

Viqnette 

Intervention Vignette & - SD - df - t 

~ong-term child welf are 
involvement 1 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

~ong-term child welfare 
involvement 2 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

Long-tem child welfare 
involvement 3 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

Children returned to Mary, 
with intense long-te- 
involvement on the part 
of the agency & extended family 

4 

Aboriginal 4.04 1.91 49.1 2.97**  
non-Aboriginal 2.65 1.60 

Note. **p < .01. 
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For the MANCOVA, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers 

do no t  differ  with respec t  t o  preferences  for t h e  SUPPORT 

interventions. Thersfore,  educat ion,  as opposed t o  e thn ic i ty ,  

accounts for these  complicated findings. Overall, these 

results do not  support Hypothesis 4. 

P rov inc ia l  Child Welfare Vignette  

For t h e  Provincial child welfare vigne t t e ,  participants 

were asked t o  provide open-ended, witten responses t o  

indicate how they would intervene given information about 

d i f f e r e n t  aspects of a case. The f i r s t  ques t ion  had f o u r  

parts. There were f ive subsequent quest ions,  each w i t h  on ly  

one part .  These n ine  w r i t t e n  responses formed the data f o r  

t h i s  component of t h e  research.  

To begin ana ly s i s  of this q u a l i t a t i v e  data, t h e  

resea rcher  read through every respondent 's  w r i t t e n  c o m e n t s  

fol lowing each ques t ion .  She focused on one ques t i on  a t  a 

time across  t h e  pa r t i c ipan t s ,  as opposed t o  examining each 

p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  set of responses. This  enabled t h e  r e sea r che r  

t o  h e r s e  herse l f  i n  t h e  responses e l i c i t e d  by each  of the 

nine  sec t ions .  

I n  t h e  e a r l y  s t a g e  of t h e  process f o r  each ques t ion ,  t h e  

researcher wrote dom each new worker response. She noted t h e  

responses t h a t  were r e p e t i t i o n s  of t h e s e  i n i t i a l  responses. 

A f t e r  having noted and tallied al1 of the responses to a 

quest ion ,  t h e  researcher  then aggregated responses t o  create 

action ca tegor ies  t h a t  subsumed many of t he  individual 

responses.  For example, responses such as "phone t h e  school"  
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and " t a l k  to t h e  teacher"  were classified more broadly as 

attempts to communicate wi th  t h e  school.  For each of seven of 

the nine  ques t ions ,  the r e sea rche r  derived seven a c t i o n  

ca tegor ies .  Ten a c t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s  were necessary t o  d e p i c t  

the range of responses for one of the questions. For  t he  

f i n a l  ques t ion,  four teen  a c t i o n  ca tegor ies  were necessary. 

Once t h e  researcher  had e s t ab l i shed  t h e  a c t i o n  

categories, she  se-read each response t o  each of the 

quest ions.  She coded t h e  r e s p n s e s  according to t h e  presence 

or absence of  t h e  der ived a c t i o n  ca tegor ies .  I f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  

included a p a r t i c u l a s  a c t i o n  w i t h i n  t h e i r  responses,  t hey  

were ass igned a sco re  of one for t h e  category. I f  t hey  did 

not include t h e  ac t ion ,  they were assigned a zero. The 

researcher  assigned t o  each respondent  as few o r  as many 

scores  of one as t h e i r  w r i t t e n  responses encompassed. Next, 

da ta  sets w e r e  created that represen ted  t h e  presence o r  

absence of i n t e n t i o n s  to t a k e  t h e  ac t i ons  depic ted  by t h e  

ca tegor ies .  For exarnple, on ques t i ons  where  t h e r e  were seven 

categories, each respondent had a set of seven data po in t s .  

Finally,  t h e  data f o r  each question formed t h e  b a s i s  f o r  

chi-square analyses.  The goa l  was to determine whether t h e  

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal groups d i f f e r e d  i n  t h e i r  

intended ac t i ons ,  represented by t h e  derived ca tegor ies .  

There were 73  ca t ego r i e s  w i t h  an  i n t e r - r a t e r  agreement s co re  

of .97 for t h e  e n t i r e  set (see Table 20). (Please note  t h a t  

t h i s  t a b l e  depa r t s  from APA style i n  order  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  

reader's inspec t ion  of t h e  data alongside t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of 



Table 20 

Freauencv Counts f o r  Action Cateaories 

1. You receive  this referra l  t h i s  morning. What would you do? 
A. Where would you begin? 

Absent Present E 

Contact home 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Contact school 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Check for previous agency contact 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Seek out  or check for other 
profess ionals  involved 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Meet or intenriew c h i l d  
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Consult within agency 
Aboriginal 
a on-~boriginal 

Gather more information 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

N o t e .  The inter-rater agreement score f o r  this set of 
categories i s  1.0 0 .  S ignif  icance values or "n. S. correspond 
to categories  t h a t  were tested f o r  d i f ferences  between t h e  
groups. 



B. What would you be looking for? 

Category Absent Present E 

General or specific assessrnent 
of mother's functioning 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Level of child/children's 
functioning 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

~ a m i l y  functioning 
Aboriginal 
 on-Aboriginal 

Clear description of 
problem/assessment 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Previous agency or 
therapeutic involvement 

Aboriginal 
non-Aboriginal 

Supports available 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Mother's perception of problem 
Aboriginal 19 4 
Non-Aboriginal 19 10 

Note. The inter-rater agreement score for this set of 
categories is .92 .  Significance values or %.S." correspond 
to categories that were tested for differences between the 
groups , 



Ce Who would you want to t a l k  to? 

Category Absent Present  2 

Mother 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Child (John) 
Abariginal 
 on-Aboriginal 

School 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

(Other) children in the family 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Medical personnel 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Other family 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Other supports 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Note. The inter-rater agreement score for this set of 
categories is 1.00. Significance values or "n.s." correspond 
to categories t h a t  w e r e  t e s ted  for differences between the 
groups - 



D. What areas would you explore? 

Category Absent Present E 

Potent ia l  intervent ions  
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Mother's s trengths  and weaknesses 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Support systems 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Abuseheglect issues 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

History 
~ b o r i g i n a l  
 on-Aboriginal 

Material concerns 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Mother ' s perspective 
Aboriginal 
Non-~boriginaï  

N o t e .  The inter-rater  agreement score for t h i s  set of 
categories  i s  1 . 0 0 .  Signif icance values or "n.s." correspond 
to categor ies  t h a t  were tested for differences between the 
groups . 



2. Suppose t h a t  Belen tells you that she is alcoholic, and 
received treatment at Detox two mnths ago. You also learn 
from her t h a t  David, the father, had been p h y s i c a l l y  abusive 
to her and both children. How would you respond? 

Category Absent Present E 

Assess current level of drinking 
as w e l l  as issues relating to 
treatment ( L e . ,  previous, ongoing, - 

or future) 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Assess current ris ks  to children 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Offer Helen support 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Involve legal systems or assess 
for previous involvement 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Assess and develop parenting 
skills and support systems 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Offer agency support 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Develop safety plan 
Aboriginal 
 on-Aboriginal 

N o t e .  The inter-rater  agreement score for this set of 
categories is . 9 6 .  Signif icance values or "n. S. " correspond 
to categories that were t e s t e d  for differences between the 
groups. 



3. You r e ce ive  a cal1 from the  Night Duty worker advising you 
that  Helen phoned to Say she  was s i ck  and could no t  look 
after the chi ldren .  When you phone Helen, she  soundç 
obviously drunk. What do you do? 

Category Absent P resen t  2 

HO- v i s i t  
Aboriginal  
a on-Aboriginal 

Assess Helen ' s  levd of 
i n t o x i c a t i o n  and safety o f  children 

Aboriginal  10 
Non-Aboriginal 14  

Follow-up i n  a.m. or non-specified 
thne 

Aboriginal  
a on-Aboriginal 

Place suppor t  i n  home 
Aboriginal  
Non-Aboriginal 

Temporarily place  c h i l d r e n  with 
f amily 

Aboriginal  18 
Non-Aboriginal 13 

Temporarily p lace  c h i l d r e n  ou t s i de  
of family ( o r  family no t  spec i f i ed )  

Aboriginal  17  
Non-Aboriginal 19 

Appre hend or "remove " 
Aboriginal  
Non-Aboriginal 

N o t e .  The i n t e r - r a t e r  agreement score for t h i s  set of 
ca t ego r i e s  is 1.00. Sign i f i c ance  values or wnos.n  correspond 
t o  c a t e g o r i e s  t h a t  were tested f o r  d i f f e r ences  between t h e  
groups . 



4. When you visit  the following day, Helen is sober. She 
thanks you for your help when she was sick, but  says t h a t  she 
is okay now and can care for her  ch i ld ren  without  further 
ass is tance .  Eow muid you respond? 

Category Absent P r e s e n t  2 

Talk, l i s t e n ,  or educa te  
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Plan f o r  c h i l d r e n  i n  the event  
t h i s  happens again  

Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Applaud Helen for c a l l h g  for help 
( r e t u r n  children) 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Assess /conf r o n t  regarding drinking 
behav io r /hpac t  on f d l y  

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Monitor s i t u a t i o n  ( superv i s ion)  
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Involve Helen i n  making pian  
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Make plan without  Helen 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Get Helen i n t o  t r e a t m n t  
Aboriginal 
 on-Aboriginal 

I n  home support  
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 



4 ,  continued 

Category Absent Present 2 

Place children w h i l e  Helen gets 
help 

Aboriginal 20 
Non-Aboriginal 27 

Note. The inter-rater agreement score for t h i s  set of 
categories is .93. Significance values or "n.s." correspond 
to categories that were tested for  differences between the 
groups , 



5.  Suppose instead that during the vis i t  Helen expresses 
concern and asks fcr help with her drinking problem and care 
of the children. How would you respond? 

Category Absent ~resent E 

Get Helen into alcohol treatment 
Aboriginal 
Nan-Abariginal 

Look for existing supports 
(for child care) 

Aboriginal 
 on-Aboriginal 

Place children while Belen is  
in treatment 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Place support services in home 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

praise, support, educate, talk 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Work together with Helen 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Directive interventions 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Note. The inter-rater agreement score for this set of 
categories is . 9 6 .  Significance values or %.S." correspond 
to categories that were tested for differences between the 
groups. 



6 .  You are about to leave the office for a 1:00 p.m. 
appointment to vis i t  a Young, single Aboriginal mother at her 
home and you have also scheduled an intenriew at your office 
at 2:30 with a newly assigned Aboriginal family who have 
requested placement of the* 14 year old son who has been 
refusing to l i s t e n  to his step-dad. You receive a cal1 from 
Belen's neighbor who tells you that for the past couple of 
hours she has heard children's cries from the home, and that 
when she went to check, the  door was locked and no one 
answered her knocking. What would you do? 

Category Absent ~resent 2 

Go to house with police 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Go to house with CO-worker or 
comrminity member 

Aboriginal 21 
Non-Aboriginal 25 

Phone and cancel appointments 
Aboriginal 19 
Non-Aboriginal 29 

Reschedule appointments 
Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

As k CO-workers to take appointments 
Aboriginal 21 
a on-~boriginal 26 

Use police as necessary for back up 
Aboriginal 21 
Non-~boriginai 24 

Phone Relen first - then go over 
if necessary 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Go to EIelen's because t h i s  is 
a crisis or priority 

Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 



Absent Present Q 

Cancel (or reschedule) 
1: 00 p.m. appointment only 

Aboriginal 17 6 
Non-Aboriginal 20 9 

Deal with 2 :30 p.m. appointment 
separately 

Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Send CO-worker to Helen's with 
or without police 

Aboriginal 
a on-Aboriginal 

Send police alone 
Aboriginal 
Non-Aboriginal 

Assess and possibly apprehend 
children 

Aboriginal 20 3 
Non-Aboriginal 24 5 

Get more information from neighbor 
Aboriginal 23 O 
Non-Aboriginal 27 2 

Note. The inter-rater agreement score for this set of 
categories is -93. significance values or "n.s." correspond 
to categories that were tested for differences between the 
groups. 



the c a t e g o r i e s ) .  Bowever, only 34 of these actions were 

mentioned i n  the written responses of at least 20% of the 

workers i n  both groups. I n  other words, at least f i v e  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  both groups had indicated t h a t  t hey  would 

respond w i t h  t h e  s p e c i f i c  in te rven t ions .  Chi-square tests 

were run on t h e s e  34 c a t ego r i e s  only. V a l i d  tests could not  

be pe r fomed  for ca tegor ies  with fewer than f i v e  participants 

per c e l l .  

Using a conservat ive  criterion ( i e  an alpha l e v e l  of 

.01), t h e r e  were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ences  between t h e  

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers' in tended actions with  

respect to t h e  Prov inc ia l  child welfare  v igne t t e .  However, 

wi th  an  a lpha  l e v e l  of . 0 5 ,  Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

c h i l d  we l fa re  workers d i f f e r  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to t h r e e  

ca t ego r i e s  . 
After t h e  i n i t i a l  de sc r ip t i on  of  t h e  case, non- 

Aboriginal  workers m u l d  be more l i k e l y  t h a n  non-Aboriginal 

workers to exp lore  t h e  mother 's  s t r e n g t h s  and weaknesses (see 

Sec t ion  ID, Table 2 0 ) .  After a telephone cal1 to Helen, t h e  

mother, and d e t e d n i n g  that she sounds obviously 

i n tox i ca t ed ,  non-Aboriginal c h i l d  we l f a r e  workers would be 

more l i k e l y  t o  remove t h e  ch i l d r en  and p l a c e  them with family 

(see Sec t ion  3, Table 2 0 ) .  F inal ly ,  i f  workers f i n d  t h a t  

Helen is requesting help  w i t h  he r  drinking problem and care 

of her ch i ld r en ,  more non-Aboriginal t h a n  Aboriginal  c h i l d  

we l fa re  workers would be l i k e l y  t o  g e t  Helen i n t o  alcohol  

t rea tment  (see Sect ion 5, Table 2 0 ) .  
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The r e sea r che r  noted that Aboriginal workers ' written 

responses were o f t e n  sha r t d r  than the non-Aboriginal workers '  

responses.  Consequently, the non-Aboriginal workers provided 

more responses on which t o  base category development. 

Therefore,  t h e  researcher expected the t w o  groups would 

l i k e l y  d i f f e r  on the number of categories t h e y  endorsed. I n  

order t o  test t h i s  predic t ion ,  t h e  resea rcher  created a 

composite v a r i a b l e ,  SüMCAT, for each of t h e  n ine  ques t i ons  

(see Table 21) .  She summed t h e  scores  (i-e.,  zero or one) f o r  

each of t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  f o r  each question. I n  o the r  words, f o r  

a ques t ion  wi th  seven ac t ion  ca tegor ies ,  t h e  scores  ranged 

f r o m  zero  to seven. 

To test f o r  d i f  ferences i n  category usage, a MANOVA was 

conducted wi th  t h e  n ine  SUMCAT scores s e rv ing  as t h e  

dependent va r i ab l e s .  The f indings of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  i n d i c a t e d  

t h a t  non-Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare workers did use more 

ca t ego r i e s  than did  Aboriginal workers, F(9,42) = 4 . 0 4 ,  

< .01. Three of t h e  nine univar ia te  tests of t h e  SUMCAT 

va r i ab l e s  were s i g n i f i c a n t  (see Table 2 2 ) .  However, a 

MANCOVA, w i t h  educat ion  as t h e  covar ia te ,  i nd i ca t ed  t h a t  t h e  

two  groups of workers no longer dif fer i n  their frequency of 

ca tegory  usage. 

The f ind ings  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

c h i l d  we l fa re  workers responded d i f f e r e n t l y  t o  t h e  v i g n e t t e  

and t h e  ques t ions  associated with it . Aboriginal  workers 

provided fewer responses on which t o  base t h e  development of 

ca t ego r i e s  . Eowever, wi th  t h e  con t r ibu t ion  of l e v e l  of 
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education removed, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers no 

longer differed with respect to the  number of responses they 

provided. The purpose of  the open-ended questions was to 

elicit responses from the Aboriginal workers, i n  part icular ,  

t h a t  would t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  culturally relevant c h i l d  welfare 

interventions t h a t  the  researcher may not have considered 

when designing the forced-choice questions. Unfortunately, 

the findings of this analysis did no+ serve to support this 

objective. 



~nterviews 

û v e r v i e w  of t h e  Oualitative Analvsis 

A ~ h e m a t i c  A D D ~ O ~ C ~  

Seidman (1991) offers " t w o  basic ways t o  share interview 

data"  (p. 9 1 ) .  U s i n g  one approach, the researcher develops 

p r o f i l e s  of the p a r t i c i p a n t s  to dep i c t  t h e i r  experiences.  

However, 'a more conventional  way of p r e sen t i ng  in te rv iew 

da t a  is to organize t r a n s c r i p t s  i n t o  ca tegor ies . . . .  then 

presen t  exce rp t s  from the interviews t hema t i ca l l y  organized" 

(p. 9 9 ) .  The r e sea r che r  chose t o  fo l low t h e  lat ter  thematic  

approach for a number of reasons. 

F i r s t ,  t h e  resea rcher  d i d  not  ga the r  i n t e r v i e w  data wi th  

t h e  goal of c r e a t i n g  na r r a t i ve s  t o  r e f l e c t  each worker's 

s t o r y  . She as ked t h e  interviewees t o  describe c u l t u r a l l y  

r e l evan t  ~ b o r i g i n a l  c h i l d  welfare p rac t ices  as opposed t o  

their exper iences  as Aboriginal c h i l d  we l fa re  workers. 

Second, Abor ig ina l  c h i l d  welfare workers a r e  a relatively 

small and visible group within both Aboriginal and non- 

Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare  circles and wi th in  F i r s t  Nations 

communities. Therefore,  it would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  c r a f t  

profiles of workers t h a t  would disguise t h e i r  i d e n t i t i e s  

s u f f i c i e n t l y  t o  reduce their sense  of w l n e r a b i l i t y  (Seidman, 

1991) .  For t h i s  reason,  the researcher  made e x p l i c i t  

agreements w i t h  t h e  workers before t h e  in te rv iews  t o  p r o t e c t  

t h e i r  i d e n t i t i e s  and t h e  i d e n t i t i e s  of t h e  communities they 

served. The purpose of this i n i t i a l  agreement was t o  provide 

t h e  workers with t h e  opportuni ty t o  speak cand id ly .  
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The goal of the interviews was to provide a context, i n  

a d d i t i o n  to the literature review, for the interpretation of 

research f i n d i n g s .  The researcher u t i l i z e d  the insights 

provided by t h e  i n t e r v i e w e s  to guide her to Uitegrate t he  

results and to develop cons t ruc t ions  about culturally 

r e l e v a n t  Abor ig ina l  c h i l d  welfare. Each intervieme made a 

unique c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of c u l t u r a l l y  r e l e v a n t  

practice. 

The f irst interviewe described her efforts to  adapt 

mainstream p r a c t i c e s  to respond to  t h e  cha l l enges  c o n f r o n t i n g  

h e r  i n  h e r  work. She a l s o  shared some of  her e x p e r i e n c e s  as 

an  Abor ig ina l  c h i l d  wel fare  worker. H e r  i n t e r v i e w  lasted f o r  

2 hours and 15 minutes. Unfortunately,  due t o  t e c h n i c a l  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  d u r i n g  t h e  middle of t h e  in t e rv iew,  the 

researcher taped only 90 minutes of t h e  in te rv iew.  

The second i n t e n r i e w  was 50 minutes long. T h i s  worker 

talked about  h e r  t r a d i t i o n a l  upbringing and how her  life 

exper iences  shape  h e r  c h i l d  welfare p r a c t i c e .  The t h i r d  

i n t e r v i e w  lasted for 1 hour and 40 minutes. Th i s  i n t e r v i e w e  

c o n t r i b u t e d  her  views on t h e  p l i g h t  of M e t i s  children.  I n  the 

f o u r t h  i n t e r v i e w ,  t h e  worker spoke f o r  50 minutes. Her major 

concerns related t o  t h e  adoption process .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  f i f t h  

i n t e n r i e w  was 35 minutes i n  dura t ion .  The worker spoke most 

s p e c i f i c a l l y  a b o u t  t h e  connections between t r a d i t i o n a l  

pa ren t ing  and c u r e n t  Aboriginal  c h i l d  welfare p r a c t i c e s .  

During the four in te rv iews  conducted by t h e  researcher, 

she  imposed little s t r u c t u r e  or d i r e c t i o n  on t h e  process. She 



was i n t e r e s t e d  in providing the opportunity for the workers 

t o  give voice  to the i s s u e s  t h a t  were r e l evan t  to them. 

In t e r e s t i ng ly ,  t h e  con ten t  of t h e  f i f t h  i n t e r v i e w  conformed 

most t o  t h e  in i t i a l  ques t ion posed t o  t h e  i n t e r v i e w e s .  This 

is likely due t o  the fact that t h e  interviewer felt 

responsible  t o  adhere  t o  the  question posed by the 

researcher  . 
Transcr ip t ion 

Once t h e  five in terviews were completed, t hey  were 

t r anscr ibed  i n t o  t e x t  form for purposes of ana lys i s .  With 

regard t o  t r a n s c r i p t i o n ,  Seidman (1991) States that 

"interviewers who transcribe t h e i r  own tapes corne to know 

t h e i r  in terviews better, bu t  t h e  work is  so demanding t h a t  

they can easily tire and l o s e  enthusiasm f o r  in te rv iewing  as 

a research process" (p.  88) .  They add t h a t  "the i d e a l  

so lu t i on  i s  for t h e  researcher  t o  h i r e  a transcriberw (p. 

8 8 ) .  They caution that t h i s  is an expensive s o l u t i o n  and only 

worthwhile if t h e  job is done w e l l .  

Following Seidman ' s i n i t i a l  advice,  t h e  researcher 

t r anscr ibed  t h e  first in te rv iew herse l f  . She found it 

d i f f i c u l t  t o  understand some of t h e  in te rv iewee ' s  comments 

because of t h e  poor q u a l i t y  of t h e  recording and t h e  

in terviewee 's  soft  speech and he r  accent.  The r e s e a r c h e r  

requested a s s i s t a n c e  w i t h  t h i s  t r a n s c r i p t  from Ms. Audrey 

Scrivens. With Ms. Scr iven ' s  extens ive  experience working i n  

Aboriginal human service osganizat ions and as t h e  

Administrative A s s i s t a n t  of t h e  El izabeth  H i l l  Counsel l ing  
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Centre, she  was familiar w i t h  the terminology of the child 

welfare workers. Ms. Scrivens l i s t e m d  to the tape and made 

cor rec t ions  and additions to the transcript. 

The r e sea rche r  h i r e d  two  t r ansc r ibe r s  to complete t h e  

t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  of t h e  second and t h i r d  interviews. These 

women had d i f f i c u l t y  transcribing t h e  interviews because they 

were unfamiliar w i t h  F i r s t  Nations and c h i l d  welfare i s sues .  

Consequently, the sesearcher thoroughly groomed t h e  

t r a n s c r i p t s  t o  correct f o r  any inaccuracies.  

Given the the-consuming nature of the grooming process 

and t h e  expense of t r ansc r ib ing ,  t h e  resea rcher  t r ansc r ibed  

t h e  f ou r th  i n t e r v i e w  h e r s e l f  . The f i f t h  i n t e r v i e w  was 

t r a n s c r i b e d  by Ms. McKay, the interviewer. The resea rcher  

believed t h a t  Ms. McKay would be able t o  draw on her  

fami l ia r i ty  with t h e  interview throughout t h e  t r a n s c r i p t i o n  

process rn 

Data Analvsis 

The researcher consul ted  with D r .  Arnold Hook a t  t h e  

o u t s e t  of t h e  analyses .  D r .  Hook has a Ph.D. and M.A. i n  

Cul tu ra l  Anthropology and a Masters of Social Work from t h e  

State Univers i ty  of New York a t  Buffalo. For his Master's 

research,  he conducted a quant i ta t ive  and q u a l i t a t i v e  ( i . e . , 
i n t e m i e w s )  study of alcohol  use among t h e  Yupik Inuit of 

Alaska. For his d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  he conducted a q u a l i t a t i v e  

study of t h e  social organiza t ion  i n  a police department. 

During h i s  social work t r a i n i n g ,  he completed an i n t e r n s h i p  

with t h e  Seneca Nation on t h e  Allegheny Reservation i n  New 
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York S t a t e .  Currently, he prac t ices  social work with 

chi ldren,  adults ,  and families a t  a rural mental health 

centex  in central New York State. 

To begin, Dr. Book and the researcher read each 

i n t e r v i e w  and demarcated s h i f t s  in t h e  content of the  

dialogue. T h i s  process created meaningful and discrete chunks 

or segments of t e x t .  The segments were numbered w i t h i n  each 

in te rv iew to enab le  t h e  researcher  t o  l o c a t e  t h e  s p e c i f i c  

segments. A f t e r  numbering, t h e s e  segments were s o r t e d  i n t o  

con ten t  categories. Twenty-two ca tegor ies  emerged from t h e  

f i r s t  phase of ana lys i s .  These ca tegor ies  represen ted  t h e  

range of themes embodied i n  t h e  interviews. Following t h e  

suggest ions of M i l e s  and Buberman (1984)  t o  c r e a t e  conceptual  

d i sp l ays  of t h e  da t a ,  t h e  researcher  c rea ted  a c h a r t  of t h e  

22 c a t ego r i e s .  She indicated which interviewees made cormnents 

pe r t a in ing  to each category. ~ h i s  created a v i s u a l  

r ep re sen t a t i on  of t h e  frequency of category usage ac ros s  t h e  

f i v e  in terviews.  

Af t e r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  first set of ca t ego r i e s ,  t h e  

resea rcher  re-read t h e  segments of t e x t  wi th in  each ca tegory  

f i le .  She h igh l igh ted  t h e  sa l ient  and r ep re sen t a t i ve  passages 

she  gleaned i n  each of the t e x t  segments. A t  t h i s  s t a g e ,  

c a t ego r i e s  w e r e  deleted i f  t h e  content  did not  pertain t o  the 

discussion of Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare,  parent ing  p r a c t i c e s ,  

or t r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal  l i f e s t y l e s .  Also, categories 

con ta in ing  f e w  excerpts (e.g., one or two text segments) were 

deleted i f  t h e  content could be subsumed under one of t h e  
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o ther  categories. For example, one of the i n t e r v i e w e s  talked 

about working with c h i e f s  and counci ls .  To represen t  this 

response, the researcher i n i t i a l l y  created a specific 

category i n  the o r i g i n a l  set of ca tegor ies .  However, the 

comment pertained t o  i s sues  of placement and adoption. 

Therefore,  t h i s  segment fit well with the comments collected 

under t h e  broader  category of "adoption." 

As a result of t h i s  second phase of ana lys i s ,  t h e  

researcher  winnowed t h e  ca tegor ies  from t h e  original 22 to 13 

ca tegor ies .  For  t h e  subsequent phase of ana lys i s ,  the 

resea rcher  re-read al1 of the  excerpts and paraphrased t h e  

ideas contained i n  each. N e x t ,  she typed t h e  paraphrased 

comments on t0  s t r i p s  of paper. She labeled each paraphrased 

cornent  to i n d i c a t e  t h e  site of the passage i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  

text. Then, the researcher  spread t h e  comments out  on a 

table. She ident i f ied  thematic l i n k s  among the paraphrased 

comments and organized them within t h e  13 e x i s t i n g  

categories. 

Through this induct ive  process,  the researcher gained a n  

overview of the themes addressed across the categories and 

t h e  interviews. Six broader categories emerged t h a t  could 

subsume s e v e r a l  o f  the other  categories.  For example, t h e  

researcher syn thss ized  t h e  ca tegor ies  i n i t i a l l y  created to 

describe "family gatherings,"  "traditional teaching," 

" s p i r i t u a l i t y  and medicine, " " t h e ,  " and "women* s solew under 

t h e  ca tegory ,  "general descr ip t ion  of Aboriginal lifestyle." 
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In addition to using existing categories to subsume 

o t h e r  c a t ego r i e s ,  new ca t ego r i e s  were developed t o  c ap tu r e  

more accurately the essence  of the in te rv iewees '  comments. 

Specifically, t h e  categories initially created t o  describe 

"d i f f e r ences  between Aboriginal  and non-Aboriginal agencies"  

and "issues of the Aboriginal workerw were deleted. Two new 

categories , "Aboriginal agency practices " and " f r u s t r a t i o n s  

wi th  non-Aboriginal agencies"  were created ins tead .  The 

former ca tegory  incorpora ted  i s s u e s  such as placement 

p re fe rences ,  the development of networks, o t h e r  c u l t u r a l l y  

relevant i n t e r v e n t i o n s ,  and values  r ep r e sen t ed  by t h e  

warkers' p r a c t i c e s .  The latter ca t ego ry  incorpora ted  t h e  

in terv iewees  ' b e l i e f  s t h a t  non-Aboriginal workers do no t  take 

them s e r i o u s l y  and do no t  always n o t i f y  them when Aboriginal  

c h i l d r e n  corne i n t o  care, as w e l l  as o t h e r  f r u s t r a t i o n s  

pe r t a i n ing  to non-Aboriginal agency p r a c t i c e s .  

A t  t h e  f i na l  s t a g e ,  t h e  r e s ea r che r  had created an 

o u t l i n e  of t h e  i n t e rv i ew  con ten t  (see Appendix K). From t h i s  

o u t l i n e ,  she  prepared a first draft of t h e  r e s u l t s  of  t h e  

q u a l i t a t i v e  a n a l y s i s .  Through cont inued e d i t i n g  and winnowing 

of t h i s  document, t h e  f i n a l  n a r r a t i v e  of t h e  interview 

con t en t  w a s  produeed. 

The r e sea r che r  created a n a r r a t i v e  that places 

Aboriginal  ch i ld  welfare i s s u e s  within a social and 

h i s t o r i c a l  context .  Workers placed themselves within  this 

same con tex t .  They affirmed t h e  need for the cu r r en t  

provincial child welfare system b u t  articulated the 



constraining nature of the mandates. They spoke of the 

special needs of Aboriginal families and of t h e i r  efforts t o  

incorpora te  Aboriginal values and p rac t i c e s  . 
The interviewees detailed their f r u s t r a t i o n s  with non- 

Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare agencies.  They stated their beliefs 

that non-Aboriginal child welfare workers intemene to Save 

children. They con t r a s t ed  this a t t i t u d e  w i t h  the* own 

o r i e n t a t i o n  toward strengthening famil ies .  They described t h e  

Aboriginal  c h i l d ' s  place  i n  a commnity as opposed to a 

nuclear family. They s t r e s s e d  the importance of placing 

children with extended family members , as w e l l  as creating 

networks between foster and b io log ica l  parents .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  

interviewes of f e r ed  de sc r ip t i ons  of t r a d i t i o n a l  community 

l i f e s t y l e s .  They l i nked  some of  these t r a d i t i o n a l  practices 

with current Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare p r a c t i c e s  and 

principles . 
A desc r ip t ion  of c u l t u r a l l y  relevant Aboriginal  c h i l d  

welfare prac t i c e s  and r e l a t e d  s a l i e n t  issues emerged from t h e  

interviews of these  five Aboriginal workers. T h e i r  shared 

understandings of c u l t u r a l l y  re levant  p r a c t i c e s  and 

t r a d i t i o n a l  l i f e s t y l e s  fonned t h e  backdrop against which t h e  

r e s u l t s  from t h e  various cornponents of the  research could be 

i n t e g r a t e d  and synthesized.  

Narrative Results 

To begin, some of the in t erv i ewes  attribute t h e  o r i g i n  

of Aboriginal c h i l d  we l fa re  problems and t h e  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  of 

t r a d i t i o n a l  parent ing  pract i ces  t o  the introduction of 



residential schools.  Two in terv iewees  commented on t h e  lost 

legacy of Aboriginal  parent ing  associated with r e s i d e n t i a l  

school  at tendance,  as follows. 

V-1. T r a d i t i o n a l  c h i l d  w e l f a r e  and Abor ig ina l  pa r en t i ng  
1 remember 1 guess i n  t h e  past, the families or people 
parenting r e a l l y  d i d n t t  have t h e  opportunity t o  raise 
t h e i r  own c h i l d r e n  when they were g o i n g  to t h e  
r e s i d e n t i a l  schoo l  sys tem so t h e y  los t  a lot of t h e i r  
parenting skills. Um, t h e y  went to t h e  r e s i d e n t i a l  
schoo l s  going q u i t e  a w a y s  back and now 1 guess  what 1 
see t h e  outcome, parents my age  r e a l l y  d o n e t  have t h e  
s k i l l s  t h a t  they should have. It'3 been l o s t .  They jus t  
d o n v t  bave t h e  knowledge, you know. 

I I - 7 ,  And t h e n  t h o s e  are t h e  kinds of t h i n g s  t h a t  have 
been lost, you know, and I know a l o t  of it, t h e  major 
c o n t r i b u t i n g  factor, 1 t h i n k  i s  t h e  r e s i d e n t i a l  school .  
Because if we take a l ook  at  t h e o r i e s ,  and it's true, 
you d o n v t  learn behavior  r i g h t .  I n  o rde r  t o  be a good 
p a r e n t  you need t o  l e a r n  it ,  you need t o  h a v e  
exper ienced  it, you know, t o  be parented .  U h ,  i f  you 
take a look  a t  t h e  r e s i d e n t i a l  schools, w h a t  they ' v e  
done, a l1  of t h e  people t h a t  have gone t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  
school  l o s t  t h a t  piece. 

It is i n t e r e s t i n g  to  note  t h a t  t h e  interviewees 

h igh l igh ted  t h e  lost  opportuni ty t o  learn parent ing 

behaviors. However, they did n o t  make as strong a case f o r  a 

l e a r n i n g  mode1 w i t h  r e spec t  t o  child abuse. From this 

perspec t ive ,  t h e  absence of pos i t i ve  parent ing  behaviors ,  as 

opposed to t h e  presence of abus ive  behaviors ,  was invoked as 

the  mechanism f o r  enduring c h i l d  we l fa re  problems wi th in  t h e  

Aboriginal community . 
As cited e a r l i e r ,  Blanchard and Barsh (1980) be l i eve  

that abusive behaviors are n e i t h e r  learned behaviors nor  t h e  

r e s u l t  of ind iv idua l  pathology. According t o  them, Aboriginal 

people hold t h e  v i e w  that non-Aboriginal systems ( e . g . ,  the 

educa t iona l  system) t h a t  perpetrated abuse on Aboriginal  



systems ( L e . ,  families, communities, and t r a d i t i o n a l  

practices) are respons ib le  f o r  t h e  presence of abuse i n  t h e  

Aboriginal  community today. However, t h e  quote  t h a t  fol lows 

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  one interviewe as soc i a t e s  the exper ience  of 

abuse wi th in  the r e s i d e n t i a l  school system w i t h  the presence 

of  c h i l d  abuse i n  the Aboriginal  community. She vie- abuse 

i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  schools  as a devas ta t ing  exper ience  that 

continues to impact on pa ren t a l  funct ioning . Never theless  , 

she does not  make a clear statement t h a t  e s t a b l i s h e s  a causal 

c h a h  from a l ea rn ing  perspective. 

111-7. Because o u r  c h i l d r e n  I t h i n k  are sometimes i n  
t h o s e  gangs or, i n  that type o f  t h i n g ,  it's cause it's 
been s i n c e ,  uh, r e s i d e n t i a l  s c h o o l s ,  t h o s e  parents 
d i d n ' t  know how to paren t ,  d i d n ' t  know how t o  have a 
home life, t hey  l i v e d  i n  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  you know, and uh, 
and t h e n  t h e y  d i d n ' t  know how t o  t e a c h  their c h i l d r e n ,  
you know, and t h e n  those c h i l d r e n  are t r y i n g  t o  t e a c h  
t h e i r  c h i l d r e n ,  now, and , uh, i t ' s  r e a l l y  a f f e c t e d  o u r  
Abor ig ina l  community because of that. You know, t h a t ' s  
why 1 think a lot of our c h i l d r e n  are i n  care. You know, 
o r  t h e  abuse t hey  suffered-sexual ,  p h y s i c a l ,  emot ional  
abuse-within t h e s e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  when t h e y  were i n  
there. I t ' s  corne a l1  t h e  way down and,  you know, uh, 
i t ' s  still affect ing right t o  ou r  young people. 

The workers charac te r i zed  t h e  na tu re  of Abor ig inal  c h i l d  

welfare problems as long-standing and, consequently,  

r equ i r i ng  long-term r a t h e r  than short-term i n t e r v e n t i o n  

s t r a t e g i e s .  They cited t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of t h e  c u r r e n t  system 

with  regard t o  long-term in t emen t ions  . 
V-5. I t h i n k  it 's coming, it 's coming, b u t  1 r e a l l y  f e e l  
i t ' s  a l o n g  way from where it could  be. You know, l i k e  
d e a l i n g  w i t h  what 's happened t o  them i n  t h e  p a s t ,  you 
know, is going t o  t a k e  a longer  t h  t o  heal, you know. 

111-7. T h e r e 9 s  a l o t  of t eens  hu r t i ng  and t h e  goverrunent 
never  gives enough money t o  he lp  them, you know, and 
they end up king 18 and we can't he lp  them anymore. You 
know, from t h e  t i m e  t h e y ' r e  13 to 19, that's 5 years .  If  



we c a n t t  begin something r i g h t  away a t  13 and o n l y  have 
5 years to do it, we8ve lost them and then t h e r e t s  some 
more c h i l d r e n  and people o u t  there addicted to alcohol 
or drugs or sniffing or something and t h e n  they have 
c h i l d r e n  and  t h o s e  c h i l d r e n  end up i n  care and it gets 
worse and worse anyhow. 

As t h e y  elaborated t h e  na tu re  of c h i l d  w e l f a r e  problems, 

some of t h e  workers o f f e r e d  further sys temic  ana lyses ,  

including t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  faced by Abor ig ina l  people as t h ey  

are fo rced  t o  i n t e r a c t  w i th  cu r r en t  non-Aboriginal systems. 

Although t h e r e  may be comfort r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  wi th in  t h e  

Abor ig ina l  community (even within t h e  urban c o n t e x t ) ,  t h e  

workers i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  non-Aboriginal systems create a sense 

of a l i e n a t i o n .  One i n t e r v i e w e  l ikened t h e  g e n e r a l  experience 

of Abor ig ina l  people  to refugee s t a t u s .  

111-4. Even though we're from t h i s  c o u n t r y  we almost are 
l i k e  r e f u g e e s  i n  t h i s  coun t ry  ' c a u s e  w e t r e  a lways i n  
c u l t u r a l  shock  yet w e 4  re i n  ou r  coun t ry .  You know w e  
corne to Winnipeg or  any l a r g e  center, w e  always have 
c u l t u r a l  shock ,  yet itts your own country. . . . b u t  
it's always  back t o  l i v i n g  w i th  that c u l t u r a l  shock .  
It 's just a d i f  ferent lifestyle. . . . It's r e a l l y  hard 
to e x p l a i n .  It's a different l i f e s t y l e  w i t h i n  the 
Nat ive  community h e r e  i n  Winnipeg too, where you feel 
s a f e  and s ecu re ,  you know, wi th  your own people,  bu t  y e t  
you have ta l i v e  wi th in  t h e  c i t y .  

These d i s cus s ions  provide insight i n t o  t h e  s o c i a l  

con t ex t s  of Aboriginal people, a dimension cited by 

Morrissette et  a l  (1993)  as e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  development of a 

mode1 for Aborig ina l  social work p rac t i c e .  Abor ig ina l  workers 

who s h a r e  t h e s e  same social contexts  can b r i n g  t h e i r  own 

awareness and understanding of the s t r u g g l e  to  f a c e  systemic 

racism. The i r  exper iences  inform t h e i r  c h i l d  we l f a r e  p r a c t i c e  

and enab le  them to be p a r t i c u l a r l y  s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  struggles 

t h a t  t h e i r  c l i e n t s  face.  



1-8. You ' re r e a l l y  second half - -c lass-c i t izen ,  oh you 
d o n v t  be long  somewhere, r i g h t ?  And, so you have a l o t  
of l o w  self-image. A l o t  o f  t h e  familias we wotk with- 
for them kinds of things. And also because-you don '+  
really fit i n .  You know, even if you t r y  t o  assimilate. 
And t h e n  uh t h e  image of being N a t i v e ,  you know, i t ' s  
been very negative. So, now when you' re working w i t h  
families you know [italics added] that  image. You know 
[ i ta l ics  added] where t h e y ' r e  coming because you walked 
it, right? 

The interviewees described how these negative a t t i t u d e s  

play out i n  the c o u r t  room and how c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r ences  make 

f o r  m i s in t e rp re t a t i on  and misunderstandings . 
1-8. Yeah, adversarial c o u r t  system. W e l l  t h a t v s  j u s t  to 
m e  is--thatts how it is. B u t  it really ruins t h e  Native 
f a m i l y  to go, it would r u i n  me. Every l i t t l e  s t r i d e  
positive 1 @ v e  made would not  be recognized. I n s t e a d ,  
t h e y  j u s t  d w e l l  on t h e  nega t ives ,  you know. ~ e a l l y  try 
t o  prove  that 1 'm an unf it mother. Thatg s my children 
1 @ m  t r y i n g  t o  get back. Al1 t h e  n e g a t i v e s ,  it would 
jus t - to  me--would r e i n f o r c e ,  jus+ regress right back. 
So t h a t ' s  why i n  this agency, 1 don't be l i eve  i n  taking 
f amilies to cour t .  

111-4. Like even i n  t h e  c o u r t  system, um, w e ' r e  t a u g h t  
t o  be quiet a l o t  of times, you know. And, uh, uh, a l o t  
of a lot of communities are t a u g h t  not t o  show t h e i r  
emotions in publ ic ,  you know. O r  they s i t  o f t e n  wi th  
t h e i r  head dom because it's n o t  appropr ia te  to look,  t o  
have eye  t o  eye con tac t .  And, uh, when theytre i n  court  
and Say t h e y v r e  supposed t o  be remorseful acco rd ing  t o  
the w a y  t h e y  expect  them t o  be remorse fu l ,  they are 
remorse fu l  but not  t h e  way the judge wants them t o  be 
and often theytre given longer sentences. 

Despite  the d i f f i c u l t i e s  they identified, in terviewees  

acknowledged t h e  c u r e n t  need for a formal ch i ld  welfare 

system t h a t  incorpora tes  some of t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of the 

provincial system. 

11-7.  When w e  start l ook ing  a t  o u r  own c h i l d  w e l f a r e  
system, t h e r e  are things w i t h  t h e  present Chi ld  Welfare 
A c t  that has  t o  be t h e r e  you know because u n t i l  such  
t h e  we ever recoup what was i n  p l a c e ,  there is t h a t  
need for c h i l d  protect ion.  



Given that Aboriginal  agencies must work wfth p rov inc i a l  

mandates, the workers described the  process of l e a r n i n g  t o  

work wi th in  t h e  bureaucratie s t ruc tu re .  They descr ibed some 

of the current problems they f ace  under the e x i s t i n g  mandates 

and some of t h e  chal lenges  they face within the communities. 

Among t he se  cha l l enges  is t h e  need for workers t o  d e f i n e  

t h e i r  r o l e s  and t o  expla in  t h e i r  mandates t o  community 

members. This suppor t s  t h e  f indings  of t h e  present  s tudy  with 

r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  t e levance  of t h e  s p e c i f i c  s o c i a l  work practice 

p r i n c i p l e ,  " d e f i n h g  t h e  agency's services and t h e  worker 's  

role." S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  Aboriginal workers rated this p r i n c i p l e  

among the most f requen t ly  re levant  t o  t h e i r  c h i l d  welfare 

p r a c t i c e .  For t h e s e  developing agencies and t h e  communities 

t hey  serve, defining worker and agency roles a r e  e s s e n t i a l  a t  

t h i s  t h e .  

1-4 .  When you f i r s t  work i n  c h i l d  w e l f a r e ,  okay you 
l e a r n  abou t  your mandate and t h a t ,  b u t  as w e l l  you have 
t o  then,  knowing t h a t ,  and t s y i n g  to work w i t h i n  t h o s e  
parameters ,  you s ta r t  working w i t h  familias. F i r s t  of  
a l l ,  what y o u ' r e  going t o  f i n d  i s  . . . i n  t h e  Native 
community f rom where, e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  f a m i l i e s  t h a t  
you're going t o  work with,  are no t  going t o  be uh . . 
t h e r e g s  a l1  kinds of b a r r i e r s .  Like English.  They gotta 
have t h e i r  language. Second, t h e y ' r e  go ing  t o  . . . 
t h e y ' v e  been i s o l a t e d  i f  i t ' s  an i s o l a t e d  community. So 
t h e y  d o n ' t  have . . . uh . , . t h e y  're l e a r n i n g  new 
c o n c e p t s ,  a l 1  t h e  t i m e .  So, you g o t t a  watch your  
te rminology.  U h ,  they  're no t  going t o  uh t h e y  have an  
idea ,  r i g h t ,  l i k e  from t h e  t e l e v i s i o n  and t h a t ,  b u t  i f ' s  
s o r t  of . . . t r y i n g  to p u t  it into . . . l i k e  i f  t hey  
l i v e d  it would be d i f f e r e n t .  T h e r e ' s  difference with  
isolated c o m u n i t i e s  and urban communities, 

S i n c l a i r  it al .  (1991) have described how Aboriginal  

agencies  can only  enforce  provincia l  laws, y e t  t h e r e  i s  some 

l a t i t u d e  f o r  i n t e r p r e t i n g  provincia l  laws and i n c o r p o r a t h g  



Aboriginal va lues ,  b e l i e f s ,  and t r a d i t i o n s .  According to the 

in terv iewes ,  t h e  special needs of ~ b o r i g i n a l  families 

requ i re  r e l evan t  responses emerging from w i t h i n  t h e  

Aboriginal community and cu l tu re .  

111-28. That was the point of having our own agency. To 
do it our  way (chuckle) . N o t  somebody else ' s way al1 t h e  
t h e .  . . . Because, uh it d i d n ' t ,  it obv ious ly  d i d n ' t  
work t h e  other way, 'cause more and more of our c h i l d r e n  
go into care e v e r y  y e a r ,  e v e r y  month, you know? 
Something's really wrong with that system. You know, and 
uh, and t h e n  n o t  only that, t h e y ' r e  s t a y i n g  i n  care 
longer. You know, and they shouldn't be, t h e y  s h o u l d n ' t  
be  s t a y i n g  in care t h a t  l ong  u n l e s s  there's a r e a l l y  
good r ea son  f o i  it. You know, l i k e  uh s exua l  abuse  or 
whatever , 

11-8. We have to have that c o n t r o l  with our  c h i l d r e n ,  so 
t h e n  w e  can f a c i l i t a t e  t h e i r  development  and t h e i r  
i d e n t i f y  is c r i t i c a l .  They need to grow up feeling OK 
with  who t h e y  are, s o  w e  are hoping, uh, wi th  how w e  do 
t h ings ,  t h a t  we w i l l  work toward breaking t h e  c y c l e .  

With r e s p e c t  t o  working wi th in  t h e  c u r r e n t  system, 

workers cited various f r u s t r a t i o n s  that t h e y  exper ience  i n  

t h e i r  dealings w i t h  non-Aboriginal agencies. General ly,  they 

feel t h a t  t h e i r  agencies  and themselves as workers are no t  

taken s e r i ous ly .  They f e e l  t h a t  they must prove themselves.  

111-28. No matter where you hear it, you hear ,  "oh, this 
is what happened because  t h i s  agency doesn't have 
q u a l i f i e d  workers and t h e y ' r e  n o t  p r o p e r l y  t r a i n e d . "  
W e l l ,  t h e y ' r e  properly t r a i n e d  for t h i s  agency, bu t  they  
may not  be proper ly  t r a i n e d  f o r  o t h e r  agencies.  

1-16. And t h a t ' s  t h e  same t h i n g  w e  always Say here .  W e  
have t o  p rove  o u r s e l v e s  t h a t  uh w e  we're young as a 
F i r s t  Nation taking c a r e  over  o u r  own programs i n  c h i l d  
welfare. So we gotta prove ourse lves  al1 the time. 

111-31. The way w e  do t h i n g s  are q u e s t i o n e d  because  
w e ' r e  no t  doing it t h e  way the Winnipeg Child and Family 
would do it. L i k e  we even have one worker i n  here who's 
r e a l l y  trained by Winnipeg C h i l d  and Family and s h e ' s  
having a hard t h e  to adjust here .  . . They (i-e., WCF) 
uh treated u s  l i k e  a lower class agency so r t  of, you 
know, and u h  w e  r e a l l y  have, uh, a r e a l l y  hard t h e  



working with them, yet theytre supposed to be working 
w i t h  u s  c l o s e l y  'cause t h e y ' r e  the ones who apprehend. 
We c a n ' t .  W e  c a n ' t  here i n  the c i t y .  We do i n  the 
Reserves, eh.  So, um, 1 was hoping t h a t  by, you know, 
i n ,  was w i t h i n  that agency hopeful ly I can, we can, find 
a way t o  work t oge the r ,  you, t h a t  uh, there wouldn ' t  be 
any problems, so t h a t  we could do everything to help 
these c h i l d r e n .  Never mind worrying about ,  uh, minor 
t h i n g s  l i k e ,  you know, "Well, you9  re t h a t  agency or 
you ' re  t h i s  agency." 

Another f r u s t r a t i o n  workers i d e n t i f i e d  is  t h e i r  belief 

t h a t  they are not always n o t i f i e d  by non-Aboriginal agencies  

when Aboriginal  ch i l d r en  come i n t o  care. Interviewees 

communicated a s ense  of helplessness.  

1 I I - 9 .    ut 1 t h i n k  t h a t ,  uh, t hey  çhould report t o  u s  
every the,  no mat ter  how they come i n t o  care, you know, 
or ,  or i f  uh a fami ly  needs  help.  I f  i t ' s  one  of ou r  
communities, they should let us  know. Eow ' re  we going t o  
h e l p  them i f  w e  don 't know? And we see w e  have no 
mandate to go apprehending c h i l d r e n  i n  Winnipeg, i n  
Winnipeg anyway. You know, they have t o  apprehend them, 
SOI 

11-3. w i t h  the Child Welfare A c t ,  um, we have t o  fol low 
çome of t h e s e  gu ide l i ne s ,  bu t  some of  t h e  s t u f f  i n  t h e  
C h i l d  We l f a r e  A c t ,  or how t h e  non -na t i ve  a g e n c i e s  
p r a c t i c e  it, i s  extremely d i f  f e r e n t  f rom ours. The non- 
n a t i v e  agenc i e s  a t  t h i s  t h e ,  t h e i r  p o l i c y  a t  t h i s  t h e  
t h a t  t hey  are exe rc i s i ng  is t h a t  when they  t a k e  c h i l d r e n  
i n t o  care, uh, t hey  don 't, i f  t h e  c h i l d  i s  from--, 
because o u r  people are t r a n s i e n t ,  1'11 use that as an 
example, t h e y  're i n  t h e  city for a pe r iod  o f  t i m e  and 
g e t  i n t o  t r o u b l e  and it ' s usual ly  dr inking.  The ch i ldren  
go into care because we don% have j u r i s d i c t i o n  wi th  a 
non-nat ive agency . They don ' t o f f  er v i s i t s  , t h e y  don ' t 
pay for v i s i t s  s o  i f  t h a t  child goes into care with  a 
non-nat ive agency and u n t i l  we get t h a t  c h i l d  under  our  
agency t h e r e ' s  no v i s i t s  wi th  them, s o  t h e y ' r e  t o t a l l y  
c u t .  They do n o t i f y  us, they need t o  n o t i f y  u s ,  bu t  
t h e r e  i s  n o t h i n g  w e  can do u n t i l  w e  get the c h i l d  
t r a n s f e r r e d  over  t o  our agency. 

One in terviewee volunteered her s p e c i f i c  concerns f o r  

M e t i s  ch i ld ren .  She shares  t h e  be l i e f  stated by Monture 

(1989)  t h a t  "Metis, urban, and disenfranchised people" (p. 

16)  are not  b e n e f i t i n g  from the  curent services o f f e r e d  t o  



s t a t u s  Indian ch i ld r en ,  as described by t h e  worker above. 

Further, s h e  spoke of t h e  underrepresentat ion of Abor ig inal  

ch i l d r en  i n  care in t h e  federa l  statistics due t o  t h e  legal 

d e f i n i t i o n  (Le., Indian A c t )  as t h e  c r i t e r i o n  for 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  

111-8. The ones t h a t  are le f t  o u t  is t h e  Metis, eh.  
There,  uh, t h e r e ' s  no agency and uh, t h e r e ' s  um maybe 
c h i l d  and family suppor t  program, you know, abou t  t w o  
y e a r s  aga  or t h r e e  years ago, bu t ,  uh, t h o s e  ones  are 
also assisted. Even though t h e  law s a y s  t h a t ,  uh, t h e y  
do r e p o r t  a l 1  Abor ig inal  children to t h e  appropriate 
agencies .  The  Winnipeg Chi ld  and Family does n a t  f o l l o w  
t h a t  l a w  . . . with Metis. They don't even always follow 
t h a t  l a w  w i t h  the F i r s t  Nations.  But more so w i t h  t h e  
Metis. . . . Five years ago t h e y  didn't have a Metis 
c h i l d  and family suppor t  program. They c o u l d n ' t  even  
begin  it because they c o u l d n ' t ,  t h e y  wouldn't show who 
t h e  M e t i s  c h i l d r e n  are. You know, they have a form t h a t  
you f i l 1  out bu t ,  um, your name and your  address, your  
p a r e n t s ,  where you were born, what church you go to or, 
you know, i f  you want t o  f i l 1  t h a t  o u t ,  and w h a t  
c u l t u r a l  group you belong to. You know, this is back a t  
intake. They would never push it for M e t i s ,  see, t h e y ,  
f o r  the l onges t  time u n t i l  they w e r e  o rdered  to. More so 
t h a t  t hey  d id  wi th  t h e  First Nations people, b u t  t h e y  
s t i l l  d o n 9 t  today. Very seldom do they  ever, un le s s  i t ' s  
t h e  Aboriginal  worker within Winnipeg Chi ld  and F a m i l y .  

One of t h e  interviewees s t r e s s e d  her  e f f o r t s  to transfer 

as many Aboriginal children as possible f r o m  non-Aboriginal 

agencies t o  the care of her  agency, as w e l l  as t h e  impact 

t h i s  has had on h e r  caseload and those  of h e r  CO-workers. 

11-8. And my case load is high because 1 believe i n  the 
phi losophy  of t h e  community, based on what w e  have 
exper ienced.  I f  i t ' s  our  c h i l d r e n ,  we need c o n t r o l  of 
o u r  children, so therefore we have them, we have them 
t r a n s f e r r e d .  But w e  don9 t have t h e  manpower, t h e  non- 
native agenc i e s  a r e  getting t h e  manpower. So, b u t  I'm 
probably of t h e  u n i t s ,  t h e  one t h a t  does a lo t  o f ,  you 
know, 1 take them, have them t r a n s f e r r e d  and we  have t o  
look ( a t )  g e t t i n g  another worker. 

The d e s i r e  t o  have chi ldren  t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  t h e  care o f  

t h e  Aboriginal agencies  is fueled  i n  p a r t  by t h e  be l i e f  t h a t  



non-Aboriginal agency workers begin permanency p lanning six 

m n t h s  from the t h  t h a t  children have come into care. 

11-4a. The latest t h a t  they are d o i n g  is when t h e y  
apprehend the c h i l d  it used to be you had two y e a r s  to 
work with the fami ly  before you p lanned  permanency, 
permanent ward. They now move i n t o  it a f t e r  six months 
of the child being i n  care and 1 q u e s t i o n e d  it at a 
meeting I was at with uh, uh one of the Winnipeg 
agencies, we were there t o  advocate for our child and 
got the  c h i l d  over t o  u s  and he said the reason why t h ey  
do that is because of t h e  c o u r t  systems being so 
backlogged. So if they apply at s i x  months f o r  a 
permanent order, chances a r e  it911 be heard  w i t h i n  that 
t w o  yea r s ,  the two yeass. So t h a t 9 s  how they are dealing 
w i t h  it. It 's not  f a i r .  It is n o t  f a i r  for f o r  uh t h e  

Some of the interviewees suggested t h a t  t h i s  tendency 

toward e s t a b l i s h i n g  permanent plans quickly may be due t o  t h e  

enormous caseloads of t h e  workers i n  non-Aboriginal agencies.  

IV-3. 1 guess w h a t  I used to t h i n k  about Winnipeg Chi ld  
and Family, I don't r e a l l y  blame them because t h ey  have 
uh maybe uh double t h e  c a s e l o a d  that w e  have,  n o t  
count ing  a l1  t h e  Reserves t h a t  we cover.  

Workers also suggested t h a t  t h e  emphasis on permanency 

planning r e p r e s e n t s  an a t t i t u d e  about saving c h i l d r e n  as 

opposed t o  s t rengthening and support ing f ami l i e s .  Hamilton 

and Sinclair (1991) have stated t h e i r  view t h a t  Aboriginal 

c h i l d  welfare workers "treat t h e  whole family,  r a t h e r  than  

i n t e r cede  on ly  when presented with a t roub led  or neglected 

c h i l d w  (p. 529 ) .  They point t o  a d i f f e r ence  i n  va lue  systems. 

Interviewees c i t e d  further evidence t o  support  t h e i r  b e l i e f  

t h a t  they p r e f e r  t o  work toward s t rengthening f ami l i e s .  A t  

times, they  s p e c i f i c a l l y  target t h e  mother and her needs. 

111-32. W e ' r e  a l 1  s t i l l  CE'S. You know, we've got t o  work 
t o g e t h e r  and help  these  c h i l d r e n  . . -. T!hat8s 
we're here. . . Not only  t h e  c h i l d r e n  though. 
always said t h a t .  H e  thought,  "Don't t h e y  cal1 

t h e  p o i n t  
M y  father 
it ' Chi ld  



and Family*? Why are they only helping the child?" You 
know? 1 said, " W e l l ,  t hey  been doing t h a t  for years . " 
In this agency they want to help  t h e  family,  child and 
family ,  you know. F i r s t  you p lace  a child i n  a safe 
environment first and then t r y  to work wi th  t h a t  whole 
family. You know. Hopefully p u t  +hem back t o g e t h e r  i f  
poss ib le .  I f  n o t  possible, then. You know, b u t  you do 
everything poss ib le  first. And see t h a t w s  something t h a t  
they u h  Winnipeg C h i l d  and Family--they d o n t t  
understand. "Just pu t  the c h i l d  i n  a safe p lace ,  " and 
"They don 't deserve those children and they shouldn 't 
have them back and we're going t o  t a k e  them to cour t . "  
And you know? 

1-14.  And s o  you have t o  work with f a m i l i e s ,  work with  
the mother. And so I'm say ing  here to them, Chi ld  
Pro tec t ion ,  "No, I d o n ' t  want to apprehend t h i s  baby. 1 
want t h i s  baby t o  go backen  So they're t h ink ing ,  What  
is she doing?" Already t h e y ' r e  th ink ing  I'm incompetent 
anyway. You know, so 1 t e l l  them why, because  t h e  
mother's good, she needs some resources ,  s h e  needs some 
help, w e  have t o  work with t h e  family t o  g e t  t h e  husband 
t o  take some r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  or some r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for 
h i s  k ids .  H e  could t ake  some of those  o l d e r  kids wi th  
h im when h e  wanders around, you know. The  ones ,  t h e  
other ones go t o  school. Give mother some t h e  wi th  t h e  
baby and t h a t .  So 1 t e l l  them t h a t .  And t h e y  d o n ' t  
understand what I'm t a l k i n g  about .  D i f f e r e n t  value 
system, r i g h t .  And they d o n ' t  have an idea of what 1 'm 
talking abou t .  How d i d  t h i s  baby g e t  into t h i s  
condition? 

They of fe red  examples of ch i ldren  k i n g  removed from 

t h e i r  homes because t h e  mother is overwhelmed and unable t o  

m e e t  t h e  needs of her children. These are s i t u a t i o n s  i n  which 

the interviewees bel ieve that t h e  mother is of t en  assessed as 

neglectful by non-Aboriginal workers. Wrïters i n  the f i e l d  

(Carasco, 1986; F i sch le r ,  1985; Gordon, 1985; Hull, 1982; 

Ishisaka,  1978; Metcaïf, 1979) a l s o  argue t h a t  c u l t u r a l l y  

biased assumptions can lead t o  f indings of neglect. 

1-12. So t hose  are some things--1 guess as a f r o n t - l i n e  
worker what 1 r e a l l y  found very d i f f i c u l t  is working 
from two very d i f f e r e n t  value systems. Yeah. Uh, h e r e  
t h e y ' l l  be t e l l i n g  me,  "Apprehend t h a t  child, f a i l u r e  to 
thrive." You know, this c h l l d  h a s  been n e g l e c t e d .  
There 's  bones .. So when 1 go back and do rny assessment, 



1 know why that chi ld  is neglected, not i n t e n t i o n a l .  
It9s because there's lots  of other children. They're 
sti l l  washing c l o t h e s .  They have l a r g e  families. Six or 
e i g h t ,  some of them. The husband h a s  a r u l e ,  he's t h e  
male s o  he  doesn't help a t  home. H e  goes  and hang around 
a t  t h e  band o f f i c e .  You know, w h i l e  t h e  mother is doing 
al1 t h e  work. There's al1 t h e  kids, so n a t u r a l l y  t h i s  
baby, and  she has them every y e a r .  The b a b y ' s  i n  a 
swing. You know, so props t h e  b o t t l e .  Baby doesn't c r y  
very  much, so e v e r y t h i n g ' s  okay 'til she takes t h e  baby 
i n  fo r - they  deteriorate f a s t  too, babies-for t h e  
monthly check-up. And t h e  nurses says, " ~ h i s  baby is not  
gaining t h a t  much. Doesn ' t seern-everything else seems 
to be f i n e .  Not g a i n i n g  that much." W e l l ,  sends t h e  baby 
and t h e  mother  d o e s n ' t  b r i n g  t h e  baby again fo r  q u i t e  
some t ime.  By that time, t h e  baby d o e s n ' t  have no l i f e ,  
d o e s n ' t  cry or any th ing .  Mother's t h i n k i n g  t h e  baby's 
very good. Good baby, you know. But  it ' s b e c a u s e  t h e  
baby needs s t i m u l a t i o n .  So, a year, t h e  baby gets s e n t  
here-Child Protection--neglect--extreme n e g l e c t ,  and 
t h i s  and t h a t .  Meanwhile, they  're telling me, yeah, t h i s  
and t h a t .  So I go and do t h e  home, you know, and see t h e  
mother. It9s n o t  t h a t ,  i t ' s  because of a l1  t h i s  o t h e r  
work and stuff l i k e  t h a t .  So 1 Say i f  we c o u l d  p u t  
suppor t s  i n  there . . .So 1 Say i f  1 can f i n d  someone t o  
do laundry  f o r  you so you can spend some more t h e  wi th  
your  baby and with your  younger c h i l d r e n ,  because t h e  
o t h e r  ones are going t o  school. 

111 -2 .  They, um, 1 t h i n k  it's a lot of times j u s t  
c u l t u r a l l y ,  cultural misunderstanding you know sometimes 
and then t h o s e  c h i l d r e n  are b rough t  i n t o  care w i t h o u t ,  
uh, i n v e s t i g a t i o n  sometimes . 
111-32. Everyone makes mistakes.  And, uh, and sometimes 
t h e y  made a m i s t a k e  and sometimes those  are  n o t  
m i s t a k e s .  Like 1 sa id ,  s l e e p i n g  w i t h  them. T h e r e ' s  
noth ing  wrong w i t h  s l e e p i n g  w i t h  them i n  o u r  community. 
But it is a g r e a t  b i g  d e a l .  "They s l e e p  w i t h  t h o s e  
c h i l d r e n .  " They, you know, uh,  i f  you don  't have b ig  
fancy  bedroom suites and s t u f  f l i k e  that , t h a t  t h o s e  
c h i l d r e n  are being neglected.  

I n  a d d i t i o n  to c u l t u r a l  misunderstandings,  one  worker 

stated. her  b e l i e f  t h a t  Abor ig ina l  workera chooçe  to i n t e m e n e  

earlier t o  help f amilies i n  need. 

111-2. ~ h ,  t h e y  j u s t ,  t h e y  w i l l  n o t  l i s t e n  t o  t h e  
p a r e n t s  sometimes or try p u t  some of those s u p p o r t s  i n .  
They w i l l  w a i t  'til it fal ls  a p a r t  and  t h e n ,  you know, 
t h e n  t h e y ' l l  uh, t h e n  t h e y ' l l  t r y  t o  put t h o s e  s u p p o r t s  
i n  after a l o n g  p rocess  of upheaval. (Chuckle .  f And here 



we l i k e  to t r y  to help them r i g h t  from t h e  beg inn ing  
soon% we know we, they  have like a p r i o r i t y  list and we 
feel t h a t  we've g o t ,  you know, a hundred and one things 
to do every day b u t  t h a t ' s  p r i o r i t y ,  t h a t  goes first and 
t h a t ' s  what w e  work on for t h a t  day. Those o t h e r s  are 
important, b u t  itls not  like, um, ernergency t y p e  t h i n g  
and uh we try to deal with those r i g h t  away so it's n o t  
like, you knw,  gotten out of hand. 

Along with e a r l y  i n t e rven t i ons ,  interviewees explained 

t h a t  they are prepared t o  -lement long-term in te rven t ions .  

To support such in te rven t ions ,  interviewees explained how 

Aboriginal workers can make creative use of the system. 

1-2. W e l l ,  as you start working wi th  t h e  family, you are 
going t o  f i n d  o u t  a l coho l  i s  j u s t  the sur face .  You know 
t h i s  could  be a g e n e r a t i o n a l  t h i n g .  It could be it goes 
way back . . . Could even have . . . with  Nat ive  people 
it goes r i g h t  back t o  c o l o n i z a t i o n ,  you know. So y o u ' r e  
not going t o  be  able to work and r e t u r n  t h e  child wi th in  
t h e  t h e  frame t h a t ' s  a l lowed t o  sign a VPA, two yea r s?  
Because once you start working with  a family i t ' s  going 
t o  . . . i t ' s  going t o  be more than  t w o  years .  So, as a 
worker, you Ire going to have t o  f i n d  a way o f  s ay ing  
t h a t  this f a m i l y ' s  going t o  need a lot of work, you 
know. Um, within two years i t ' s  n o t  go ing  away. So 
you ' re  s i g n i n g  a VPA f o r  t w o  years. But then you have 
t o  f i n d  o u t  . . . You know the f ami ly ' s  not going to , . . but t h e i r e a s  some protection t h e r e ,  there's some 
change. So because of t h a t ,  t h e y ' r e  t r y i n g .  So, you 
have to be i n v e n t i v e  and Say, no, w e  ' re going,  again, 
we' ll r e t u r n  t h e  c h i l d r e n  for four days,  or whatever ,  
we're not going to court, and then  we apprehend them for  
another t w o  years, okay. So t h a t ' s  going to-so, y o u ' r e  
still in t h e  t ime  £rame--you r e tu rned  them b u t  t h e n  you 
uh, you reapprehend thern. 

IV-Sa. Um, up t o  two years-and when we sign them . . . 
we have up t o  t w o  years-and t hen  you have to make some 
kind of permanent plan for a child--we're  t rying-we're  
s i gn ing  VSG. Usual ly  t h e r e ' s  two y e a r s  and t h e  c h i l d r e n  
are re tu rned  except  when t h e  pa ren t s  cont inue  t o  drink- 
who are n o t  t r y i n g  t o  h e l p  themselves.  So, b u t  t h e y ' r e  
u sua l l y  cooperative once you e x p l a i n  t h a t  uh what a VSG 
is so, you know--another a l t e r n a t i v e  is cour t .  If you go 
t o  c o u r t  you g e t  a permanent order. Once they they--1 
guess c o u r t  is scary  for them. . . . They d o n ' t  want to 
go t o  court or anything. (Laughs.) 



With respect to placement, workers had very strong 

feelings about  placing ch i ld r en  with extended family members. 

IV-1. The first thing t h a t  comes to mind is uh when we 
meet w i t h  t h e  l o c a l  c h i l d  care committees and t h e y  Say, 
W e l l  maybe you should b r i n g  this c h i l d  i n t o  care." And 
t h e  first t h i n g  that comes to my mind is "Okay who are 
t h e  extended family here?" And t h a t ' s  t h e  main t h i n g .  
We t ry  and keep t h e s e  children i n  the home with a u n t s  
and uncles .  That's why 1 l i k e  working i n  t h i s  agency as 
opposed to--well ,  I ' v e  never worked with a nonaNative 
agency . 
111-3. And t h e n  t h a t ' s  o u r  first o p t i o n  is r e l a t i v e s .  
W e  l o o k  for someone t h a t ' s  i n  a s t a b l e  l i f e  and 
e v e r y t h i n g ,  and someone that would keep them and 
whatever.  I f  t h a t  's n o t  a p p r o p r i a t e  t h e n  we p u t  them 
w i t h i n  t h e  Abor ig ina l  community you know and, uh,  if 
t h a t  d o e s n ' t  happen then sometimes t h e r e ' s ,  w e  have we  
have both  Abor ig ina l  and non-Aboriginal f o s t e r  p a r e n t s ,  
you now, here i n  ~ i n n i p e g ,  w e  have b o t h .  Mos t l y ,  
Aboriginal ,  bu t  t h e r e ' s  o the rs  too.  

Workers are also s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  fact t h a t  t h e  f a m i l i e s  

are likely t o  be under f i n a n c i a l  s t r a in  due t o  unemployment 

or t o  t h e  c o s t  of l i v i n g  i n  remote areas. 

1-9. Because y o u ' r e  looking a t  t h e  socioeconomics from 
where t h e s e  f a m i l i e s  are extended family.  A l o t  of  them 
a r e  on S o c i a l  Ass i s tance  o r  i f  t h e y ' r e  working as uh i n  
t h e  band o f f i c e .  When 1 looked a t  t h e i r  wages and i t ' s  
20 thousand and it 's i n  a remote. You know, they c a n ' t  
a f f o r d  it. Um, so w e  Say, and I ' m  n o t  going t o  l o s e  t h a t  
home cause  it's gonna be for  t h e  best i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  
c h i l d ,  and r a t h e r  w e  no t  adopt  t h e  c h i l d  and p rov ide  
Social Ass i s t ance ,  uh, n o t  S o c i a l  Ass i s t ance ,  but pay 
f o s t e r  rates. 

Some of t h e  workers expressed strong criticisms of  a 

recen t  c h i l d  welfare po l icy  t h a t  mandated t h a t  relatives 

could not  be remunerated a t  t h e  same rate for providing 

f o s t e r  care. I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h i s  new po l icy ,  Goodluck ( 1 9 8 0 )  

argues for " f o s t e r  care payments t o  relatives, c u l t u r a l l y  

re levan t  f o s t e r  care s tandards ,  and [ t h a t ]  state r e g u l a t i o n s  

need t o  be r e w r i t t e n  to r e f l e c t  s o c i a l  r e a l i t y ,  c u l t u r a l  



d ive r s i t y ,  and conmon senseN (p. 521). Johnston (1983) 

i d e n t i f i e s  a great need for Aboriginal f o s t e r  homes i n  Canada 

and argues t h a t  "we must ensure t h a t  wann ,  lov ing  pa ren t s  are 

not prevented from fostering because they  are poor" (p. 99 ) .  

111-3. Winnipeg Child  and Family and the government, has 
decided to pay t h e  r e l a t i v e s  less. . . . And t h a t v s  
ridiculous, that's one of o u r  main g o a l s ,  and i t v s  
almost like t h e y v r e  trying to put a stop t o  us keeping 
our  own c h i l d r e n ,  you know. And, uh, and that is going 
to put a s t o p  +O some relatives because, that is 
supposed to cover expenses.  . . . I t v s  almost l i k e  
t h e y ' r e  trying t o  f i n d  a way f o r  us to f a i l ,  not having 
our  own agencies and looking a f t e r  our own ch i ld r en .  

With respect t o  long-term planning, workers s t r e s s e d  

t h e i r  preference  for e s t ab l i sh ing  long-tenu f o s t e r  

placements, as opposed +O f a c i l i t a t i n g  adoptions.  

1-9. Uh we r e a l l y  g e t  a lot--we p u t  long-term f o s t e r i n g  
because the child's gonna remain t h e r e .  The child-you 
see, when w e  were already d o i n g  t h e  VSG, i n  that 
planning-we were a l r eady  looking for an adop t ive  home. 
You would i f  you were working i n  a non-Native agency. 
But us  we  d o n v t  have adopt ion,  t h e r e ' s  very few. So 
w h a t ' s  y o u t  re look ing  f o r  is p lann ing  for t h e  c h i l d  
where it @s--it '  s like an adopted home e x c e p t  t h a t  they 
get paid. 

With respect t o  adoption, one in terviewee expla ined t h a t  

workers are uncomfortable with t h e  concept because it implies 

ownership of ch i ld r en .  Further, an in tenr iewee stated t h e  

belief ,  also a r t i c u l a t e d  by Cross (1986), that c h i l d r e n  are 

gifts from t h e  Creator. 

1-10. The way 1 t h i n k  is adoption is a new concept for 
t h e  Native.  W e  d o n v t  own o u r  c h i l d r e n .  It 's q u i t e  a 
different point of view. E lders  t a l k i n g  about that and 
we d o n v t  own our c h i l d r e n ,  t h e y  ' re  just loaned  t o  us. 
So adoption,  t hey  Say, that's ownership, you know. 

11-12. So he talked t o  m e  about  my r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  as 
mother and children are given t o  u s ,  they are gifts of 
God, and w e  are given the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to raise them, 



and a phrase 
sacrifice for 

The practices 

1 guess he used to a p o i n t  w e  almost s e l f -  
t h a t  duty. 

associated with adoptions in the past have 

had such negat ive  impact on ind iv idua l s  and communities t h a t  

there is little trust even among workers. One i n t e r v i e w e  

wonders why t h e  practice is implemented at a l l ,  given t h a t  

a d u l t s  who were adopted as children inevitability r e t u r n  t o  

f i n d  the- faxnilies. 

1-10. If we,  1 guess what t hey  exper ience  this i s  where 
when c h i l d r e n  w e r e  adopted t o  t h e  States and stuff l i k e  
t h i s .  A c h i l d  went and you never heard  from t h e  c h i l d .  
Never knew, cou ldn  ' t g e t  a hold o f  that child. That  ' s , 
you have to change t h a t  way of t h i n k i n g  aga in .  So 
adoption, once  t hey  adopt,  then  we d o n ' t  have no con t ac t  
w i t h  t h a t  c h i l d .  Even i f  t h e y  Say, " O h  yeah.  " The 
adop t ive  parent w i l l  Say, " O h  they'll come. 1'11 b r i n g  
them. "   ut once  t h e y  do, they  won' t  do it. Can't argue 
with  t h a t ,  that's what t h e y ' r e  saying.  And who am 1 t o  
Say 1 'm gonna gua ran t ee  it. 1 c a n ' t .  1 might  n o t  be 
here, r igh t .  1 told t h e  o the rs  t h a t .  But uh so it 's  uh a 
concept  t h a t ' s - t h e y  don't t r u s t  y e t .  T h e y ' r e  s t a r t i n g  
t o .  

IV-6. We g e t  calls just about weekly. U h  that t hey  want 
t o  come home, they  want t o  f i nd  t h e i r  parents, you know. 
sometimes it d o e s n ' t  make sense t o  adopt  them ou t  only 
to have them come back, i n  a few yea r s ,  you know. . . . 
And w e  have many of t h a t  kind. They might as w e l l  know, 
and c o n t i n u e  t o  know who t h e i r  parents are, you know. 
They ' re gonna come back anyway. They 're gonna f i n d  o u t  
t h e y ' r e  adopted and t hey  come back. So t h e y  look a t  uh-- 
well most of them t h a t  I ' v e  uh seen t h e y  look as i f  
t hose  years ,  those last four or five years  as l o s t  yea r s  
wi th  family ,  you know. They Say, "1 could  never  r e p l a c e  
what 1 Ive lost .  1 d i d n ' t  see my s i b l i n g s  growing up wi th  
me." I t ' s  t h a t  sometimes. "And now my p a r e n t s  a r e  o ld . "  
O r  some Say, "My dad d i ed  a coup le  of y e a r s  ago and 1 
d i d n ' t  see him. " They want t o  blame somebody f o r  t h a t .  . . And t h a t ' s  why 1 guess 1 F e e l  t h i s  way too. Because of 
a l1  t h o s e  calls  and a l1  those people  t h a t  are sea rch ing  
f o r  t h e i r  families. T h a t ' s  how I feel about permanency 
planning,  you know. Why adopt them? They ' r e  gonna come 
back here, you know. They' re gonna come back and blame 
you . 



In terv iewees  echoed t h e  voices in t h e  literature w i t h  

r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  impact of adoption on Abor ig ina l  c h i l d r e n ,  

families, and communities (Blanchard & Barsh, 1980; 

Kirmnelman, 1985; Metcalf , 1979 ) . S p e c i f i c  concerns  were 

raised about the impact of t h e  development of o n e ' s  i d e n t i t y  

as a r e s u l t  of having been removed from o n e ' s  fami ly  and 

cormnunity. In te rv iewees  commented on t h e i r  experience w i t h  

Uid iv idua l s  who hunger for a sense of t h e i r  Abor ig ina l  

i d e n t i t y  . 
111-28. Y o u v r e  taking them t o  Char leswood t o  t h e  
fanciest house t h e r e .  They're s t i l l  gonna need it. I t  
w i l l  always be  something i n  t h e r e  t h a t  t h e y ' r e  going  t o  
hunger f o r ,  you know. Very f e w  that w i l l  n o t  hunger f o r  
something l i k e  t h a t  t o  be p a r t  of t h e i r  community, t h e y  
want t o  be a pa r t  of a commnity,  you know? 

111-28. H e  was t aken  when he was  f o u r  y e a r s  o l d  from h i s  
p a r e n t s ,  h e  said, due t o  a m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g  because 
t h e r e  w a s  a c u l t u r a l  misunderstanding.  U h ,  he d i d n ' t  go 
i n t o  length. And he  w a s  t a k e n  a n d  h e  grew up  i n  
I n d i a n a p o l i s ,  um down i n  t h e  S ta t e s -he ' s  g o t  a sou the rn  
accent--and he was t h e r e  for 18  y e a r s ,  1 think, o r  1 9 ,  
19 years. And uh, so h e ' s  23 now. And, you know, and 
t a k i n g  him and n o t  even p u t t i n g  him i n  a n  A b o r i g i n a l  
home o r  n o t h i n g  and h e ' s  t r y i n g  desperately t o  f i n d  
h imse l f  . Well t h a t  s u r e l y  w a s  a n  i n  j u s t i c e .  And o u r  
c h i l d r e n ,  o u r  c h i l d r e n  are t r y i n g  t o  f i n d  t h e i r  way 
home. . . . T h i s  was i n  1970. 1 mean, w e ' r e  n o t  t a l k i n g  
1950's h e r e ,  w e ' r e  t a l k i n g  1970.  T h a t ' s  n o t  t h a t  long 
ago . 
II-4b.  When t h e y  go back, as c h i l d r e n  w i l l  a lways go 
back t o  where they o r i g i n a t e  from, that is  t o  p r e v e n t ,  
what t h a t  does is  prevent t h e  crisis or  t h e  trauma that 
c h i l d r e n  have experienced it when t h e y  have been adopted 
o u t  and t h e y  come back l o o k i n g  f o r  t h e i r  i d e n t i t y  and 
t h e r e  h a s  been  a l o t  of t h a t  w i t h  o u r  A b o r i g i n a l  
children with the old CAS system, t h e y  were adopted out .  
The l ive  i n ,  they l i v e  w i t h i n  a certain e n v i r o n m e n t ,  
certain l i f  e s t y l e ,  t h e y  come back l o o k i n g  for t h e i r  
i d e n t i t y  and i t ' s  further t r a u m a t i c  because i t ' s  not 
what t h e y  expected.  As children w i l l  a lways  imagine t h e  
best anyway, f a n t a s i z e  and t h e  e x p e c t a t i o n s  and i t ' s  a 
let  d o m .  When t h a t  happens a t  18 or 19,  you know j u s t  
moving i n t o  t h e i r  young adul thood,  uh i t ' s  cr i t ica l  and 



if there 's is no work done, chances are a l o t  of them 
w i l l  be permanent darnaged. O f  t hose  who are able to get 
help, it w i l l  take t i m e ,  and a lo t  of t h .  

Interviewees msntioned that, although some i n d i v i d u a l s  

had negat ive feelings, o t h e r s  who were adopted felt less 

negative and more cur ious  about their experiences.  Som even 

felt lucky f o r  having been connected with two  families. 

IV-8. W e l l  sometimes, I'm not say ing  t h a t  al1 of them 
corne back w i t h  some d i s a p p o i n t m e n t s  w i t h  a d o p t i v e  
p a r e n t s ,  you know. Some of them j u s t  want t o  see-you 
know-where t h e y  w e r e  born  and where t h e i r  family are 
living now and some o f  them Say, "I'm so lucky," you 
know. "1 Ive got t w o  s e t s  of p a r e n t s  now, " you know. 
And t h e n  t h e y  go back to to uh a d o p t i v e  p a r e n t s ,  you 
know. Some of them are r a t h e r  d i s appo in t ad .  When t h e y  
v i s i t ,  you know, t hey  Say t o  us workers, "Eow did you 
l e t  t h i s  happen?" you know. "Why c o u l d n ' t  1 have been 
adopted here i n  winnipeg?--or on ano the r  Reserve?" You 
know, s t u f f  l i k e  t h a t .  "Then 1 wouldn' t  have had far t o  
go or f a r  t o  searchw you know. 

Interviewees stressed that,  regard less  of  t h e  presence 

of p rov inc ia l  mandates, communities must approve adopt ions  of 

their ch i ld ren  

IV-3. Yeah, we do t a k e  our thne--chief and council-take 
o u r  t i m e ,  don't ru sh ,  uh we need t o  make sure t h i s  is 
t h e  r i g h t  home f o r  this c h i l d ,  you know. We g e t  tome 
homes t h a t  uh t h a t  uh--we decide not t o  adop t  o r  n o t  t o  
foster i n  t h i s  home--1 guess this is why why t h a t  would 
be a difference, you know. (Laughs.) 

1-11 . But even i n  adoption i f  it 's a family it has t o  be 
approved by the community t h e  child's from. And i f  t hey  
d o n ' t  agree, they c a n ' t  go f o r  adoption. 

One in terviewes  explained that responsibility for 

Aboriginal children rests t r a d i t i o n a l l y  with t h e  community, 

as opposed t o  nuclear  families. 

11-2. Uh, it is,  it i s  t r a d i t i o n a l  t h a t  o t h e r  members i n  
t h e  community take r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i f  t h e y  saw something 
happening t o  a n o t h e r  c h i l d  or something t h e  c h i l d  is 
doing something t h a t ' s  n o t  r i g h t .  Tha t  was p r a c t i c e d  





1-8. Sa w e  do VSG's. And we got a l o t  of f l a c k  from 
lawyers and t h a t .  So I had to go out and educate t h e  
lawyers and Say, "Look, VSG, g ive  them t h a t .  You know, 
w e ' r e  a l r e a d y  oppressed.  We believe we're no good. And 
w e ' r e  jus t  going ta r e i n f o r c e  t h a t  t o  the f a m i l i e s .  And 
once t hey  r eg re s s ,  it's gonna be wo--( interrupted word)- 
-because they ' ve been working t h i s  way , they haven ' t 
really reached here. ~t's t aken  them so long and i f  1 go 
t o  cou r t ,  they811 go al1 the way back. It's a l o t  harder 
t o  corne back up." T h a t ' s  how I explained it. So they 
said t h e y ' r e ,  t h e y ' r e  uh. 1 g o t  i n t o  some confl ict  even 
with o u r  house lawyer. B u t  1 r e a l l y  believe that. And it 
w a s  my job t o  convince them. And so, uh ,  t h e y  said, 
" W e l l ,  if you have a VSG,"--thatVs a v o l u n t a r y  
s u r r e n d e r - - " i t  can be t e d n a t e d  t o  t h e  agency.  . . 
I t ' s  n o t  s t r o n g  enough, n o t  binding enough." You know, 
it 's n o t  l i k e  a c o u r t  order. In a c o u r t  order, even a 
permanent order, i s  uh, it can be r e v e r s e d .  And t h a t  
means a f ami ly  can--But, t h e  dif f e r e n c e  is that t h e  
family would have t o  prove  to t h e  c o u r t  that t h e y ' v e  
changed. And that t hey  k e n  l i v i n g  a stable l i f e  for t h e  
l a s t  t w o  or three years, i n  a r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  i t ' s  good. 
You know, they have a c h i l d ,  maybe t h r e e ,  and t h e y  've 
been r e a l l y  s t a b l e .  They can  cha l l enge  a court o r d e r ,  
b u t  they have t o  go through court. But because t h e  way 
t h e  c o u r t  system works, i t w s  t e r r i f y i n g  for  t h e  Natives,  
r i g h t ?  And then t h e y  d o n t  have t h e  money t o  g e t  t h e  
type of lawyers that they would need. They get someone 
t h a t  they don 't choose ,  someone that 's a s s i g n e d .  So, 
what are their chances? You know, 1 believe t h a t  parents 
should have t h a t  chance. A t  t h a t  l e v e l ,  they don't. 

So t h e n  what we do is VSG's. Volun ta ry  s u r r e n d e r  
agreements. So, (you) r e a l l y  have t o  n e g o t i a t e  for t h a t  
wi th  t h e  lawyers. And they said, "Look how-what i f  t hey  
terminate?" So 1 said, - W e ' l l  p u t  a case p l a n  i n  t h e r e ,  
you know, with  the VSG. I n  a ca se  plan we'll Say t h a t  
they '11 be s t a y i n g  w i t h  extended family ,  and  t h i s  and 
that. T h e y ' l l  be under ( A b o r i g i n a l  agency).  We'll agree ,  
as a Nat ive  agency, w e  b e l i e v e  that the c h i l d r e n  should  
cont inue  w i th  p a r e n t a l  visits. Not maybe on t h e  VSG once 
a year, b u t  i f  t h e  p a r e n t s  are n o t  t h e r e ,  then  f o r  t h e  
c h i l d  to go home to t h e  community. To know t h a t ' s  where 
hels from, where s h e ' s  from. Meet some extended family .  
To keep t h a t  connect ion ,  because I b e l i e v e  it's real ly  
important f o r  ch i ld ren .  So, that t he r e .  

Then t h e  t h i r d  t h i n g  is i f  the pa ren t  should--dontt 
let m e  go off . . . b u t  t h a t ' s  how 1 do i t --should t u r n  
the VSG d o m  and the agency feels t h a t  t h e  c h i l d r e n  are 
st i l l  i n  need of p r o t e c t i o n ,  t hen  we apprehend them. 
Then we would go f o r  a court order. O r  t h e r e ' s  p r e s s u r e  
t o  go. It's the re .  So t h e  court accepts it. It reads a l1  



that when 1 s i g n  t h e  VSG. And my families g e t  legal 
counsel and an i n t e r p r e t e r ,  not from the agency. So t h a t  
way, they know a l1  that. So 1 present that. So t h e y  
started one lawyer for (non-Aboriginal agency).  H e  says ,  
"Gimxne t h a t  VSG. 1 never seen one like it before." Y a  
know, b u t  I got, 1 g o t  t h a t ,  you know. So 1 started 
getting ( i n t e r r u p t i o n ) .  So we started . . . so t h e r e ' s  
t h a t  difference again, you know. Those are not iceable .  

Another solution is to create networks involving 

biological and f o s t e r  parents .  ~nterviewees o f f e r e d  examples 

t h a t  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  Aboriginal child welfare p r a c t i c e  t h a t  

Metcalf (1979) described as t h e  forming of an  " i n t e r l o c k h g  

II-4a. So they  get t hose  kinds of v i s i t s  and it's 3 days 
t h e  children go i n t o  t h e  community. W e  moni tor  d a i l y .  
The worker w i l l  go daily t o  see how they are doing. The 
f o s t e r  home they ' re i n  we '11 supply with g r o c e r i e s ,  or 
we  help some, and i n  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n  what we  find, itas 
l i k e ,  t h o s e  p a r t i c u l a r  group of  s i b l i n g s  i n  observing 
t h e  last t w o  y e a r s  w i t h  t h e i r  visits, they are very 
con ten t ,  they have t w o  sets of p a r e n t s ,  they have t h e i r  
b i o l o g i c a l  p a r e n t s  and they  have t h e  p a r e n t s  t h a t  are 
t h e  n u r t u r i n g  p a r e n t s  because the legal end of it i s  
wi th  o u r  agency, you know, so t h e r e  is kind of  a 
triangle, with  two se ts  of pa ren t s  and us, b u t  it's n i c e  
t o  see t h a t ,  and t h e  r e a l i t y  is t h a t  t h e y  w i l l  probably 
not  r e tu rn  t o  t h e i r  b io log ica l  pa r en t s*  

One worker gave a more persona1 account of t h e  network 

t h a t  she and one of her  CO-workers have created. Using t h e i r  

own family network as a context ,  they are providing a network 

of connections for an  extended family of c h i l d r e n  whomthey 

11-2. Um, w e  p r a c t i c e  t h a t  w i t h i n  o u r  own extended 
family uh wi th  f o s t e r i n g .  Uh, (worker )  r e c r u i t e d  a 
number of fami ly  members 'bout two years ago fostered 
for ( A b o r i g i n a l  agency) and what  s h e  also did is 
p r i o r i t i z e d  t h e  ch i l d r en ,  so t h e r e  is a group of  u s  that 
fos ter ,  t h a t  i s  w i th ,  t h a t ' s  extended family  and take 
ch i ld ren  from ( comun i ty ) .  What that does, it keeps t h a t  
group of c h i l d r e n  of together, and and  t h a t ' s  
t r a d i t i o n a l .  



Beyond t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  with respect to adoption and 

long-term placement, t h e  interviewes described various 

i n t e m e n t i o n s  that they believe t o  be unique t o  t h e  practices 

of Aboriginal child welfare agencies. The use of grandparents 

is  one example. 

V-9. I n  u s i n g  the grandparen t s  on the Reserve as t h e  
c h i l d r e n ,  say l i k e  my c h i l d r e n  w e r e  hav ing  problems.  
Like 1 'm t h e  grandparent, okay, 1 would work w i t h  t h e  
c h i l d  w e l f a r e  agency and my c h i l d  in cop ing  w i t h  these 
problems. And if I made myself a v a i l a b l e  to t h e  t h i n g s  
t h a t  t h e y  need, like w e ' d  al1 work t o g e t h e r  ' c a u s e  
t h e y ' r e  using a lo t  of grandparents you know i n  c h i l d -  
r ea r ing  and t h a t ' s  pos i t ive .  You know and i f  a p a r e n t  is 
having problems w i t h  t h e i r  k i d s  then t h e  g r andpa ren t s  
are called on. 

Workers t a l k e d  abou t  t h e  role that grandmothers i n  

p a r t i c u l a r  have i n  r a i s i n g  ch i ld ren  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  w i th in  t h e  

Aboriginal community. 

111-19. B u t  my mother  is c o n s t a n t l y  on u s  s t i l l ,  even 
though w e ' r e  al1 grown up--she's still always t r y i n g  t o  
t each  us  o r  talk t o  us  o r  c o r r e c t  u s  or whatever .  Give 
u s  advice i n  some way i f  s h e  t h i n k s  w e ' r e  doing 
something wrong w i t h  our  c h i l d r e n ,  you know, " y o u ' v e  
handled t h a t  a l1  wrong. " . . . You know, and, uh, even 
my grandmother,  you know, l i k e ,  our  grandmothers  were 
very, very  impor tant  people i n  ou r  family  and t h a t  * s how 
my c h i l d r e n  are w i t h  t h e i r  own grandmother t h e y  have. 
And, uh, t hey  were o f f ,  over of t en .  They would come ove r  
and they wouldn ' t  j u s t  v i s i t  , t hey  would c l e a n  up, and 
cook f o r  u s ,  great big  meals and bake and e v e r y t h i n g .  
They would just kind  of come t a k e  over  t h e  house and,  it 
was, it was j u s t  something acceptable.  

Some talked about t h e  p r ac t i c e  of t h e  f i r s t  grandchild 

l i v i n g  with t h e  grandparents .  

V-9. And then the um f i r s t  g r andch i ld  u s u a l l y  goes  to 
l ive  wi th  t h e  grandparents.  And you know 1 thought  abou t  
t h a t  t o o  because my grandmother, h e r  first grandson went 
to l i v e  w i th  her.  And um . . . my sister she  w a s  t h e  
one, it was h e r  son  and he s t ayed  wi th  my p a r e n t s  u n t i l  
my g r a n d f a t h e r  died and 1 mean h i s  g r a n d f a t h e r ,  my 
f a t h e r ,  and then he stayed with  my m m  only a s h o r t  t h e  
after t h a t  and b u t  went on his own. And um i t ' s  happened 



like t h a t  s t i l l  on t h e  reserve and they  Say that it 's 
the custom that t h e  f i r s t  grandchild would go and l i v e  
with t h e  grandparents. 

One interviewee indicated that her eldest grandchild 

lives with her. 

V-9. YOU know I have friends too l i k e  t h a t  l i v e  around 
t h e r e  and t h e y  t o o  t h e i r  children went t o  live w i t h  
t h e i r  paren ts .  So i t f s  been happening a l 1  a l o n g  b u t  w e  
r e a l l y  d i d n 8 t  t h i n k  of it as being c u l t u r e ,  c u l t u r e  you 
know. B u t  you know as you th ink  about it, hey , you know 
this i s  t h e  p r a c t i c e  before and they continue to do 
that. Like my grandson here ,  he ' s  my f i r s t  grandson and 
h e f s  with me and h e f s  no t  w i t h  his mother. H i s  mother i s  
marr ied  and has  a boy and i s  expec t ing  a n o t h e r  one 
a n y t h e  now. B u t  he knows t h a t ' s  his mother ,  you know, 
so anyway 1 guess I ' m  doing it c u l t u r a l l y  myself and not  
realizing if .  

One of t h e  workers reported t h a t  she l i ved  with her  

grandparents as a c h i l d  because she was the f i r s t  born. 

11-1, If we look a t  t r a d i t i o n ,  i f  w e  look a t  t r a d i t i o n ,  
c h i l d r e n ,  e x t e n d e d  f a m i l y  was c r i t i c a l ,  a l s o  
t r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  uh grandchildren, let's Say myself as an 
example, I was t h e  o l d e s t  g r a n d c h i l d ,  and so m y  
grandparents ,  1 was raised by the grandparents  and t h e  
i n t e n t  around t h a t  was so t h a t  there'd be somebody there 
f o r  t h e  grandparents a s  they get o lde r  and uh, and, need 
help . 
Interviewees offered descr ipt ions  of o ther  t r a d i t i o n a l  

Aboriginal parenting practices and l i f e s t y l e s .  To begin,  they 

ind ica ted  t h a t  Aboriginal child-rearing pa t te rns  do not  imply 

a l ack  of s t ruc tu re .  Children are provided with l o g i c ,  

consequences, and parameters wi thin  which t o  explore. 

1-30. N o t  j u s t  leave them, l e t  t h e m  do as they like and 
Say t h a t ' s  Native parenting.  You know, and e v e r y b o d y f l l  
Say, 1 ' 11 do it t h i s  way-that ' s Native p a r e n t i n g  . '' 
T h e y f r e  n o t ,  it's n o t  like t h a t .  T h e r e ' s  s t i l l  
parameters and s t u f f  l i k e  t h a t .  So t h a t 8 s  why when we 
work with kids and they d o n ' t  understand why t h e y ' r e  no+ 
happy. So w e  work with  the parents. Kids need some 
c o n t r o l s .  They need t o  know t h a t t  s a form of  showing 
your love.  You teach them. D o  you want them t o  s u f f e r  
throughout their l i f e  because nobody would like them. 



They get to school and they l e a r n  to touch e v e r y t h i n g  
when t h e y  we ren ' t  t augh t  any boundaries .  Nobody's going 
to l i k e  them, you know. So we take t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
t o  teach them. It was t h e  Elders t h a t  t augh t  us a l o t .  

11-5. So t e a c h i n g  them that t h e  emotions t h a t  they feel 
i s  healthy. Teaching them that t h e y  need to uh self- 
exp re s s .  That's al1 c u l t u r a l .  Uh, t r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e r e  
was t h e  style of teaching one can reflect  back, t h e  word 
we  did no t  know, b u t  it was t h r o u g h  logic a n d  
consequences. The o the r  is we were given t h e  oppor tun i ty  
t o  e x p l o r e  and i t ' s  kind of l i k e  w i t h i n  per imeters .  

According to t h e  interviewees, loss of privileges, use 

of humor, and the absence of physical discipline also 

cha rac t e r i ze  t r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal paren t ing  p r ac t i c e s .  

V-2. Taking my own up-br inging,  1 was really never 
p h y s i c a l l y  d i s c i p l i n e d .  1 know my mother,  i f  w e  needed 
t o  be corrected she spoke to us and um there were t h ings  
that w e  l o s t ,  like p r i v i l e g e s  t h a t  we los t ,  i f  we you 
know didn't go according to what she wanted and w e  a l1  
had you know to do c e r t a i n  t h i n g s  like there was a 
s c h e d u l e  f o r  us ,  w e  had to f o l l ow  and w e  knew it that 
schedule and i f  w e  didn't do it t h e r e  w a s  really no 
p h y s i c a l  f o r c e  and you know 1 try to do t h a t  w i t h  my own 
chi ldren and r a i s i n g  them and I don't t h i n k  1, to my 
knowledge, e v e r  got a spanking from my parents and you 
l e a rned  j u s t  to l i s t e n .  

w i th in  traditional Aboriginal communities, roles and 

structures were understood by al1 members. 

11-10. So  when you t h i n k  back, you know, l i t e r a l l y  t h e  
animal and the Abor ig ina l  people l i t e r a l l y  l i v e d  i n  
harmony w i t h  Mother E a r t h .  E v e r y t h i n g ,  e v e r y t h i n g  
su r rounded  i n  working t o g e t h e r ,  l i v i n g  t o g e t h e r .  You 
know, t h e r e  wasn ' t  that, there w a s  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  they  
were, t h a t  everyone has a purpose and so they knew they 
w e r e  there t o  provide  food  , to p r o v i d e  clothing-the 
leather, t h e  skins from t h e  animals w e r e  used. When 1 
t h i n k  back ,  it was, it w a s  a healthy l i f e s t y l e ,  a 
h e a l t h y  system. I t  was very strict,  t h e  t radi t ional  
societies were very strict .  Everything was very 
s t r u c t u r e d .  U h ,  you d i d  t h i n g s  a c e r t a i n  way and you 
w e r e  t a u g h t  a t  an  e a r l y  age and you developed i n t o  t h a t  
r o l e  t h a t  you're t o  c a r r y  and t h e r e  was no  q u e s t i o n s  
asked. You d i d n ' t  cha l l enge ,  you were given a reason o r  
e x p l a n a t i o n  but ,  you just somehow knew you d i d n ' t  
q u e s t i o n  it, you d i d n ' t  challenge it? That's j u s t  t h e  
way it was . That ' s lost now. 



The interviewees talked about t h e  concept of time and 

how it was af fo rded  less importance w i t h i n  a t r a d i t i o n a l  

con tex t  . 
111-8. L i k e  t h a t ' s  how I grew up, is, you know, we never 
w o r r i e d  about t h e  t h e .  A s  long as w e  got it done 
th roughout  the day or whatever w e  had t o  do, we knew 
what we had to do during t h a t  day, o u r  p a r e n t s  a lways  
told u s ,  you know, my mother was l i k e  t h e  manager. "This 
is your job, t h a t ' s  your job, t h a t ' s  your job, you know, 
and you do it today ,  and make sure it 's done. " There ' s 
consequences, you know? (Chuckles.) And uh, but, uh, and 
then  t hey ,  they jus+ left it t o  us a f t e r ,  you know. 

On t h e  Reserves, communities cont inue  t o  fun  casually 

with r e spec t  t o  the. Within an urban context ,  some 

Aboriginal  ch i l d r en  have d i f f i c u l t y  wi th in  the school  system 

because they can be late. 

1-28. So today is today, you know. Tomorrow's another 
day , you know. Don ' t worry abou t  tomorrow. And t h a t  ' s 
why 1 t h ink - - t ha t ' s  what 1 mean t r a d i t i o n a l ,  sometimes 1 
go over t h e r e .  "No, it's closed. Twelve o ' c l o c k .  You 
know, Tome back." 1 have a hard time a c c e p t i n g  that 
when 1% i n  the community. "Fou r - t h i r t y ,  wefre closed, 
itt s f i n i s h e d .  Tomorrow's a n o t h e r  day. You know, it ' s 
easy come. 1 always Say easy come, bu t  relaxed. B u t  you 
slow dom when you g e t  over there. Slow paced. It feels 
kinda nice .  

111-3. Um, the o t h e r  t h i n g  is a t i m e  t h i n g ,  like, you 
know, I don't know how this came about but, uh,  t h e  was 
never  an impor tant  thing t o  us. (Chuckles.)  L ike  t o  be 
somewhere a t  9 o ' c l o c k  on the dot a l1  the time, 1 t h i n k  
a lot of our  c h i l d r e n ,  our Abor ig ina l  c h i l d r e n  h e r e ,  
when t h e y  have to go to s c h o o l  a t  9 o ' c l o c k  every 
morning, t h a t  s a b ig  thing because 1 don 't know what 
where i t ' s  i n s t i l l e d  i n  u s  somewhere because it's always 
been t h a t  way. . . . I f ,  i f  they r egu l a r l y  go to late t o  
schoo l  then school  r e p o r t s ,  you know? A l 1  the time they 
r e p o r t  that " this kid  is late ,  " "this k id  is late. " I 
know we have t o  s tar t  t h i n g s  on  t i m e  and e v e r y t h i n g ,  
b u t ,  and I and 1 t h i n k  t h e y  s t r u g g l e  with t h a t  
c o n s t a n t l y ,  t o  be on t h e .  Oh,  excuse me, and t h e y  find 
a t  meetings even, you know, you go up, you know, to any 
of these places, meet ing ' s  supposed to s t a r t  a t  9 and 
may start a t  10  o r  11. (Chuckles.) When they g e t  there- 
t h a t g  s when it starts. And sometimes it '11 be at 9. Itw s 
when t h e y  get there and they feel comfo r t ab l e  d e a l i n g  



with t h i s ,  that 's when they do it . And, it ' s never made 
t o  be a big deal ,  you know. Nobody misunders tands  it 
and, you know but, uh, I know t h a t  affects Our c h i l d r e n  
i n  school or  any-thing t h a t  has to be on t h .  

E o s p i t a l i t y  extends t r a d i t i o n a l l y  throughout Aboriginal 

communities and among family m a r s .  Interviewees explained 

how t h i s  form of s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  can be mistaken for a 

child welfare i s sue .  

111-2. T h e r e w  s 1 2  members i n  my family c o u n t i n g  me. 
Twelve, my mother had 1 2  children and,  uh, now with  
their spouses ( l augh ing ) ,  you know and my parents and 
t h e  g randch i ld ren  and al1 t h e  g rea t -g randch i ld ren ,  uh,  
you know? They corne o v e r  r e g u l a r l y  for cof  fee. It 's 
j n s t ,  and 1 go over t o  t h e i r  house and, you know, we go 
t o  each o t h e r  ' s house and, uh. See now, i f  t h a t  happens 
and and Say Winnipeg Chi ld  and Family is called i n  by a 
neighbor  who  doesn ' t unders tand  t h a t  , t h e y  ' 11 t h i n k  
t h e y q r e  having a p a r t y ,  you know, o r  t h e y  think they 
have al1 t h o s e  people  l i v i n g  t h e r e  and t h e y  don ' t - -  
they ' re jus t visiting--coming and gohg  . 
Cooperation and r e c i p r o c i t y  are important t r a d i t i o n a l  

va lues  that some interviewees be l ieve  must be res to red .  

V-6. And he shared q u i t e  a b i t  how he  grew up and it was 
qui te  i n t e r e s t i n g  you know t h e  way t h e y  went o u t  and 
f i s h e d  and t h e y  a l 1  worked t o g e t h e r ,  h e l p i n g  one 
another.  I f  somebody was i n  need they  helped t h a t  family 
o r  you know t h e y  always worked t o g e t h e r  t o  h e l p  one 
another. And um you know, t h a t ' s  something t h a t  1 feel 
is l ack ing  i n  our  own communities, like you know you do 
f o r  you r se l f  , look a f t e r  yourse l f  you know and f o r g e t  
abou t  t h e  n e x t  person.  There's n o t  enough I f e e l  
comun i ty  working t oge the r  as a community. 

1-4. They 've a l r eady  a s s i m i l a t e d  t o  a c e r t a i n  e x t e n t .  
Itls what you make now. You go t  t o  have t h i s  and t h a t ,  
you know. A car. Ownership. And t h e n  t h e r e  @ s n o t  t h a t  
he lp ing  anymore, a t  one t h e  it was, you know. I f  you 
had cows and you were g e t t i n g  cream you could ,  somebody 
cou ld  exchange. They d o n ' t  have t h a t  concep t  anymore. 
Itm s everybody f o r  themselves.  I tw s what you work f o r ,  
t h a t l s  what you have. So you don ' t  have t h a t  community, 
so t h e y ' r e  k inda lost now too .  E s p e c i a l l y  the young 
people.  Because they had it, but  now they  d o n ' t  and s o  
it's a new type of style again .  So they learned a 
different s t y l e .  So . . . and so i n  that case, t h e n  the 
young parents that are, t h a t  had p a r e n t s  who maybe went 



to r e s i d e n t i a l  school neve r  l e a r n e d  to parent their 
children. They're t h e  ones now t h a t  are parents, you 
know, and i f  they didn't have community-based bef ore, 
t h e y  don 't have it now. They don 't have t h e  support 
system. 

Some of the workers s t a t e d  t h e i r  b e l i e f s  t h a t  t h e  r o u t e  

to hea l ing  is through t h e  heal ing  of communities. They v a l u e  

r e g a i n h g  and recla-g traditional spiritual  practices. 

V-8. And t h e r e  are o t h e r ,  where t h e  whole community 
comes t o g e t h e r ,  you know and t h e y  s h a r e  you know and 
t h e y  have special speakers  to come o u t  and t a l k  about  
t r a d i t i o n a l ,  you how it w a s  when um, well before it was 
t aken  away from u s  you know. And 1 r e a l l y  feel when t h e  
community comes together l i k e  that there's going to be a 
hea l ing  and t h a t t s  where it starts. 

11-9. There's communities t h a t  are now looking back, I'm 
sure you are aware wi th  r e - v i s i t i n g  uh o u r  t r a d i t i o n a l ,  
h i s t o r i c a l  ways and 1 know t h e  community 1 work for,  
t h a t  w i l l  s t a r t i n g  i n  t h e  fall, and i t ' s  t h e  f i r s t  t h e  
because t h e  convent ional  r e l i g i o n s  w e r e  i n  t h e r e  for so 
long and it'll be the first t h e  that t h e y  stan looking 
a t  t h e i r  h i s t o r i c a l ,  uh s p i r i t u a l i t y  and  i n  t h a t  
community, i n  s p i t e  of t h e  problems there is a l o t  of 
h i s t o r y  . 
Fina l ly ,  in te rv iewees  addressed t h e  r o l e  of women i n  t h e  

healing process. One intenriewee descr ibed t h e  func t i on  of 

women's shar ing  circles. She talked about her own involvement 

as a p a r t i c i p a n t  and f a c i l i t a t o r .  This  i l l u s t r a t e d  the  issue 

raised by Metcalf (1979), t h a t  t h e r e  is a lack of hierarchy 

among workers and community members w i t h i n  Aboriginal 

V-8. W e l l ,  um, we have a g a t h e r i n g  when t h e  women come 
together and s h a r e  i n  a circle. Uh, I f e e l  more s h a r i n g  
t h a n  themse lves .  You know t h e  problems t h a t  t h e y  are 
f a c i n g  at  home uh can draw on the s t r e n g t h s  from t h e  
nex t  person because  you know they al1 l i v e  i n  the same 
community, t h e y  are al1 f a c e d  w i t h  t h e  same k i n d  of 
problems and uh i n  t h a t  c ircle 1 b e l i e v e  t h e r e  i s  
s t r e n g t h  that comes from t h a t .  



Within a political conte*, one of the interviewees 

out l ined  t h e  importance and t h e  role for women i n  developing 

the Aboriginal ch i ld  welfare system. Her own sentiments 

echoed those of Monture (19891, stated earlier. 

1-20. W e '  re a voice to make change. We ' re a voice for  
our  ch i ld ren .  Now, they're starting t o  speak up. We 
r e a l l y  had a hard-the H e t i s  women, no problem. T h e  
s t a t u s  women, you know, like t h e y  have a hard t i m e  
because t h e i r  husbands Say, "We'll le t  you go this t h e  
unless  you try to take over our role. " I n  general. So 
these women d i d n ' t  corne. And the men wouldn ' t  accept  us  
as women because w e '  re radicals . W e  s a i d ,  "We're n o t  
r a d i c a l s . "  We Say, "You've got your job. We're j u s t  
t h e r e  t o  support  you, but we worry about  o u r  k i d s  and 
t h a t ' s  our ro le .  So, you've go t  so many other things to 
worry about.  We've got a lot of o t h e r  things. Land 
claimç, and t h a t .  Why don' t  you leave us the community, 
the family type of things t h a t  w e  can speak on. " So, 
anyway, uh ,  them women [ i t a l i c s  added] ,  now, are 
changing things. 



DISCUSSION 

Synthesis of the Findings 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal child welfare workers 

difier with respect  to their ratings of the relevance of 

mainstream s o c i a l  work pract ice  principles and t o  their 

intent ions  concerning child welfare interventions i n  cases 

involving Aboriginal children and f a m i l i e s .  

Regarding mainstream social work practice pr inc ip les ,  

Nelson et  a l .  (1985) theorized that a specific subset of four 

of 10 principles  were re levant  to "Indian helping" (p .  2 4 3 ) .  

Based on t h e i r  views, the researcher predicted t h a t  

Aboriginal workers would rate the set o f  principles  as less 

frequently relevant to t h e i r  c h i l d  welfare practice than 

would non-Aboriginal workers. As predicted,  Atmriginal 

workers rated t h e  pr inciples  as less frequently  re l evant  

overall to t h e i r  practice.  Further, t h r e e  of t h e  four h i g h e s t  

ra ted  principles matched t h e  subset s p e c i f i e d  by Nelson et 

al. (1985). 

One of t h e  four principles  that Nelson et a l .  (1985)  

believe to represent an "Indian he lp ing"  pr inc ip le  was a t  the 

bottom of the Aboriginal workers' list, or l e a s t  relevant. 

This was Principle  7 ,  " e l i c i t i n g  differential reactions of 

al1 members of famil ies  and groups." This is not surprising 

given the discussions with the interviewees and the trends 

that emerged i n  the open-ended, wr i t ten  responses. in 

part icular ,  Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare workers indicated that 
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they focus their interventions primarily on the mother or the 

primary caregiver . 
Aboriginal workers rated ~rinciple 3, "def ining t h e  

agency's senrices and the  wrker's role," among the four 

principles most relevant to t h e i r  work. Nelson et a l .  (1985) 

suggest tha t  such activities are inconsistent with the 

integrative and h o l i s t i c  approach of indigenous helpers who 

are rnembers of the same commninity as their clients. However, 

this formulation does not adequately reflect the fact that 

Aboriginal child welfare workers, under b i l a t e r a l  and 

tr ipart i te  agreements, must shape the ir  practice to r e f l e c t  

the systems and mandates under which they currently work. 

Aboriginal ch i ld  welfare workers are establishing their 

pract ices  i n  some areas that have not  been semed before. 

They are working with community rnembers who would have 

traditionally or previously relied on informal helping 

networks. Consequently, these  workers often have to explain 

the particular form of help that they can and, sometimes, 

must of fer  in their sole as ch i ld  welfare workers. In the* 

intemie-, Aboriginal workers stated that they must educate 

both the workers whom they supervise in t h e i r  agencies and 

t h e  families with whom they work about the ir  roles as child 

welfare workers. Similar ly ,  some of the workers also talked 

about educating lawyers, non-Aboriginal workers, and band and 

council members about their roles. 

Overall, the  observations made by Nelson et al. (1985) 

i n  describing "Indian helpingn practices have been largely 



supported by the present study. However, e i g h t  of t h e  10  

practice principles were more frequently r e l e v a n t  to child 

walfare workers across t h e  ent ire  sample who had completed 

higher l eve l s  of education. E'urther, Aboriginal and non- 

Abor ig ina l  workers differed w i t h  respect t o  t h e  average level 

of educat ion  completed. O f  t h e  non-Aboriginal wrkers, 72% 

had completed B.S.W. programs, as opposed to 19% of t h e  

Abor ig ina l  workers. Given t h e  h igh  correlation between 

re l evance  ratings and educat ion  as well as the h i g h e r  levels 

of educat ion  reported by t h e  non-Aboriginal workers, t h e  

d i f  f erences between the re levance r a t i n g s  of Abor ig ina l  and 

con-Aboriginal child welfare workers no longer exis t  when 

education i s  remved as a c o n t r i b u t i n g  factor. I n  o t h e r  

words, differences i n  educat ion  largely account for t h e  

diiferences between the re levance  ratings of Aboriginal and 

non-Aboriginal workers. 

Yet, t h e  results £rom t h e  f o u r  A b o r i g i n a l  child welfare 

vignettes i n d i c a t e  that Aboriginal  and non-Aboriginal c h i l d  

w e l f  are workers s till d i f  f er o v e r a l l  regarding t h e i r  in tended  

i n t e r v e n t i o n s  when t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of education is  removed. 

I n  other words, e t h n i c i t y ,  as w e l l  as education, accounts for 

t h e s e  differences. This f inding sugges t s  that educa t ion  plays 

a different  role with p r i n c i p l e s  than  with p r a c t i c e .  Child 

welf are workers may be t a u g h t ,  through t h e i r  social work 

curr iculum, t o  rega rd  certain practice principles as r e l e v a n t  

i n  t h e o q .  Bowever, t h e  application of these p r i n c i p l e s  to 

the practice of child welfare is a much more complex process .  
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Factors such as the e thn ic i ty  of the worker and possibly, the 

culture of t h e  agency appear to make s ign i f i can t  

contributions to the implementation of child welfare 

interventions . 
While the results of the Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare 

vignettes  indicate that Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal child 

welfare workers would likely intervene d i f f e r e n t l y ,  t h e s e  

differences have proved to be d i f f i c u l t  to characterize w i t h  

t h e  instrument employed here. The prediction that Aboriginal 

c h i l d  welfare workers would favor more minimal, less 

intrusive, interventions was partially supported. Overall, 

Aboriginal workers were more likely than non-Aboriginal 

workers to engage in the more minimal interventions. This 

preference was evident specifically at the most minimal level 

of intenrentions. 

For example, regarding the first vignette, the teacherts 

concern is that the child did not sleep at his parent's home 

the previous night. Aboriginal workers were more likely than 

non-Aboriginal workers to plan no intervention. This finding 

is in keeping with cultural n o m .  Staying outside of the 

parents ' home is not necessarily cause for concern. The child 

may be choosing to v i s i t  and stay with relatives or o t h e r  

comunity members. Aiso, the parents may be choosing to rely 

on the subs t i tu t e  care of family members. 

The overall differences concerning level of 

intrusiveness remained when the contribution of educat ion was 

removed from the analyses. In other words, ethnicity 



con t r ibu ted  signiiicantly t o  these d i f f e r ences  i n  t h e  

behavioral intentions of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

workers. However, t h e  specific preference  on t h e  p a r t  of 

Aboriginal, as opposed to non-Aboriginal, workers to engage 

i n  the least intrusive in tement ions  was no longer  ev iden t .  

The results were contradictory concerning the p r e d i c t i o n  

t h a t  Abor ig ina l  workers would favor  long-term, supportive 

i n t en r en t i ons .  Abor ig ina l  workers i nd i ca t ed  t h a t  they would 

be more l i k e l y  t h a n  non-Aboriginal workers t o  respond with 

both long- and shor t - t enu  in te rven t ions .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  

Aboriginal  workers i nd i ca t ed  t h a t  they  would be more l i k e l y  

t o  p lan  long-term c h i l d  welfare involvement f o r  t h e  complex 

case dep ic ted  i n  t h e  fourth vigne t t e .  However, they also 

ind ica ted  preferences  to reso lve  the cases depicted i n  t h e  

second and t h i r d  vignette through an i n t ake  or i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

and t o  respond t o  the t h i r d  vignette with an  immediate or 

crisis i n t e rven t i on .  

The response op t ions  relating to shor t -  ve r sus  long-term 

i n t e rven t i ons  appear  t o  be multidimensional,  as opposed t a  

unidimensional. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  level of intrusiveness and 

short- versus  long-tenu in te rven t ions  appear to be 

confounded, For example, the response, " reso lve  through 

i n t ake / i nves t i ga t i on , "  was intended t o  r ep r e sen t  a shor t - te rm 

in te rven t ion .  Yet, it can also be perceived as a more 

minimal, as opposed to a more i n t r u s ive ,  i n t e rven t i on .  

Moreover, choosing t o  resolve through i n t a k e  and a permanent 

order both represent  short-term involvement b u t  w i t h  a 
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distinctly dif f erent valence. Resolving through intake is a 

short- tenn i n t e r v e n t i o n  that has l i t t l e  impact on t h e  family. 

A permanent order is a short-term s o l u t i o n  wi th  respect t o  

child welfare involvement with t h e  family; however, t h e  

consequences for the child and family are profound. 

~ n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  this methodological problem makes 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  present r e s u l t s  d i f f i c u l t .  Nonetheless, 

t he se  d i f f e r e n c e s  between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

workers were no longer  evident  when the  con t r i bu t ion  of  

educat ion was removed from t h e  analyses. 

Fina l ly ,  t h e r e  was no support f o r  the pred i c t i on  that 

Aboriginal workers would be mare l i k e l y  t o  p l an  to implement 

within-home or within-family i n t en ren t ions .  When given the 

option t o  place supports in the home or to place Aboriginal  

ch i l d r en  w i th  r e l a t i v e s ,  non-Aboriginal workers repor ted  that 

they were as l i k e l y  as Aboriginal workers to employ these 

i n t e rven t ions .  However, these opt ions  are often unavailable 

to them, according to their informal feedback throughout this 

i nves t i ga t i on .  

 on-Aboriginal child welf are co l leagues  and survey 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  have communicated to t h e  researcher t h a t  they 

would like t o  place supports i n  t h e  home, but do no+ have 

access t o  these resources  within t h e i r  agencies. They 

ref e r r e d  specif ical ly  to homemaking services. Further ,  they 

have i n d i c a t e d  that they would p lace  children with t h e i r  

families i f  they knew of r e l a t i v e s  who were interested i n  

providing temporary care. This might account f o r  t h e  similar 
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responses by both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workets to 

the intervention options presented here. 

In responding t o  one of the  questions within the 

~rovincial chi ld welfare vignette, more non-Aboriginal 

workers than Aboriginal workers indicated their intention to 

place the children with extended family. However, in the 

context of the specific question, it is also possible that 

fewer Aboriginal workers believed t h a t  placement was 

required. Nevertheless, non-Aboriginal workers have indicated 

t h a t  they value placements within  the family. 

Aboriginal child welfare workers who were interviewed 

believe that they place a higher value than non-Aboriginal 

workers on interventions within the  home or family. They 

indicated t h a t  they would persist to a greater extent i n  

pursuing these  options. As community members , some Aboriginal 
ch i ld  welfare workers may be more familiar with the extended 

family networks. Also, Aboriginal workers may be more 

proactive i n  seeking family members who would be willing to 

help care for their young relat ives .  As some interviewees 

have a l s o  suggested, it may be a matter of expedience, high 

caseload, or d e s i r e  to follow the mandates and policies of 

their agencies that  contribute to  placement of ch i ldren  

outs ide  of t h e i r  family systems by non-Aboriginal workers. 

The latter sentiment supports the notion that the  

culture of the agency ( L e . ,  policies and p r a c t i c e s  ) may play 

a role in determining a worker's child welfare interventions. 

In other words, differences i n  the  responses of Aboriginal 



and non-Aboriginal workers may be due, in part, to the 

structure of the systems in which they work. For example, the 

highly creative strategies employed by some Aboriginal 

interviewees to circumvent the time constraints of the 

c u r e n t  mandates would l ikely not be supported by the 

administration in non-Aboriginal agencies. Therefore, non- 

Aboriginal workers may be more likely to practice child 

welfare as they are mandated and supervised to do. This makes 

a strong case for the need to develop culturally relevant 

policy based on the input of Aboriginal workers in order to 

facilitate the development of relevant policy and practice 

for both t h e  provincial and Aboriginal child welfare systems. 

Methodological Issues 

Resoonse Biases 

With respect to the four child welfare vignettes, the 

significant differences between the two groups' responçes 

were always in the direction of the Aboriginal group 

indicating greater likelihood that they would engage in the 

particular interventions. Initially, this suggested that a 

response bias may have been operating. It was suspected that 

Aboriginal workers may always endorse the more positive end 

of the continuum. At the oral presentation of the proposed 

research, a c o d t t e e  member, a F i r s t  Nations woman, 

predicted that this tendency might manifest itself in the 

responses of Aboriginal workers. Further, Nelson et a l .  

(1985) also describe a tendency on the part of Aboriginal 
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workers to  focus on t h e  positive aspects of t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  

t h a t  conf ron t  them i n  t h e i r  work. 

To test t h i s  expected tendency t o  respond in a positive 

d i r e c t i o n ,  the responses t o  the  practice p r i n c i p l e s  were 

inspected.  However , t h e  signif icant d i f  f erences were always 

in t h e  opposite d i r ec t i on .  In o t h e r  words, Aboriginal  workers 

endorsed responses toward t h e  more negat ive (less r e l e v a n t )  

end of t h e  r a t i n g  scale. Therefore,  the expected response 

bias was not apparent. 

To exp lore  further f o r  response biases,  t h e  researcher 

chose t o  follow up on the work of Lewis and Gingerich (1980) .  

I n  t h e i r  s tudy,  t h e s e  resea rchers  found a tendency among 

Aboriginal ,  as opposed t o  non-Aboriginal, respondents t o  

endorse responses c l o s e r  to the end points  of t h e  rating 

sca les .  To explore t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  i n  the present data, 

frequency t a b l e s  were crea ted  for each variable t o  test for 

s igni f  icant d i f  ferences i n  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of responses in 

the "1" and " 7 "  ca tegor ies .  I n  other words, t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  

of the frequency of extreme responses in each group were 

compared. N o  s i g n i f i c a n t  differences i n  the  tendency to make 

use of t h e s e  categories were evident. Therefore, extreme 

responding and positive versus negative responding do not 

account for the  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  responses of 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers found i n  t h i s  survey. 

F i n a l l y ,  the researcher based h e r  findings on t h e  

assumption that  the  continua that she created represented 

increasing levels of t h e  specific c h i l d  welfare  domains. As 



discussed above, some difficulties =ose with possible 

alternative interpretations of the interventions on the 

SUPPORT continuum. Responses that were designed to represent 

less supportive interventions could have been perceived as 

more minimal interventions. These t w o  interpretations are 

contradictoxy with respect to the hypotheses. It is also 

l ikely  that the interventions for INTRUSIVENESS and FAMILY 

were not perceived as representing unidimensional continua. 

For future research employing questionnaires, it would 

be better to derive each continuum of responses empirically. 

In other words, a list of interventions following the 

specific questions should be presented to child welfare 

workers. For example, they could rate the level of 

intrusiveness of each intervention. After collecting 

sufficient rati-ngs, the items for the questionnaire could be 

selected and arranged based on these  ratings and rankings of 

level of intrusiveness. Then, the interventions would likely 

le more representative of the intended continua. 

Worker Reactions to Questionnaire 

The final question of the survey gave respondents the 

opportunity to cornent on the questionnaire as a whole (see 

Appendix M). Respondents from Aboriginal agencies made fewer 

comments than respondents from non-Aboriginal workers. 

Generally, the commients from the Aboriginal agency workers 

were positive. One respondent described the questions as 

"good." Another described the "scenarios" as "very 

realistic." Two respondents indicated that they appreciated 



t h a t  the ques t ionna i re  made them th ink  about their work. 

Some of t h e  Aboriginal workers expressed apo loge t i c  

sentiments.  They felt t h a t  t hey  had to rush through t h e  

ques t ionna i res  because t h e  hours allotted for t h e  Friday 

af ternoon data collection session were not  s u f f i c i e n t  (some 

of t h e  workers wanted t o  leave  early t h a t  a f t e rnoon) .  One 

worker t o l d  t h e  resea rcher  d i r e c t l y  t h a t ,  given t h e  s e r i ous  

na tu r e  of the issues, he needed and wanted more time to 

cons ider  h i s  responses. Th i s  worker was permitted t o  m a i l  h i s  

ques t ionna i re  t o  the researcher .  

While t h e r e  were also some p o s i t i v e  comments f r o m  t h e  

non-Aboriginal respondents, t h e  majority of t h e i r  comments 

were critical. The respondents f e l t  that the v i g n e t t e s  did 

not provide them wi th  enough information on which t o  base 

t h e i r  decis ions .  They also f e l t  t h a t  t h e  response op t i ons  

were "far t o o  limited i n  terms of what we  do i n  t h i s  work." 

One worker commented t h a t  it w a s  unreasonable t o  expec t  ch i l d  

we l fa re  workers to complete such a lengthy questionnaire 

given t h e i r  workloads. 

As previously stated, Bellack and Hersen (1984 )  believe 

t h a t  t h e  face v a l i d i t y  of a ques t ionnai re  affects the 

a t t i t u d e  of t h e  respondent. The researcher  did observe some 

of  t h e  non-Aboriginal workers t o  be i r r i t a t e d  by t h e  

ques t ionnai re .  She suspects t h a t  t h e s e  workers w e r e  less 

earnest i n  the* responses. She be l ieves  t h a t  t h i s  a t t i t u d e  

was most clearly manifested in t h e  w r i t t e n  responses.  Some of 
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t h e  Abor ig ina l  and non-Aboriginal workers did not complete 

t h e  Provincial v i g n e t t e  sec t ion ,  r e q u i r i n g  written responses.  

Some of the non-aboriginal workers made many comments t o  

t h e  researcher when she was presen t  t o  collect t h e i r  data. 

These workers, who had much to say, were concerned that the- 

intervention processes were not accurately reflected i n  t h e  

op t ions  provided. Rather than k i n g  annoyed, they were more 

concerned and committed t o  demonstrating a n  accura te  p i c t u r e  

of t h e i r  child welfare p r a c t i c e  t o  t h e  researcher .  

From t h e  o u t s e t ,  the researcher  w a s  concerned tha t  t h e  

ques t i onna i r e  would be perceived to be b iased  i n  t h e  

d i r e c t i o n  of in te rven t ions  l i k e l y  t o  be employed by non- 

Abor ig ina l  workers. She an t i c i pa t ed  criticism for n o t  

i nco rpo ra t i ng  enough c u l t u r a l l y  relevant response opt ions .  ~t 

was s u r p r i s i n g  t o  l e a rn  t h a t  non-Aboriginal, as opposed t a  

Abor ig ina l ,  workers fel t  that t h e  ques t ionna i res  were not 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of t h e i r  child welfare  p r ac t i c e s .  

These c r i t i c i s m s  may exp la in  an  aspect of t h e  f i nd ings  

p e r t a i n i n g  t o  the r a t i ngs  of i n t e rven t i ons  corresponding with 

t h e  f o u r  c h i l d  welfare vignettes. The non-Aboriginal workers 

indicated that t h e y  would be less likely than  Aboriginal 

workers t o  engage i n  t h e  specific in te rven t ions .  I f  the non- 

Abor ig ina l  workers judged these  i n t e r v e n t i o n  opt ions  t o  be 

u n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e i r  p r ac t i c e ,  t hen  t h e i r  likelihaad 

r a t i n g s  would reflect these  a t t i t u d e s .  I n  o the r  words, they 

may have based t h e i r  r a t i ngs  on t h e i r  judgments of t h e  

i n t e r v e n t i o n s  as unfamil iar  or inappropr ia te  i n  t h e  con t ex t  
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of their work, rather than on the relative intrusiveness or 

supportiveness of the interventions. 

Unfortunately, it is difficult to determine how these 

negative reactions affected the data the workers provided. 

However, complaints such as these  are c o m n  to questionnaire 

research t a r g e t i n g  complex issues. Participants often report, 

when presented with closed-ended formats, t h a t  the response 

options do not allow them to express the more ambiguous 

aspects of the& reactions to the survey items. 

Inductive Versus Deductive Analysis 

The written responses to the Provincial child welfare 

vignette posed the biggest quandary to the researcher. It 

proved difficult to find a meaningful way to capture t h e  

essence of differential responding on the part of Aboriginal 

and non-Aboriginal groups to the vignettes. 

Dr. Hook read each respondent's series of answers and 

generated an impression of differences between the two groups 

in their descriptions of their intervention processes. He 

characterized the non-Aboriginal workers as describing 

approaches using basic social work practice principles. 

According to h a ,  their responses were more theoretical and 

more distant. In other  wards, they described their intentions 

to employ specific c h i l d  welfare practices (e.g., assess 

Mary's parenting skills) rather than their intentions to 

engage in behaviors specific to the case scenario (e.g., 

detenaine if there are agency supports that Mary might find 

helpf ul ) . 



Many of  the non-Aboriginal workers began their 

h y p o t h e t i c a l  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  by approaching o t h e r  

p r o f e s s i o n a l s ,  such as teachers or doctors, within t h e  

system. This sometimes included superv i so r s  b u t  r a r e l y  co- 

workers . Also, t h e y  of t e n  began their i n t e r v e n t i o n s  by 

c o n t a c t i n g  t h e  r e f e r r a l  source.  D r .  Book also fel t  tha t  non- 

Aboriginal workers  made mare r e fe rences  t o  p o l i c e  involvement 

t h a n  did Aboriginal c h i l d  wel fare  workers. I n  other words, 

non-Aboriginal workers sought  ou t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of  t h e  

systems i n  which t h e  family was involved. B a s i c a ï l y ,  t h e  

i n t e r v e n t i o n s  involved in terv iewing o t h e r s  first, b e f o r e  

approaching "Helenrn the mother depicted in t h e  v i g n e t t e .  

D r .  Hook viewed t h e  Aboriginal  c h i l d  welfare workers '  

responses  as more ac t ion-or iented  than t h o s e  of t h e  non- 

Aboriginal workers. H e  be l i eved  t h a t  t h e s e  workers saw 

themselves as t h e  ins t rument  of change and t h a t  they l o c a t e d  

t h e i r  methods w i t h i n  t h e  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h a t  they 

would develop w i t h  t h e  mother. These obse rva t ions  create an 

impression of t h e  mode1 of Aboriginal workers as persons  

i n t e r a c t i n g  w i t h  persons as opposed t o  systems. 

D r .  Hook was unfami l i a r  with t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  i n  t h e  area 

of Abor ig ina l  child welfare p rac t i ce .  However, th rough  

i n s p e c t i o n  of t h e  responses, he generated t h e  above 

d e s c r i p t i o n  of Abor ig ina l  p r a c t i c e ,  which is c o n s i s t e n t  with 

the d e s c r i p t i o n  of  he lp ing  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  " I n d i a n  

indigenous worker" as o u t l i n e d  by Nelson et al.  (1985) .  They 

state t h a t  " o t h e r  r e sources  would on ly  be used by t h e  I n d i a n  
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indigenous worker to augment him or herself as t h e  primary 

resource. To accomplish t h i s ,  t h e  Indian  worker would pas s  

the  workload to others who then can use  themselves as primary 

resource - t h e  p rev ious ly  mentioned s y n e r g i s t i c  c h a h  

reaction" (p. 245).  

From D r .  Hook's observat ion,  Aboriginal workers view the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  t h a t  t h e y  e s t a b l i s h  with the ir  c l i e n t  as the* 

primary i n t e rven t i on .  A s  previously stated, D r .  Hook 

cha rac t e r i z ed  t h i s  p a t t e r n  as persons interacting with 

persons . Cons i s t en t  wi th  this view regarding persons 

i n t e r a c t i n g  with persons, Nelson et al. (1985) made the 

fol lowing observat ions :  

The na tu r e  of t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between Indian  indigenous 

worker and c l i e n t  has t h e  characteristics of a n a t u r a l  

he lp ing  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  as t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  is viewed as 

an end i n  i t s e l f  . The helper is subjective, not 

ob jec t ive .  I n t e r a c t i o n  is na tu r a l ,  c a s u a l ,  and informal ,  

It is focused on t h e  person more than  the problem, 

(P. 239) 

While D r .  Hook approached responses to t h e  Prov inc ia l  

v i g n e t t e  i n  a more h o l i s t i c  manner, t h e  r e s ea r che r  followed 

t h e  r e d u c t i o n i s t i c  approach t h a t  she  proposed i n i t i a l l y .  

S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  resea rcher  chose t o  read al1 of t h e  

wrkers* responses to one quest ion a t  a t ime,  then  derive 

c a t e g o r i e s ,  classify t h e  responses and, f i n a l l y ,  analyze for 

d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  ca tegory  usage for each question. Ultimately, 

t h i s  process  yielded f ind ings  t h a t  suggest that t h e r e  are 
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very f e w  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ences  between the groups i n  the 

way they  described th& hypothet ica l  responses.  

Non-Aboriginal workers provided longer ,  written answers 

to t h e  quest ions.  The ca t ego r i e s  created by t h e  r e sea r che r  

l ike ly  captured more of t h e i r  intended responses,  as opposed 

to the responses of t h e  Aboriginal workers. This  impression 

was  supported by t h e  finding t h a t  non-Aboriginal workers 

cited many more a c t i o n s  corresponding t o  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  than 

did  t h e  A b o r i g i n a l  workers. 

In r e t r o s p e c t ,  it can be argued t h a t  t h i s  procedure 

reduced t h e  data to segments that lost t h e i r  meaning when 

scrutinized o u t  of the sequence or context of the i nd iv idua l  

worker 's  responses a c ro s s  the e n t i r e  v igne t t e .  I n  other 

words, t h e  meaningfulness of t h e  responses may have been lost 

as they were t r a n s l a t e d  from a q u a l i t a t i v e  t o  q u a n t i t a t i v e  

format. Yet, t h e  resea rcher ,  who is s t r add l i ng  two paradigms, 

is  hard pressed to argue s t r i c t l y  on t h e  basis of a 

percept ion o r  impression of t h e  data. For example, Dr. Book 

noted a g r e a t e r  tendency on t h e  p a r t  of Aboriginal  workers t o  

involve t h e i r  CO-workers. However, from a q u a n t i t a t i v e  

perspect ive ,  t h e  resea rcher  did no t  f ind s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r ences  between t h e  Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers 

regarding c a t e g o r i e s  dep ic t ing  involvement with t h e i r  CO- 

workers. I n  other words, despite valuing an i nduc t i ve  

process, t h e  r e s ea r che r  f e e l s  unable to r e p o r t  a f i nd ing  when 

there is no direct support based on deductive (or a mixed 

approach to t h e )  analyses .  
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On the other hand, Dr. Haok, an anthropologist whose 

t r a i n i n g  is steeped in a qualitative t r a d i t i o n ,  was 

cornfortable arriving at inductive conclusions about the 

nature of t h e  d i f f e r ences  between t h e  two groups. Clearly, he 

was able t o  bring theoretical c o n s t r u c t s  (e.g., persons 

interacting w i t h  persons versus systems) to the a n a l y s i s  t h a t  

represent t h e  academic t r a d i t i o n  and contextual  variables of 

h i s  own d i s c i p l i n e  (Sarason, 1981).  Valuing t h i s  

con t r ibu t ion ,  one can see the richness i n  c o l l a b o r a t i n g  in a 

n n i l t i d i s c i p l i n a q  approach, i n  particular w i t h  cross-cultural 

research. 

~ield Notes 

With respect t o  anthropologica l  or ethnographic 

methodology , t h e  researcher  regrets t h a t  she did not  take 

detailed f i e l d  notes  as she conducted her research. 

Observations throughout t h e  process  would have made a r i c h  

con t r i bu t i on  t o  developing a con t ex tua l  perspective f o r  data 

analyses.  The i n t e r a c t i o n s  with respect t o  t h e  r e c r u i t i n g  

process for agency and worker p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the study, 

agency choice  of t h e  in-service topic, p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by 

workers i n  t h e  in-service  t r a i n i n g ,  observat ions  of workers 

completing the surveys, and informal discuss ions  with both 

non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal workers and admin i s t r a to r s  were 

noteworthy. Al1 of  these i n t e r a c t i o n s  have con t r i bu t ed  to an 

i n t e r n a l i z e d  o r  latent context  for the researcher. Having a 

d e t a i l e d  record would provide a more conscious and e x p l i c i t  
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framewoxk on which to  rest t h e  i n t e s p r e t a t i o n  of the results 

of t h e  study. 

S t r ena th s  of the Presen t  Study 

Sherraden and Segal  (1996) desc r ibe  fou r  themes t h a t  

"emerge from t h e  growing body of work on d i v e r s i t y  t h a t  

deserve t h e  a t t e n t i o n  of c h i l d  welfare  resea rchers ,  policy- 

makers, and p r a c t i t i o n e r s "  (p. 498) .  The f i r s t  theme is " t h e  

importance of understanding language, a t t i t u d e s ,  va lues ,  and 

behaviors of  d ive r se  groupsw (p. 498). They i nc lude  an 

understanding of child r e a r i n g  p r ac t i c e s ,  d e f i n i t i o n s  of  

c h i l d  maltreatment,  expec ta t ions  t h a t  may place  c h i l d r e n  a t  

risk, and p a t t e r n s  of involvement of extended f ami l i e s .  They 

be l ieve  t h a t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and understanding of  t h e s e  i s s u e s  

are a " c r i t i c a l  f i r s t  s t e p  toward c u l t u r a l l y  competent 

p o l i c i e s  and services" (p. 498). I n  t h e  p resen t  s tudy,  t h e s e  

i s s u e s  w e r e  explored through t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  review and t h e  

in terviews wi th  Aboriginal  c h i l d  we l fa re  workers. 

Second, it is important  to "assess t h e  con t ex t s  i n  which 

t h e s e  d i f f e r ences  a r i s e w  (Sherraden and Segal, 1996,  p. 4 9 9 ) .  

They inc lude  an  understanding of " the  e f f e c t s  of poverty,  

gender b i a s ,  s o c i a l  i s o l a t i o n ,  and migrat ion" (p. 4 9 9 ) .  They 

exp la in  t h a t  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  impact on "people ' s  l i f e  

chancesw (p .  499) .  Again, t h e  i s sues  r e l a t i n g  t o  Abor ig inal  

c h i l d  we l fa re  were descr ibed  i n  t h e  p r e sen t  s tudy  i n  t h e  

con tex t  of  First Nations' and Aboriginal coimminities' h i s t o r y  

and c u r r e n t  circumçtances.  These i s s u e s  were addressed 

through t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  review and interviews.  
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Third, ~herraden and Segal (1996) explain that  it is 

important "to develop greater understanding of how people 

define their own experiencesn (p. 5 0 0 ) .  They explain t h a t  

definitions of e thnic i ty  must represent the  dynamic and 

complex nature of t h i s  construct. They cite observations that 

"groups constantly define and re-define the* ethnic ,  rac ia l  

and cultural i d e n t i t i e s "  (p .  5 0 0 ) .  The work of Horrissette et 

al. (1993)  cited earlier pays tr ibute  to this evolving 

process of def ining cultural ident i ty .  Specifically, they 

incorporate levels of acculturation i n  their descriptions of 

Aboriginal and F i r s t  Nations identities and practice models. 

The present research attempted to incorporate a dynamic 

aspect of e thn ic  identity by e s t a b l i s h i n g  Aboriginal workers 

philosophical orientation to t h e i r  chi ld  welfare practice. 

Aboriginal workers were t o  indicate their orientations toward 

the ir  p r a c t i c e  on a continuum from traditional or mainstream. 

Analyses incorporating this variable were conducted. 

Further, Sherraden and Segal (1996)  s t a t e  that 

"recognizing the strengths and integrity of t h e  ethnic group 

itself puts practit ioners i n  a better position ta u t i l i z e  the 

resources and strengths of groups i n  addressing c h i l d  welfare 

concernsM (p.  500). As an example of such a strength, 

Sherraden and Segal cite their finding that Mexican 

grandmothers are a critical source of support to  their 

daughters during pregnancy. This is similar to the finding 

from t h e  interviews  with Aboriginal child welfare workers 

that grandmothers have tradit ional ly  held important ro l e s  i n  
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their families and cormminities. The goal of t h e  in terviews 

was to e l i c i t  de sc r ip t i ons  of ch i l d  w u a r e  practices that 

descend £rom t r a d i t i o n a l  p r ac t i c e s  and to learn more about 

t h e  s t reng ths  of t he se  t r a d i t i o n s  (Attneave, 1977). 

l i n a l l y ,  Sherraden and Segal (1996) d i s cus s  t h e  need " t o  

approach c h i l d  welfare  resea rch  and p r a c t i c e  wi th  immigrant 

groups from an i n t e r n a t i o n a l  perspect ive" (p. 501). From t h i s  

perspect ive,  they  are advocating for an awareness of t h e  ties 

t h a t  immigrant families maintain t o  t h e i r  kin and t h e i r  

coun t r i es  of o r i g in .  More broadly, they  stress t h e  need t o  

consider  "the impl ica t ions  of c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r ences  and 

h i s t o r i c a l  experiences on  i n t r a - f ami l i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  and 

s o c i a l  service u t i l i z a t i o n s "  (p.  501). These i s s u e s  were 

addressed i n  t h e  p resen t  s tudy both genera l ly  and 

s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i n  t he  con tex t  of t he  impact of r e s i d e n t i a l  

schools  on subsequent genera t ions ,  Aboriginal  parent ing  

behaviors,  and c h i l d  we l fa re  involvement. 

Direc t ions  f o r  Future Research 

As discussed previous ly ,  it appears t h a t  l e v e l  of 

education, as opposed to c u l t u r a l  f a c t o r s ,  con t r i bu t e s  most 

t o  t h e  d i f f e r ences  between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

workers' r a t i n g s  of t h e  relevance of genera l  social work 

p r a c t i c e  p r inc ip l e s  to t h e i r  c h i l d  we l fa re  p r ac t i c e .  When 

l e v e l  of educat ion was removed as a con t r i bu t i ng  f a c t o r  from 

the data regarding a c t i o n s  associa ted  with the v igne t t e s ,  t h e  

o v e r a l l  d i f f e r ences  between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

workers remained. This result is more c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  
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remained stable "even through six years of p r o f e s s i o n a l  

educat ionn (p. 37). 

Perhaps, s t u d e n t s  are t augh t  t o  recognize t h e  relevance 

of p a r t i c u l a r  p r i n c i p l e s .  Howevex, theoretical p r i n c i p l e s  are 

l i k e l y  on ly  one component of t h e  matrix of i n f l u e n c e s  on a 

worker 's  c h i l d  welfare p r a c t i c e .  Further,  it appears  t h a t  

c u l t u r a l  f a c t o r s  are most re l evan t  with r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  

app l i ca t i on  of p r i n c i p l e s .  As DuBray has found, t h e  v a l u e s  

e ,  an aspec t  of  o n e ' s  c u l t u r e )  of Aboriginal  social 

workers are no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  a f f ec t ed  by formal educat ion .  

Fur the r  empi r ica l  work can  be done t o  test t h e s e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between educat ion ,  cu l tu re ,  p r a c t i c e  

p r i n c i p l e s  , and c h i l d  welf are in t emen t ions  o r  behaviors  . 
S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  f u t u r e  s t u d i e s  t o  pursue t h e  a f f e c t  of  social 

work t r a i n i n g  on c u l t u r a l l y  re levan t  p r a c t i c e  would make a 

meaningful c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h i s  developing knowledge base.  

Most of t h e  d a t a  analyses  w e r e  per fomed us ing  t h e  

responses of t h e  58 workers who i d e n t i f i e d  themselves as 

belonging t o  t h e  same e t h n i c  category as t h e i r  agenc ies .  

There was a smal l  group of respondents who i d e n t i f i e d  

themselves as belonging t o  t h e  e thn ic  group t h a t  differed 

from t h e i r  agencies.  Unfortunately,  t h e r e  w e r e  too few 

respondents to comprise a group f o r  purposes of a n a l y s i s .  

These workers provide t h e  opportuni ty t o  exp lore  whether  t h e  

c u l t u r e  of t h e  agency (i.e., i t s  p rac t i c e  p r i n c i p l e s  and 

p o l i c i e s )  o r  t h e  e t h n i c  i d e n t i t y  of t h e  worker is  more 



i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  determining t h e  practices of t h e  worker. 

Future research t a r g e t i n g  workers t h a t  f i t  this c r i t e r i o n  

would l i k e l y  provide  answers to t h i s  important ques t ion.  

The major i ty  of Aboriginal workers surveyed he re  

i d e n t i f i e d  themselves as belonging to t h e  Ojibway First 

~ a t i o n .  The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  study may generalize to other 

groups of Ojibway workers. However, caut ion must be exercised 

i n  genera l i z ing  these f indings  t o  t h e  p r a c t i c e s  of al1 

Aboriginal workers regardless of their a f f i l i a t i o n s  w i t h  

specific First Nations. Although there is some consensus w i t h  

respect t o  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of core Aboriginal b e l i e f s ,  there 

are a l s o  differences among the  cu l tu res  of First Nations t h a t  

would l i k e l y  be reflected i n  c u l t u r a l l y  r e l evan t  child 

w e l f  are practices . 
The research  presented here ind ica tes  t h a t  w r i t t e n  c h i l d  

welfare v igne t t e s  w i t h  forced-choice options can be used 

meaningfully to exp lo re  t h e  behavioral i n t e n t i o n s  of c h i l d  

welfare workers. Based on t h e  f indings and some of t h e  

cons t ruc t ions  t h a t  have emerged through t h i s  research, 

further survey work us ing t h e  vignette format should 

incorpora te  new response opt ions  to test for fu r the r  

dif ferences  between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal workers . 
Some of t h e  responses of  the Aboriginal workers ta t h e  open- 

ended ques t ions  fo l lowing t h e  provincial  c h i l d  welfare 

v igne t t e  indicated possible in tervent ion opt ions  t o  

incorpora te  i n t o  future survey instruments. For example, 

add i t i ona l  response op t ions  could reflect i n t e r v e n t i o n s  t h a t  
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involve the  development of interpersonal re la t ionsh ips  w i t h  

parents as a means of strengthening fami l i e s  and helping 

children. 

Among the  methodological d i f  f i c u l t i e s  i d e n t i f  ied with 

the present questionnaire were t h e  ml t id imens iona l  response 

options.  These opt ions  were designed to reflect increasing 

l e v e l s  along only one dimension or continuum of ch i ld  welfare 

practice ( L e . ,  i n t r u s i v e n e s s ,  w i t h i n  family, and supportive 

in tervent ions ) .  Unfortunately, the pattern of the results 

suggested that workers d i d  not perceive or rate the response 

options as if they represented incremental levels along the  

respective continua. Also, the options could be perce ived  as 

representing more than one of the specific dimensions. 

As stated previously, i n  order to address these 

l i m i t a t i o n s ,  child welfare workers could be asked to rate a 

bank of response opt ions  representing each continuum. This 

would support t h e  development of an empirically based scale 

or continuum with respect to each dimension. Using factor 

analys is ,  t h e  underlying structure of t h e  ques t ionna ire  could 

be explored. Then, response options with high factor loadings 

for only  one of t h e  s p e c i f i c  dimensions would be included i n  

an improved questionnaire with three fac tors .  

The theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980)  

predicts that characteristics of individuals, in t h i s  case 

ethnic  i d e n t i t y ,  are related to the& beliefs. Beliefs i n  

turn give rise to attitudes, which influence behavioral 

intent ions .  F ina l ly ,  behavioral in tent ions  are meaningful 
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predictors of a c t u a l  behaviors. The findings of t h i s  s tudy  

i nd i ca t e  t h a t  there is a d i f f e r ence  i n  t h e  behaviora l  

i n t en t i ons  of Abor ig inal  versus non-Aboriginal workers with 

respect to t h e 2  child welfare in tervent ions .  Implicit i n  

this finding is the  notion that these two groups d i f f e r  wi th  

respect  to t h e i r  b e l i e f s  and a t t i t u d e s  as well. S p e c i f i c  

t e s t s  of these  predicted r e l a t i onsh ip s  would enrich t h e  

understanding of  t h e  d i f f e r ences  between Aboriginal  and non- 

Aboriginal workers' o r i e n t a t i o n  to child wel fa re  i s sues .  This  

w u l d  promote t h e  development of both ideo log ica l  and 

empir ica l  bases on which t o  base c h i l d  welfare  pol icy .  

Although the pre sen t  s tudy po in t s  to d i f f e r ences  i n  

behavioral  i n t e n t i o n s ,  much work remains to be done t o  

a r t i c u l a t e  the p r e c i s e  nature of these di f fe rences .  

Ultimately, when more i s  known about t he  intended behaviora l  

manifes ta t ions  of c u l t u r a l l y  relevant c h i l d  we l fa re  p r a c t i c e ,  

an i nves t i ga t i on  of t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip s  among these  va r i ab l e s ,  

including a c t u a l  behaviors ,  w i l l  be most informative.  

To test for di f ferences  i n  a c t u a l  behaviors t h a t  

correspond t o  differences i n  behavioral i n t e n t i o n s ,  

r e t ro spec t i ve  and prospect ive  case reviews could be 

undertaken. However, t h e s e  research  s t r a t e g i e s  can  be 

extremely labor i n t e n s i v e  and cos t l y .  The c u r r e n t  r esea rch  

p ro j ec t  i n d i c a t e s  that c u l t u r a l  d i f fe rences  can be manifest  

through differential responding t o  ques t ionnai res .  Therefore,  

further exp lora t ion  of behavioral  i n t en t i ons  through the use  

of more soph i s t i c a t ed ,  empirically-derived, ques t ionna i res  
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cou ld  refine t h e  research q u e s t i o n s  t o  be explored  u l t i m a t e l y  

through s t u d i e s  of a c t u a l  behaviors .  

P r a c t i c a l  I m p l i c a t i o n s  of t h e  Findings 

On a g e n e r a l  note ,  Thompson and Wilcox (1995) endorse  

the need for further r e s e a r c h  i n  t h e  area of child welfare. 

They state that: 

Remarkably, r e s e a r c h e r s  have very l i t t l e  systematic 

information about  how l o c a l  child welfare a u t h o r i t i e s  

make judgments concerning  t h e  need f o r  an inmiediate 

caseworker response,  t h e  s e r i o u s n e s s  of  c h i l d r e n ' s  

abuse, t h e  need f o r  a temporasy placement a t  home or 

elsewhere,  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  approaches enlisted tu assist 

c h i l d r e n  and t h e i r  f a m i l i e s ,  the length of t h e s e  

services, and t h e  subsequent monitor ing o f  t h e  child's 

progress .  Researchers  know l i t t l e  about how d e c i s i o n s  

concerning t h e  family (e.g., c iv i l  or c r i m i n a l  legal 

act ion:  i n t e r v e n t i o n  p lanning)  are made and how outcomes 

are monitored. It seems l i k e l y  t h a t  such decis ion making 

would Vary by j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  r e s o u r c e  and 

funding a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  formal p o l i c i e s ,  and in fo rmal  

procedures,  b u t  a t  t h i s  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  have v e r y  

l i t t l e  knowledge abou t  t h e s e  basic decision-making 

processes .  Such knowledge cou ld  be i n v a l u a b l e  n o t  o n l y  

for improving c h i l d  p r o t e c t i o n  procedures  but also for  

i d e n t i f y i n g  s u c c e s s f u l  agency programs and p o l i c i -  os t o  

emulate elsewhere.  (p. 792)  



~ o l l o w i n g  the l o g i c  of Thompson and Wilcox (1995) ,  

resea rch  i n  t h e  area of c u l t u r a l l y  r e l e v a n t  Aboriginal  c h i l d  

welfare can inform no t  only po l i cy  makers and workers w i t h i n  

Aboriginal c h i l d  welf are systems b u t  may also help  t o  improve 

t h e  care of Aboriginal children when t h e y  are involved w i t h  

non-Aboriginal agencies. A s  w e l l ,  Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare 

practices that enhance the adaptation of Aboriginal c h i l d r e n  

who are involved with t h e  c h i l d  we l fa re  system may also serve 

t o  enhance the adap t a t i on  of al1 c h i l d r e n  involved w i th  c h i l d  

welfare systems. An example of such a p r a c t i c e  is t h e  

development of supportive networks involving adoptive,  

foster, and b i o l o g i c a l  parents  as described by the 

in terv iewees  and Metcalf (1979) .  

The goa l  of t h i s  study was t o  begin t o  develop e m p i r i c a l  

bases on which t o  create policy f o r  t h e  developing Abor ig ina l  

child welfare systems. The converging d a t a  from t h e  

l i t e r a t u r e ,  in te rv iews ,  and t h e  responses t o  t h e  

ques t ionna i res  sugges t  that Aboriginal  c h i l d  we l fa re  workers 

p r e f e r  t o  suppor t  pa ren t s  i n  need who, u l t ima t e ly ,  will 

provide more for t h e i r  ch i ldren .  I f  no t  a primary preven t ion  

focus,  it can be argued t h a t  c u r r e n t  Aboriginal approaches to 

c h i l d  we l f a r e  approximate an i n t e m e n t i o n  at a secondary 

prevent ion level. 

~ c c o r d i n g  to Thyen, Thiessen, and Heinsohn-Krug ( 1 9 9 5 ) ,  

"secondary p reven t ion  s t r a t e g i e s  are t h o s e  t h a t  minimize t h e  

o v e r a l l  effects o f  child maltreatment by e a r l y  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

of risk factors known t o  be associated with abuse o r  n e g l e c t ,  
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or by in te rven ing  i n  very e a r l y  stages of abuse and n e g l e c t w  

(p. 1337). I n  theory, the practice of removing abused and 

neglec ted  c h i l d r e n  quickly from t h e i r  homes c m  be viewed as 

a form of secondary prevention.  However, a culturally 

r e l e v a n t  strategy would be t o  in te rvene  early to s t r e n g t h e n  

families who have begun to show signs of distress whi l e  t h e  

c h i l d r e n  remain i n  t h e  home. Further, Aboriginal  workers 

believe that they  a h  not  on ly  t o  i n t e m e n e  on the p a r t  of  

c h i l d r e n  i n  need but  t o  s t r eng then  families and communities 

so that c h i l d r e n  grow up i n  heal thy  systems. Mannes (1993)  

has  obsexved t h i s  trend toward family-preservation i n  the 

f i e l d  of Indian  child welfare i n  t h e  United States. 

According t o  the intenriewees, t h e  current provincial 

child wel f a r e  system funct ions  a t  t h e  tertiary level. Most 

i n t e rven t i ons  target children i n  need of p r o t e c t i o n  or 

treatment .  Thyen et al. (1995) define tertiary care as 

"treatment and r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  once maltreatment has occurred  

- n o t  s u r p r i s i n g l y  t h e  predominant concept  ta deal wi th  child 

abuse and neg lec t  after 3 [sic] decades of i n t e n s i v e  

medicalization of a social problem" (p. 1338). 

Some of t h e  cu r r en t  p rov inc i a l  mandates and policies 

appear to c o n s t r a i n  t h e  work of Aboriginal child workers with 

respect t o  culturally r e l evan t  practices. From t h e  i n t e r v i e w  

data, t h e  area t h a t  causes t h e  most d i f f i c u l t y  for Aborig ina l  

workers is t h e  imposing of t h e  parameters on placement and 

pemanency planning. Spec i f i c a l l y ,  the two year W A  daes no t  

give t h e  workers enough fime to accomplish t h e i r  goal of 
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strengthening families, while maintaining and supporting t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between parents  and ch i ld r en .  

Given t h e  view t h a t  Aboriginal child welfare problems 

are t h e  r e s u l t  of systemic pressures, t w o  years is n o t  enough 

t h e  for individuals , f amilies, workers , agencies , 
communities, or nat ions  to respond to  meet externally-imposed 

s tandards  of care. McPhatter (1997)  suppo r t s  t h i s  view i n  

he r  statement t h a t :  

short-term and i n t ense  i n t e rven t i ons  must be measured i n  

t h e  c o n t e x t  of the o f t e n t i n e s  longstanding risk f a c t o r s  

such as poverty and unemployment that clients have 

l i t t l e  control oves and are not likely to resolve i n  an 

a r b i t r a r y  time, d e s p i t e  t h e i r  best  e f f o r t s .  (p. 271)  

According to the ~ b o r i g i n a l  in te rv iewees ,  some of their 

energy is d i r e c t e d  a t  c r e a t i v e l y  circumventing t h e  placement 

p o l i c i e s  o r  f i g h t i n g  t h e  pressure  from o t h e r  agencies  or t h e  

c o u r t s  t o  hasten t h e  process of  p l ac ing  c h i l d r e n  permanently 

outside of t h e i r  homes or  communities . The desire t o  

s cu lp tu r e  t h e  process of helping to address t h e  families' 

needs, without t h e  constraints, is consistent with t h e  view 

t h a t  t h e  has a d i f f e r e n t  meaning w i t h i n  Aboriginal cu l tu r e s .  

Therefore,  c u l t u r a l l y  relevant Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare 

p o l i c i e s  and mandates could accommodate t h i s  d i f f e r i n g  

perspect ive  wi th  respect to t h e  by s t r u c t u r i n g  more open- 

ended placement agreements. As one worker i nd i ca t ed ,  there i s  

a job that needs to be done and t h e  schedu l ing  of the job 



w i t h i n  a specific the frame can seem arbitraxy or 

i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  work of s t rengthening f a m i l i e s .  

While a Western or  mainstream view might argue for 

p l a c i n g  ch i ld ren  i n  need of care e a r l y  and quickly in homes 

that become permanent in o r d e r  t o  f o s t e r  bonding and i d e n t i t y  

development, the concept of i d e n t i t y  development i n  a 

communal or tribal culture calls for a d i f f e r e n t  placement 

r n o d e l .  Culturally r e l e v a n t  placements could  be structured as 

more permeable arrangements i n  which c h i l d r e n  c o u l d  move more 

e a s i l y  between t h e  homes of their foster and b i o l o g i c a l  

parents. This w o u l d  suppor t  t h e  maintenance of  the relational 

systems t h a t  n u r t u r e  t h e  development of Abor ig ina l  children's 

i d e n t i t y  . 
McPhatter (1977)  States t h a t  "child wel f a r e  

p r a c t i t i o n e r s  must value and bui ld  on the longs tand ing  

informal foster/adoption/kinship care p r a c t i c e s  t h a t  are 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i n  f a m i l i e s  of color"  (p. 2 7 0 ) .  T r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  

Abor ig ina l  c h i l d r e n  i n  need were cared f o r  by their relatives 

or members of their clans. With r e s p e c t  t o  placements ,  

Abor ig ina l  chi ld  we l fa re  workers state t h e i r  p r e f e r e n c e  for 

placing ch i l d r en  with family members. I n  the p r e s e n t  s tudy,  

non-Aboriginal child wel f a r e  workers have i n d i c a t e d  that they 

v a l u e  this practice as w e l l .  They w e r e  as l i k e l y  as 

Abor ig ina l  workers to endorse i n t e m e n t i o n s  tha t  involved 

family placements. Rather than l i m i t i n g  use of family members 

as f o s t e r  f ami l i e s  through reduct ion  of payments, t h e  

practice of p lac ing  c h i l d r e n  with f d l y  members shou ld  be 



officially sanct ioned as a c u l t u r a l l y  relevant p r a c t i c e  

wi th in  an Aboriginal child wel fa re  policy. 

O f f i c i a l  Aboriginal  c h i l d  we l fa re  policy s ta tements  can 

emphasize a h o l i s t i c  approach to t h e  well-being of P i r s t  

Nations and the ir  ch i ld ren .  From t h i s  perspective, c h i l d  

we l fa re  is not a d i s t i n c t  s o c i a l  problem, as it is 

conceptual ized  i n  a more t r a d i t i o n a l  s o c i a l  work paradigm. ~s 

R e d  Horse (1980) stated, t h e  rights of c h i l d r e n  are 

interwoven with r i g h t s  t o  t h e i r  "he r i t age ,  t r ibal  custom, and 

extended familyw (p. 490) .  Aboriginal c h i l d  we l f a r e  issues 

are bound up in " t h e  r i g h t  of a people t o  mainta in  a c u l t u r e  

that has provided them meaning i n  this w o r l d  from the 

beginning of t h e M  (Blanchard and Barsh, 1 9 8 0 ,  p. 354) .  

Aboriginal  c h i l d  welfare pol icy  can ensh r ine  t h e s e  r i g h t s .  



REFERENCES 

Adams, B. (1975) .  Prison of arass: Canada f r o m t h e  

na t ive  w i n t  of view. Toronto: General Publishing.  

Alinsky, S. D. (1971). Rules for radicals: A ~ r a c t i c a l  

primer for realistic rad ica l s .  New York: Random House. 

Allen, L .  (1990).  A developmental pe r spec t i ve  on 

multiple levels of ana lys i s  i n  conmunity resea rch .  In P. 

Tolan, C. Keys, F. Chertok, & L. Jason (Eds. ) , Researchinq 
cormnunity ~ s v c h o l o w :  Issues of theorv  and methods (pp. 131- 

134  ) . Washington, M): American Psychological  Association. 

Attneave, C. (1977). The wasted strengths of Indian 

famil ies .  I n  S. Unger (Ed.), The d e s t r u c t i o n  of American 

Indian families (pp. 29-33). New York: Associa t ion  on 

American Indian Af  f airs. 

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  Understandinq 

a t t i t u d e s  and ~ r e d i c t i n q  social behavior . Englewood Clif f s , 

N J :  Prent ice-Hall  . 
Bagley, C. (1985) .  Child abuse by t h e  c h i l d  welfare 

system. Journal  o f  Child Care, 2 ,  63-69. 

Bellack, A. S., h Hersen, M. (Eds.). (1984).  Research 

methods i n  c l i n i c a l  ~ s v c h o l o w .  New York: Pergamon. 

Blanchard, E. L., 61 Barsh, R. L. (1980).  What is  b e s t  

for tribal ch i ld ren?  a response t o  Fischles. Social Work, 2 5 ,  

350-357 

Blount, M. ( 1996 ) .  Socia l  work p r a c t i c e  with Native 

Americans. I n  D. F Harrison, B. A. Thyer, & J. S. Wodarski, 



219 

Cultural diversitv and social work oractice (2nd ed., pp. 

257-298) .  S p r i n g f i e l d ,  IL: C h a r l e s  C.  Thomas. 

Bond, M. A. (1990) .  Defining t h e  r e s e a r c h  r e l a t i o n s h i p :  

Maximizing p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  a n  unequal world. I n  P. Tolan ,  C. 

Keys, F. Chertok,  & Lm Jason (Eds.) ,  Researchinq comnninitv 

psvcholoav: Issues of theorv  and methods (pp. 183-189). 

Washington, DC: American Psychological  Associa t ion .  

Brubaker, R. G., & Fowler, C. (1990).  Encouraging 

c o l l e g e  males to perform t e s t i c u l a r  se l f -examinat ion:  

Eva lua t ion  of a pe r suas ive  message based on  t h e  revised 

theory of reasoned ac t ion .  J o u r n a l  of A m l i e d  Social 

Psvcholosv, 20, 1411-1422. 

Carasco, E. Fe (1986).  Canadian Native c h i l d r e n :  Have 

child wel fa re  laws broken t h e  circle? Canadian Journal of 

Family Law, 5 ,  111-138. 

Cauce, A. K. (1990) .  A cau t iona ry  note about 

adventuresome research: Musings of a junior researcher. I n  P. 

Tolan,  C. Keys, F. Chertok, & Le Jason (Eds.), Researchinq  

communitv psvcholow:  Issues o f  theorv and methods (pp. 205- 

209). Washington, DC: American Psychological  A s s o c i a t i o n .  

C o l l i e r ,  K. (1984) .  Social work with r u r a l  peo~les: 

Theorv & practice. Vancouver: New Star Books. 

Cross, T. L. (1986) .  Drawing on c u l t u r a l  tradition i n  

I n d i a n  child welfare practice. Social Casework, 67, 283-289. 

DuBray, H. W. (1985).  A m e r i c a n  ïndian values: C r i t i c a l  

factor i n  casework. Social Casework, 66, 30-37. 



Brasmus, G. ( 1989 ) . Twenty years of disappointed  hopes. 

I n  B. Richardson (Ed.) Drumbeat: Anoer and renewal i n  Indian 

country (pp. 1-42).  Toronto, ON: Sunnoerhill. 

F a w c e t t ,  S. B. ( 1990 ) . Some emerging standards for 

community research and act ion:  Aid from a behav iora l  

perspective. I n  P. Tolan, C. Keys, F. Chertok, & L. Jason 

(Eds.), ~esearchha conmntnity osvcholow: Issues of theorv  

and methods (pp. 64-75). Washington, DC: American 

Psychological Association. 

F i s c h l e r ,  R. S. (1980). Protecting American Indian 

ch i ld ren .  Social Work, 25,  341-349. 

F i s c h l e r ,  R. S. (1985). Child abuse and neglect i n  

American Indian communities. C h i l d  Abuse and N e q i e c t ,  9 ,  95- 

106. 

Foddy, W. ( 1993) . C o n s t ~ c t i n a  aues t ions  for interviews 

and uues t ionna i res :  Theorv and pxactice i n  social research. 

Cambridge : Cambridge University. 

Frimer, L. S. D., Gottfr iedson,  G., Littlechild, G., & 

Schneider,  F. S. (1994). I n  honour of our  grandmothers. I n  L. 

S. D. Frimer, G. Gottfr iedson,  G. L i t t l e c h i l d ,  & F. S. 

Schneider,  I n  honour of our  arandmothers (p. i). Pent ic ton,  

B. C . : Theytus Books. 

Gladwin, T. ( w i t h  Saidin, A.)  (1980) .  S laves  of the 

white myth: The psvcholow of neocolonialism. A t l a n t i c  

Highlands, NJ. : Humanities Press. 

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1970). Discovery of 

subs t an t ive  theory:  A bas i c  strategy undetlying qualitative 



221 

research. In W. J. Filstead (Ed.), Qualitative methodolow: 

Fi rs thand involvement with the social wlbrld (pp. 288-304 ) . 
Chicago: Markham. 

Glenwick, D. S., Heller, K., Linney ,  J. A., h Pargament, 

K. 1. (1990) .  Criteria for excel lence  1. Models for 

adventuresome research in coxnmunity psychology: Commonalties, 

dilemmas, and f u t u r e  d i r ec t i ons .  In P. Tolan, C. Keys, F. 

Chertok, & L. Jason  (Eds.), Researchinq comrminitv ~ s v c h o l o w :  

issues of t h e a m  and methods (pp. 76-87). Washington, DC: 

American ~ s y c h o l o g i c a l  Association. 

Goodluck. C. T. (1980). Strength of ca r i ng .  Social 

Casework, 61, 519-520. 

Goodluck, C .  T., & Short, D. (1980). Working with 

merican Indian parents :  A c u l t u r a l  approach. Social 

Casework, 61, 472-475. 

Gordon, L. ( 1 9 8 5 ) .  Child abuse, gender, and the myth of 

family independence: A h i s t o r i c a l  critique. Child Welfare. 

64 ,  213-2240 

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1989). Four th  qenera t ion  

evaluat ion .  Newbury Park,  CA: Sage. 

Halïoweïl, A. 1. ( 1 9 7 1 ) .  The role of con iu r i n s  i n  

Saul teaux societv. New York: Octagon Books. 

Hamilton, A. C., 6r Sinclair, C a  M. (1991).  Report of t h e  

Aboriqinal J u s t i c e  Inauirv of Manitoba: V o l .  1.  The justice 

svstem and Aborishal people. Province of Manitoba. 

Hays, W. L. (1981).  Statistics (3rd ed). New York: 

Holt, Rinehart, and Winston. 



H e l l e r ,  K. Hm (1990). S o c i a l  and community intervention. 

Annual Review o f  P s v c h o l o a v .  41. 141-168. 

Hennig, P., & Knowles, A. (1990). Factors i n f l u e n c i n g  

women over 40 t o  take precau t ions  against cervical cancer. 

Journa l  of A m l i e d  S o c i a l  Psvcholoav, 20 ,  1612-1621. 

Hogan, P. T., & Sui ,  S.-Fm (1988). Minority c h i l d r e n  and 

the c h i l d  w e l f a r e  system: An historical perspective. Social 

work, 3 3 ,  493-498. 

Horejsi, C m ,  Craig, B., & Pablo, J. (1992) .  Reac t ions  by 

Native American parents t o  c h i l d  p r o t e c t i o n  agencies: 

C u l t u r a l  and community f a c t o r s .  Chi ld  Welfare,  71. 329-342. 

H u l l ,  G. He ( 1 9 8 2 ) .  Ch i ld  welfare services t o  Native 

Americans. Social Casework, 63, 340-347. 

Ind ian  and Northern A f f a i r s  Canada (1987).  I n d i a n  c h i l d  

and f ami ly  services i n  Canada: F i n a l  report. O t t a w a :  DIAND. 

Ing ,  N. R. (1990) .  The e f f e c t s  of r e s i d e n t i a l  s c h o o l s  o n  

n a t i v e  c h i l d - r e a r i n o  p a t t e r n s  (Social Condi t ions  Report  No.  

75) .  Vancouver: Un ive r s i ty  of B r i t i s h  Columbia, Department of 

Admin i s t r a t ive ,  Adul t ,  and Higher Education.  

I s h i s a k a ,  H. (1978) .  American Ind ians  and f o s t e r  case: 

C u l t u r a l  f a c t o r s  and sepa ra t ion .  Chi ld  Welfare. 57, 299-308. 

J i l e k - A a l l ,  L. (1976) .  The Western p s y c h i a t r i s t  and his 

non-Western c l i e n t e l e :  T r a n s c u l t u r a l  expe r i ences  o f  r e l e v a n c e  

t o  psychotherapy w i t h  Canadian Ind ian  p a t i e n t s .  Canadian 

P s y c h i a t r i c  A s s o c i a t i o n  J o u r n a l ,  21, 353-359. 



Johnston, P. (1983). Native chi ldren and the child 

welfare svstem. Ottawa: Canadian Council on Social 

Development. 

K a e l m a n ,  E. C m  (1985). N o  q u i e t  place: Review 

c o d t t e e  on Indian and M e t i s  adoptions and ~ l a c e m e n t s .  

Manitoba: Manitoba C o m n i t y  Services. 

Kingry-Westergaard, C. & Kelly, J. G. (1990). A 

c o n t e x t u a l i s t  epistemology f o r  eco log ica l  r esea rch .  I n  P. 

Tolan, C. Keys, F. Chertok, & L. Jason (Eds.), Researchinq 

community ~sycho loqy :  I s sues  of theoxv and methods (pp. 23- 

31) .  Washington, DC: Arnerican Psychological Associat ion.  

Kluckhohn, F. R. & Strodtbeck,  F m  L. (1961) .  Var ia t ions  

i n  va lue  o r i e n t a t i o n s .  Evanston, I l l i n o i s :  Row, Peterson and 

Company. 

Kuhn, T. ( 1 9 7 0 ) .  The s t r u c t u r e  of s c i e n t i f i c  r evo lu t i ons  

(2nd ed.). Chicago: The Universi ty of Chicago Press. 

L e w i s ,  R. G., & Gingerich, W. ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  Leadership 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  V i e w s  of ~ n d i a n  and Non-Indian s tuden t s .  

Social Casework, 61, 494-497 

Long, K. A. (1983 ) . The experience of repea ted  and 

t raumat ic  loss among Crow Indian ch i ld ren :  Response p a t t e r n s  

and i n t e r v e n t i o n  s t r a t e g i e s .  American Journal of 

Orthopsychia t rv ,  53, 116-126. 

Lorion, R. P. (1990) .  Developmental analyses  of  

community phenomena. I n  P. Tolan, C. Keys, F. Chertok, & Lm 

Jason (Eds.) ,  Researchinq c o m u n i t y  ~sycho loqy :  I s s u e s  of 



t h e o r v  and methods (pp. 32-41). Washington, DC: American 

Psychologica l  Association. 

MacDonald, J. A. ( 1983 ) . The Spallumcheen Indian  Band 

by-law and i ts  p o t e n t i a l  impact on n a t i v e  Ind ian  child 

welfare policy i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia. Canadian Journa l  of  

F d l y  Law, 1, 75-95. 

Maidman, F. (Ed.). (1984) .  Child welfare: A source book 

of knowledse and ~ractice.  New York: Child Welfare League of 

America. 

Manfredo, M. JO, & Shelby, B. (1988). The e f f e c t  of 

using self-report m a s u r e s  i n  tests of a t t i t u d e - b e h a v i o r  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  J o u r n a l  of S o c i a l  Psvcho ïow.  128 ,  731-743. 

Manitoba (1985-86). ~ e g i s l a t i v e  A~sembly .  B i l l  12: The 

child and family services act. Statutes of Manitoba, 32nd 

Legislature, 4 t h  Session.  Winnipeg, MB: Queen's P r i n t e r .  

Mannes, M. (1943).  Seeking t h e  b a l a n c e  between child 

p r o t e c t i o n  and family p r e s e r v a t i o n  i n  I n d i a n  child welfare. 

Child Welfare, 72,  141-152. 

Maton, K. 1. (1990). Toward t h e  use o f  q u a l i t a t i v e  

methodology i n  community psychology r e s e a r c h .  I n  P. Tolan,  C. 

Keys, F. Chertok, & Le Jason (Eds.), ~esearchinq community 

psvcholosv: - Issues of t h e o r v  and methods (pp. 153-156). 

Washington, DC : American Psychologica l  Associa t ion .  

McKay, M. C.  (1993) .  The women's ~ e r s ~ e c t i v e  (Repor t  

submitted t o  the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peop les ) .  

Winnipeg, ME3 : Indigenous Women ' s C o l l e c t i v e  o f  Manitoba. 



225 

McKenzie, B. & Hudson, P .  (1985) .  N a t i v e  c h i l d r e n ,  c h i l d  

welfare, and the c o l o n i z a t i o n  of N a t i v e  people. In K .  L e v i t t  

& B o  Wharf (Eds  . ) , The cha l l enae  of child welf are (pp. 125- 

1 4 1 ) .  

McPhatter, A. R. (1997).  Cultural c o m p e t e n c e  i n  child 

welfare: What is it? How do we achieve it? What happens 

without  it? Child Welfare, 76,  255-278. 

Meketon, M. J. (1983).  Indian mental hea l th :  An 

o r i e n t a t i o n .  American Journa l  of Or thopsychia t rv ,  53, 110- 

115. 

Metcalf, A. (1979) .  F a l y  reunion: Networks and 

treatment i n  a N a t i v e  American community . Group 
Psvchotheraw,  Psvchodrama & Sociometrv, 32, 179-189. 

M i l e s ,  M o  B., & Huberman, A. Mo ( 1 9 8 4 ) .  Q u a l i t a t i v e  data 

analvsis: A s o u r c e b o o k  of new methods. Beverly H i l l s :  Sage. 

Miller, D o  L., Hoffman, F e ,  & Turner,  D. ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  A 

pe r spec t ive  on the Indian Child Welfare A c t .  Social Casework, 

61, 468-471- 

Monture, P. (1989).  A vicious circle: Child welfare and 

t h e  F i r s t  Nations. Canadian Journal of Women and t h e  Law, 3, 

1-17 . 
Morrissette, V., McKenzie, B., & Morrissette, Le (1993) .  

Towards an Abor ig ina l  mode1 of social work practice. Canadian 

Social Work Review, 10, 91-108. 

Nelson, C. H o ,  Kelley,  M. L., & McPherson, D. H. (1985) .  

Rediscovering support in s o c i a l  work practice: Lessons from 



226 

Indian indigenous human service workers. Canadian Social Work 

Review, 231-248. 

Pierce, R. L., & ~ i e r c e ,  L. H. (1996). Moving toward 

c u l t u r a l  competence in the child welfare system. Children and 

Youth Services Review, 18, 713-731. 

Polansky, N. A. (1986) .  There is nothing so p r a c t i c a l  as  

a g o d  theory. Child Welfare. 65, 3-15. 

Racine v. Woods, 119841 1 WmWsRo 1, 36 R.F.L. (2d) 1. 

Rapkin, B. D. & Mulvey, E. P. (1990) .  Toward excellence 

i n  quantitative community research. In P. Tolan, C. Keys, Fm 

Chertok, & L. Jason (Eds. ) , Researchins communitv ~ s v c h o l o w :  

Issues of theory and methods (pp. 147-152). Washington, DC: 

American Psychological Association . 
Rappaport, J. (1977). Connnunitv ~svcholoqv:  Values, 

research, and action.  New York: Holt, Rinehart,  and Winston. 

Rappaport, J. (1987) .  Terms of empowerment/exemplars of 

prevention: Toward a theory f o r  community psychology. 

American Journal  of Comuni tv ,  15, 121-148. 

Rappaport, J. ( 1 9 9 0 ) .  Research methods and the 

empowerment social agenda. I n  P. Tolan, C. Keys, B. Chertok, 

& L. Jason (Eds.), Researching comunity ~svcholow: Issues 

of theon and niethods (pp. 51-63). Washington, DC: American 

Psychological Association. 

Red Horse, J. G. (1980) .  American Indian elders: 

Unifiers of Indian families. Social Casework, 61,  490-493. 



227 

Red Horse. 3. G., Lewis, R., Fe i t ,  M., & Decker, J. 

(1978).  Family behavior  of urban American Indians .  Social 

Casework, 59, 67-72. 

Richardson, B. 8. (1981). C u l t u r a l  and h i s t o r i c a l  

perspectives in counse l ing  American Indians. I n  D. W. Sue 

(Ed. ) , Counselino. t h e  culturallv dif  f e r e n t  : Theorv and 

practice (pp. 261-255). New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Rollason, K. (1988, May 2 7 ) .  Chiefs  seek ch i ld  welfare 

c o n t r o l .  Winni~ecr Free Press, p. 11. 

Ryan, R. A. ( 1980 ) .  A community perspective for mental 

h e a l t h  research. S o c i a l  Casework, 61, 507-511. 

Sarason, S. B. (1978) .  The nature of  problem s o l v i n g  i n  

s o c i a l  a c t i o n .  American Psvcholocrist, 33, 370-380. 

Sarason, S. B. (1981).  Psycholoqy rnisdirected. New 

York: The Free Press. 

Serrano-Garcia,  1. ( 1 9 9 0 ) .  Implementing r e sea rch :  

P u t t i n g  o u r  v a l u e s  to  work. I n  P. Tolan, C. Keys, F. Chertok, 

& L. Jason (Eds.), Researchincr community D S Y C ~ O ~ O Q Y :  Issues 

of theorv  and methods (pp. 190-192).  Washington, DC: American 

Psychologica l  Assoc ia t ion .  

Seidman, 1. E. (1991) .  Interviewinq as aualitative 

research:  A mide for r e sea rche r s  i n  educa t ion  and social 

sc iences .  New York: Teachers College Press. 

Shadish, W. R., Jr. ( 1990 ) .  Defining e x c e l l e n c e  criteria 

i n  c o m u n i t y  research. I n  P. Tolan, C. Keys, F. Cher tok ,  & L. 

Jason ( E d s . ) ,  Researchincr communitv ~svcholocrv:  Issues of 



228 

t h e o n  - and methods (pp. 9-20).  Washington, DC: American 

Psychal-al Association. 

Sheatsley, P. B. (1983) .  Questionnaire construction and 

item writ ing .  In P .  Hm Rossi, J. D. Wright, A. B. h Anderson, 

(Eds.), Handboak of survev research (pp. 195-230). San D i e g o ,  

CA: Academic Press. 

Sherraden, M. S . ,  & Segùl, U .  A. (1996) .  Mult icul tural  

issues in child w e l f  are. Children and Youth Senrices Review, 

18, 497-504. 

S i n c l a i r ,  M., P h i l l i p s ,  Dm, & Bala, N.  ( 1 9 9 1 ) .  

Aboriginal child welfare in Canada. In N. Bala, J.  P. 

Hornick, & R. V o g l  ( E d s . ) ,  Canadian child welfare law: 

~ h i l d r e n ,  families, and the  s t a t e  (pp. 171-194). Toronto, ON: 

Thompson Educational Publishing. 

Sobol, M .  P . ,  & Daly, K .  ( 1 9 9 5 ) .  Adoption p r a c t i c e  i n  

Canada: Emerging trends and chal lenges.  Child Welfare, 7 4 ,  

655-677, 

Statistics Canada ( 1 9 9 1 ) .  1991 Census: Questions and 

reasons why auestions are asked. Ottawa: 1991 Census 

Communications and Marketing Project. 

Stehno, S.  M. ( 1990) .  The elusive continuum of c h i l d  

welfare services: Implications for  minority children and 

youths. Child Welfare, 6 9 ,  551-562. 

Sullivan, T. (1983). Native children in  treatment: 

C l i n i c a l ,  social and cultural i s s u e s .  Journal of Child Care, 

1. 75-94. 



Tabachnick, B. G., r Fidell, L. S. (1983). Usinq 

multivariate statistics. Cambridge: Harper & Row. 

Teichi-oeb, R. (1992a, September 5 ) .  Province warned off 

native t u r f .  Winnims F r e e  Press. p. 1. 

Teichroeb, R. (1992b, September 5 ) .  Native women, Glover 

feel vindicated. winni~eq Free Press, p. 10. 

T e s t e r ,  F. (1986) .  Still not home: The Indian and Native 

Child and Family Service provisions of Ontario's Bill 77 .  The 

Social Worker, 54, 160-163. 

Thyen, U . ,  Thiessen, Re, & Heinsohn-Krug, M. ( 1 9 9 5 ) .  

Secondary prevention - serving families a t  risk. Child Abuse 

and Neslect, 19, 1 3 3 3 4 3 4 7 .  

Thomlison, R. J. & Foote, C .  E. ( 1 9 8 7 ) .  Child welfare i n  

Canada. Child and Adolescent Social Work, 4 ,  123-143. 

Thompson, R. A. & Wilcox, B.  L.  ( 1 9 9 5 ) .  Child 

maltreatrnent research: Federal support and pol icy  i s s u e s .  

American Psvcholoaist, 50, 789-793. 

Tinpson, J . ,  McKay, S . ,  Kakegadc, S . ,  Roundhead, D., 

Cohen, C., & Matewapit, G .  ( 1 9 8 8 ) .  Depress ion i n  a Native 

Canadian i n  Northern Ontario: Sadness, g r i e f ,  or s p i r i t u a l  

illness? Canada's Mental Health, 36, 5-8. 

Tolan, P . ,  Xeys, C . ,  Chertok, F., h Jason, L. ( 1 9 9 0 ) .  

Conversing about t h e o r i e s ,  methods, and conmninity research. 

In P .  Tolan, C. Keys, Fm Chertok, & L.  Jason (Eds.), 

Researchincr communitv - ~sycholocrv: I s s u e s  of theorv and 

methods (pp. 3-8). Washington, DC: American Psychological 

A s s o c i a t i o n .  



2 30 

Trimble, J. E. ( 1 9 7 7 ) .  The sojourner in the Anceriean 

Indian c o m n i t y :  Methodological issues. Journal of S o c i a l  

Issues, 3 3 4 4 )  159-174. 

Trimble, J. E. ,  & Fleming, Ca M. (1989). In P. Pedersen, 

J. Draguns, W. Lonner, & 3. Trimble (~ds.). Counselina across 

c u l t u r e s  (3rd e d . ,  pp. 177-204).  Honolulu: University of 

Hawaii. 

Wallace, P .  A. W .  ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  The w h i t e  roots of peace. 

Saranac Lake, NY: The Center for Adirondack Studies .  

Wares, D. M . ,  Fledel, K .  R . ,  Rosenthal ,  J. A . ,  & Dobrec, 

A. ( 1 9 9 4 ) .  ~ndian child welfare: A multicultural challenge. 

Journal of M u l t i c u l t u r a l  Social Work, 3 ( 3 ) ,  1-15. 

Warshaw, P .  R . ,  Calantone, R., & Joyce, M. (1986). A 

f i e l d  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  Fishbein and Ajzen i n t e n t i o n  model. 

Journal of Social Psvcholoav,  126, 135-136. 

Wilkinson, G. T.  ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  On assisting Indian people. 

Social Casework. 61, 451-454. 



APPENDICES 

Appenaix A 

L e t t e r  t o  t h e  Di rec to rs  

Bert Crocker, 

Executive Director 

Sagkeeng Child and Family Semices  
Box 700 

Pine F a l l s ,  MB ROE TM0 

Dear Mr. Crocker: 

1 am w r i t i n g  t o  reques t  your permission t o  inc lude  workers 
from Sagkeeng Chi ld  and Family Services  as p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  a 
study 1 am conducting i n  par tnership  with t h e  Indigenous 
Women's Collective of  Manitoba. The goa l  of t h e  r e sea rch  i s  

t o  explore  r eg iona l  and c u l t u r a l  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  c h i l d  w e l f a r e  
p r a c t i c e  i n  rural and remote areas of Manitoba. I n  
p a r t i c u l a r ,  we  would l i k e  t o  study t h e  p r a c t i c e s  of workers 
from var ious  areas and agencies who work wi th  Abor iginal  
chi ldren.  

1 am a doc to ra l  s tuden t  in t h e  Department of Psychology at 
t h e  Univers i ty  of Manitoba. My research  is k i n g  superv i sed  
by D r .  Don Fuchs, Dean of the  Faculty of S o c i a l  Work at t h e  
Univers i ty  of Manitoba. Wi th  your permission, 1 would l i k e  t o  
seek  t h e  vo lun ta ry  pa r t i c ipa t i on  of c h i l d  and family  service 
workers from your agency. I n  exchange fo r  t h e  agency's  
support  of t h i s  s tudy,  1 would like t o  o f f e r  i n - se rv i ce  
t r a i n i n g  t o  your s t a f f .  Possible t o p i c s  f o r  p r e sen t a t i ons  
inc lude stress i n  t h e  workplace, t h e  na ture  of p l ay  the rapy ,  
c h i l d  behaviora l  management, c ross -cu l tu ra l  c lh i ca l  
in te rven t ions ,  or o the r  top ics  of s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  t o  your 
s taf f .  The researcher  w i l l  present  t h e  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n  
following t h e  hour in which the workers complete t h e  



quest ionnai res .  The e n t i r e  staff will be invited t o  attend 
the training se s s ions  whether o r  not  t hey  have p a r t i c i p a t e d  
in the  study. 

P a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  the study will be asked to complete w r i t t e n  
questionnaires that w i l l  require less than one hour of their 
t h e .  They w i l l  be presented with several tasks.  For example, 
they w i l l  be asked t o  read case v i g n e t t e s  and t o  i n d i c a t e  
t h e i r  likely responses. Workers nay choose t o  withdraw from 
t h e  study a t  any time. The* responses w i l l  be c o n f i d e n t i a l  
and anonymous. Because w e  are interested only in the  
responses of workers as a group, t h e  responses of ind iv idua l s  
w i l l  no t  be i d e n t i f i e d .  

1 w i l l  be c a l l i n g  you s h o r t l y  to discuss the p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of 
c h i l d  we l fa re  workers from your agency. I will also provide 
you with any f u s t h e r  information that you might r equ i r e  to 
f a c i l i t a t e  your decision-making process. 

Thank you for consider ing  my request. 1 look forward t o  

speaking wi th  you soon. 

Sincere ly  , 

Deborah A. Gilman, MmAm 

c /o  757 Centennial  S t ree t  

Winnipeg, MB R3N 1R4 



Appendh B 
Summafy for  Directors 

Culturally relevant child welfare practice: Lessons from 

Aboriginal child welfare workers 

Statement of Purpose 

1) to de l inea t e  a mode1 of c u l t u r a l l y  re levant  practice w i t h  

t h e  direct input  of Aboriginal ch i ld  welfare workers. 

2) to generate a data base for c h i l d  welfare program and 
policy development with First Nations in Manitoba. 

3 )  to enhance the partnership between Aboriginal  
p rac t i t i one r s  and researchers i n  extending theory for 
c u l t u r a l l y  re levant  c h i l d  welfare p rac t ice .  

Procedure 

The participants will be approximately 50 Aboriginal and 
50 non-Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare workers from agencies serving 
rural or remote Manitoba communities. Participation w i l l  be 

s t r i c t l y  voluntary. workers may elect t o  withdraw from the 
study a t  any t h e .  In  exchange f o r  the agency's support  of 

this studyr  the researcher  w i l l  provide in-service training 
t o  the staff. Possible t op ic s  for presenta t ions  include 
stress i n  t h e  workplace, t h e  nature of play therapy, c h i l d  
behavioral management, or other topics of spec ia l  interest to 
the s t a f f .  The e n t i r e  staff will be i n v i t e d  t o  a t t e n d  the 
t r a i n i n g  sessions whether or not they have participated i n  
t h e  study. 

Participants will be asked to respond to a written 
questionnaire with three major tasks. First, participants 
will be presented w i t h  a l i s t  of general  social work prac t i ce  
pr inc ip les  and behaviors (Nelson, Kelley, & McPherson, 1985). 

They w i l l  have an  opportunity t o  indicate t h e  selevance of 



each p r i n c i p l e  with r e spec t  t o  t h e i r  oni beliefs about child 
welfare practice. They w i l l  also be presented with w r i t t e n  
vignettes of hypothet ica l  child welfare cases involving 
Aboriginal chi ldren .  One v i g n e t t e  w i l l  be followed by open- 
ended quest ions.  Four brief case vignettes w i l l  each be 
followed by lists of poss ib le  interventions for t h e  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  to rate. They w i l l  be asked to indicate t h e  

Inodels of in te rven t ion  t h a t  they would l i k e l y  employ. 

Resul ts  
A l 1  responses w i l l  be kept  c o n f i d e n t i a l .  Ind iv idua l  

workers' responses w i l l  not  be i d e n t i f i e d .  Data w i l l  be 
analyzed for  group t rends .  The responses of Abor ig inal  c h i l d  
welfare workers will be compared with t hose  of non-Aboriginal 
workers from rural  and remote areas of Manitoba. Such a 
comparison w i l l  p o t e n t i a l l y  enable t h e  s e sea rche r  to 
d i s t i n g u i s h  empir ica l ly  the pract ices ,  p r i n c i p l e s ,  values,  
and behaviors t h a t  are unique to  t h e  c u l t u r a l l y  s e n s i t i v e  
approach of Aboriginal workers. It is hrpothes ized t h a t  

Aboriginal  child welfare workers w i l l  share a set of values 
and an i n t e m e n t i o n  model t h a t  d i f f e r s  from t h o s e  of non- 
Aboriginal  workers. 

A small group of Aboriginal workers i n  one o f  the 
Aboriginal agencies will also be interviewed.  Their views on 
t h e  p r a c t i c e  of c u l t u r a l l y  relevant Aboriginal  child welfare  
w i l l  seme t o  enr ich  and inform t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the 
f ind ings  from t h e  survey. The agencies  w i l l  r e c e i v e  w r i t t e n  
reports of t h e  r e s u l t s  and conclusions drawn from t h e  

research.  

Relevant I s sues  

Nelson, Kelley, and McPherson (1985)  be l i eve  that non- 
Aboriginal helping models focus on change through a problem- 
so lv ing  process. I n  c o n t r a s t ,  they describe t h e  Aboriginal 

model of "helping a s  support" (p. 231) .  They explain that 

there is "no ' so lu t i on '  t o  a s i t u a t i o n  or problem, only an 



appropriate response to the environment here and noww (p. 
237). Hamilton and S i n c l a i r  (1991) highl ight  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  
between Aboriginal  and non-Aboriginal c h i l d  care agencies.  
Among t h e s e  a r e  a g r e a t e r  s e n s i t i v i t y  to "Aboriginal c u l t u r e  
and t h e  needs of t h e  famil ies ,"  an abi l i ty  "to f b d  so lu t i ons  
which those no t  f a m i l i a t  with t h e  community might not even 
c o n ~ i d e r , ~  and an adherence ta the best interests of t h e  
c h i l d  t h a t  translates into a view of "ch i ld  and f d l y  
s i t u a t i o n s  and problems i n  a much more h o l i s t i c  f a sh ion"  
l ead ing  them t o  "treat the whole familyr r a t h e r  than 

i n t e r c e d e  only when presented with a t roub led  o r  neglected  
c h i l d "  (p.  5 2 9 ) .  

I n  t h e  R e p o r t  of the Aboriqinal J u s t i c e  I n c r u i n  of 
Manitoba, Hamilton and S i n c l a i r  (1991)  recommend t h a t  " the  
federal and prov inc ia l  governments provide r e sou rces  t o  
Aboriginal  c h i l d  and family service agencies  f o r  the purpose 
of developing polices, standards,  p ro toco ls  and procedures i n  
var ious  areasw (p. 538). Their report States that " i n  some 
areas, Aboriginal agencies have had t o  ope ra t e  i n  a policy 
vacuum because t h e  agencies have not  had t h e  time or t h e  
resources  t o  develop po l i c i e s "  (p. 532) .  I n  o r d e r  to develop 
such p o l i c i e s ,  t h e r e  must be a c l e a r l y  d e l i n e a t e d  mode1 of 

c u l t u r a l l y  re levan t  p r a c t i c e  on which t h e s e  p o l i c i e s  can be 
based . 

Ryan (1980) advocates f o r  t h e  es tabl ishment  of "a data 

base to provide d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  c u l t u r a l l y  r e l e v a n t  mental 

h e a l t h  program development" (p. 510)  wi th  American Indian and 
Alaska Native people. The proposed s tudy  is an a t t emp t  to 
genera te  a da ta  base f o r  c h i l d  welfare  program development 
wi th  F i r s t  Nations i n  Manitoba. The goa l  is  t o  g a t h e r  data to 
f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  development of c h i l d  wel fa re  p o l i c y  by 
Aboriginal  agencies based on t h e  knowledge, p r a c t i c e ,  and 
values of t h e i r  own workers. Such knowledge w i l l  enhance 
t r a i n i n g  i n  culturally r e l evan t  p r a c t i c e  for both  Aboriginal  
and non-Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare workers. 



Social work practitioners and writers recognize t h e  
limits of the capac i ty  of non-Aboriginal human service 
providers to t r a n s l a t e  the& p r a c t i c e  into c u l t u r a l l y  
sensitive models f o r  work with Aboriginal c h i l d r e n ,  f ami l i es ,  
and conmninities, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  non-urban areas. C o l l i e r  
(1984) notes that it is much easier for a social worker t o  
adapt a largely urban mode1 of service delivery to rural 
communities of non-Aboriginal farmers than to extend t h e i r  
p r ac t i c e s  i n  appropr ia te  f ashiori t o  i s o l a t e d  Abor ig inal  
c o m u n i t i e s  or reserves. "The d i f f e r ence  between social 
workers among North American fasmers and among native people 
i s  t h a t  in t h e  former i n s t ance  they are usua l l y  working with 
their own people" ( C o l l i e r ,  1984, p. 1 0 2 ) .  

According to S i n c l a i r ,  P h i l l i p s ,  and Bala (1991), non- 
Aboriginal provincial c h i l d  w e l f  are workers "who are - not 
informed of t h e  Aboriginal  communities' s t r u g g l e  for c o n t r o l  
of  c h i l d  welfare services, or of t h e  c u l t u r a l ,  social, l e g a l  
and h i s t o r i c a l  dynamics involved, w i l l  be unable t o  
adequately m e e t  t h e  test  of providing f o r  t h e  best interests 

of the child" (p.  1 7 2 ) .  They state that "research i n  t h e  

f i e l d  is spa r se ,  and t h e r e  are r e l a t i v e l y  few resources  t o  
he lp  c h i l d  p ro tec t ion  workers understand t h e s e  complex 
issues" (p. 172).  

With respect to teaching non-Aboriginal human service 
workers how t o  respond to Aboriginal ch i ld r en  and fami l i es ,  
S i n c l a i r  et al.  (1991)  believe that "as much as poss ib le ,  t h e  
education should be provided by Aboriginal people t o  o the r sw  
(p. 1 9 3 ) .  Therefore,  the purpose of this s tudy  is to 
de l inea t e  a mode1 of c u l t u r a l l y  r e l evan t  p r a c t i c e  w i t h  the 

direct i npu t  of Aboriginal  c h i l d  welfare workers from 

mandated agencies  serving ch i ld ren  and families on reserves. 
Spec i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  plan is  t o  ask Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare  
workers to  describe t h e  ways they respond to t h e  needs of 
Aboriginal ch i ld ren .  Polansky States t h a t  "p rac t i ce - re levan t  
theory  is b e s t  advanced by agency personnel,  e s p e c i a l l y  those  
engaged w i t h  c l i e n t s "  (p. 1 4 ) .  It i s  Polansky * s goal " t o  



enhance the partnership between p r a c t i t i o n e r s  and researchers 
in extending theory for the f i e l d u  (p. 15) . It is a goa l  of 

the proposed study ta enhance t h e  par tnership  between 
Aboriginal p rac t i t i one r s  and researchers i n  extending theory 
for c u l t u r a l l y  re levant  child welfare pract ice .  
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Appendix C 

Letter of Confirmation 

April  7 ,  1994 
Dennis Schellenberg , 
Executive Director 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 
25 - 3rd Street SE 
Portage l a  Prairie ,  MB R1N 1N1 

Dear Mr. Schellenberg: 

Thank you very mch for your permission to include workers 
from Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba i n  my 
research project. 1 have enclosed a consent form that is 
required by the  Hwnan Ethical Review Committee, Department of 
Psychology, University of Manitoba. 

1 am very grateful for your time and effort in expediting my 
request. 1 loak forward to meeting you and the s ta f f  of Child 
and Family Services of Central Manitoba i n  the near future. 

Sincerely , 

Deborah A. G i l m a n  
d o  757 Centennial Street 
Winnipeg, MB R3N 1R4 



~ppendix D 
Contract 

1, r r 
Name Title 

agree to permit Deborah Gilman of t h e  Department of 
Psychology at the University of Manitoba to recmit 
p a r t i c i p a n t s  for her research from among the workers at . 

Agency Name 
In exchange for permission to recruit, Ms. Gilman w i l l  
provide  o u r  agency with an in-service training s e s s i o n  on a 
t o p i c  that  w ï l l  be agreeable t o  M s  . Gilman and myself . 
Further, I understand that: 

1. Ms. Gilman w i l l  in t roduce t h e  research project to t h e  
staff  and supervise the adminis t ra t ion  of t h e  ques t ionna i re .  

2. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  o n  t h e  p a r t  of t h e  workers w i l l  be 
voluntary.  Workers may choose t o  withdraw from t h e  study at 
any t h .  

3 .  Workers' responses w i l l  be confidential and anonymous. 
Participants w i l l  no t  provide t h e i r  names as p a r t  of  t h e  
s tudy 

4 .  N o  person other than  t h e  researcher w i l l  have access to  
the da ta .  I nd iv idua l  wurkers' responses w i l l  not  be 
i d e n t i f i e d .  Data w i l l  be analyzed for group trends only. 

5. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  in t h e  s tudy i s  not  a condi t ion  f o r  
participation i n  t h e  in - se rv ice  t r a i n i n g  sess ion .  A l 1  staff 
are invited to a t t e n d .  

6 .  When a l 1  of the  data have been analyzed and t h e  study is 
complete, Ms. Gilman will provide t h e  agency wi th  a w r i t t e n  
s m a r y  of the major f indings .  She w i l l  provide s u f f i c i e n t  
cop ies  s o  t h a t  the document may be d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  al1 of t h e  
agency's  staff. 

M y  s i gna tu re  i n d i c a t e s  that 1 am i n  agreement w i th  t h e  
condi t ions  listed above. 

Date Signature 

Date Signature 



~ppend ix  E 
Consent Form 

1 agree to participate in the  research project being c a r r i e d  
out by Deborah G i l m a n  of the Department of Psychology at the 
Univers i ty  of ~anitoba. In exchange for permission to recruit 
participants, Ms. Gilman w i l l  provide our agency with an in- 
service t r a i n i n g  session. Further, 1 understand that: 

1. My participation is voluntary. If 1 choose to part ic ipate ,  
1 may also withdraw fromthe study a t  any t h .  

2 .  My responses will be confiaential and anonymous. I will 
not be providing my naine as part of the study. Signed consent 
forms will be treated as confidential documents. Only the 
researcher and 1 will have access to the form. 

3. No persan other than the researcher will have access to 
t h e  data. Individual workersl responses will not be 
i d e n t i f i e d .  Data w i l l  be analyzed for group trends only. 

4. My participation in the study is not a condition for 
participation i n  t h e  in-service training session. Al1 staff 
are invited t o  attend. 

5. When al1 of the data have been analyzed and the study is 
complete, Ms. Gilman w i l l  provide t h e  agency w i t h  a w r i t t e n  
surmaary of the major findings. She will provide sufficient 
copies so that the document may be distributed to al1 of the 
agency ' s staff . 
MY signature indicates my consent to participate in the  
research pro ject under the condit ions listed above. 

Date Signature 



~ p p e n d i x  F 
Interview Consent Form 

I agree t o  participate i n  t h e  research pro jec t  conducted by 
Deborah Gilman of t h e  Department of Psychology at the 
University of Manitoba and sponsored by t h e  Indigenous 
Women's Collective (IWC) of Manitoba, Inc. Further ,  1 
understand that: 

1. M y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is voluntary. If 1 choose t o  p a r t i c i p a t e ,  
1 may also withdraw £rom the study a t  any th .  

2. 1 w i l l  be interviewed by Ms. Gilman on t h e  t o p i c  of 
c u l t u r a l l y  relevant Aboriginal c h i l d  welfare. The i n t e r v i e w  
w i l l  be no longer than 90 minutes. 

3. The i n t e rv i ew  w i l l  be tape-recorded and t r anscr ibed .  Ms. 
Gilman w i l l  do t h e  majori ty of t h e  t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  h e r s e l f .  
However, i f  o t h e r s  assist he r  with t h e  t r a n s c r i p t i o n s ,  they 
will not have access to t h e  i d e n t i t y  of t h e  pa r t i c ipan t s .  

4. 1 have the right t o  review t h e  t r a n s c r i p t  of my in terview 
and t o  withhold any par t  of t h e  interview data t h a t  1 choose. 
Direct quotes or excerpts  from intenriew t r a n s c r i p t s  w i l l  be 
included i n  discussions of t h e  data. 

5. The data from this research project w i l l  be presen ted  i n  
Ms. Gilmants doc tora l  d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  in a summary for t h e  
i nd iv idua l s  and agencies t h a t  have - par t i c ipa ted-  i n  t h e  s tudy , 
and i n  a paper to be produced by IWC. The data may a l s o  be 
included i n  conf erence p resen ta t ions  o r  i n  academic 
publ ica t ions .  

M y  s i g n a t u r e  i nd i ca t e s  my consent  to p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the 
research  p r o j e c t  under the condit ions l i s ted above. 

D a t e  Signature 

Deborah Gilman can be reached a t  489-5621 t o  respond t o  any 
subsequent ques t ions  or concerns about t h e  process or 
analysis of t h e  interview. 



Appendix G 
Practice Principles 

This is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers. 
The questions t h a t  fol low represent an opportunity to offer 
your vie- about ch i ld  welfare practice. 

This questionnaire contains three sections. The first 
sect ion  asks for  your opinion about a series of general child 
welfare practices. The second sec t ion  describes a 
hypothetical child welfare case and asks several questions 
about hot? you might intervene. The third sec t ion  provides you 
with a series of brief c h i l d  welfare case vignet tes  and asks 
you to rate various intervention possibilities . 

Your responses to a l 1  of the questions w i l l  be kept 
conf ident ia l  and anonymous. The researcher is in teres ted  only 
i n  the responses of workers as a group. Therefore, t h e  
responses of individuals will not be i d e n t i f  ied . 

Sect ion 1 
. 
By c i r c l i n g  one number on the scale below each of the 

items, please indicate how ftequently each of the fo l lowing 
practices i s  relevant to your own c h i l d  welfare work. The 

numbers represent a range of choices from always to never 
relevant. If you feel you don't know how to rate an item, you 
may wish to circle "DK." 

1. Establishing an environment of support and acceptance for 
the  client. 

always sometimes never 



2.  Invit ing your clients to elaborate their concerns and 
needs . 

always sometimes never 

3 .  D e f i n h g  the agency's services and t h e  worker's role. 

always sornetimes never 

4 .  Develophg a mutual assessrnent of the problems-in-living 
and how they are manifested. 

always sometimes never 

5 .  Engaging the client i n  task s p e c i f i c a t i o n  and priority 
se t t ing .  

always sometimes never 

6 .  Se t t ing  mutually acceptable conditions of work (e.g., 
c l i e n t ' s  expectations of worker and agency; agency and 
worker's expectations of c l i e n t ) .  

always sometimes never 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



7 .  ~ l i c i t i n g  d i f ferent ia l  perspectives from al1 of 

families. 
always sometimes never 

8 .  I n t e m e n h g  d i f ferent ia l ly  according to  age, sex, cultural 

n o m ,  cognitive styles, and l e v e l s  of social f unctioning . 
always s o m e t ~ s  never 

9 .  Evaluating, re-evaluating, and renegotiating problem 
def in i t ion ,  tasks, roles, conditions, modalities, and 
temporal arrangements. 

always sometimes never 

10. Creating hope. 

always sometimes 

Aire there any practice principles that  are particularly 
relevant to  your work that you would like ta add? 



Appendix B 
Provincial Child Welfare Viunette 

Section II 

The case  de sc r i p t i on  t h a t  fo l lows describes an 
Aboriginal family. Please read this case descript ion 
carefully and answer the  questions that follow. Read only  t h e  
information provided for each item when answering t h e  

ques t ions .  

1. You receive a cal1 i n  your office from a local school  

t e ache r ,  expressing concern about a kindergarten s t u d e n t ' s  
home s i t u a t i o n .  F i v e  yea r  old John is said t o  be late  for  
school every morning. When contac ted  by t h e  school ,  John ' s  
mother, Belen, said she  V a n ' t  copen and reques ted  help.  She 
agreed t o  this r e f e r r a l .  

Helen is bel ieved t o  be on ant i -depressants  and/or  
tranquilizers. She sa id  she was concerned about  John and his 
two year old  sister, Sally,  b u t  that she  has a l o t  of 
persona1 problems. She has been separa ted  from her husband 
f o r  a couple of years, and while her mother lives nearby, 
they  don't always get along. 

She would l i k e  a social worker t o  v i s i t ,  and she asks 
t h a t  t h e  worker phone f i r s t  t o  make s u r e  she  is a t  home. 



You receive t h i s  referral t h i s  morning. What would you 
do? 

a. Where would you begin? 

b. What would you be looking for? 

c. Who would you want to t a l k  to? why? 

dm What areas would you explore? 



2. Suppose that Helen tells you t h a t  she is alcoholic, 
and received treatment at Detox tw months ago. You also 
learn from her that David, the father, had been physically 
abusive to her and both children. 

How would you respond? 



3. You receive a c a l 1  from the Night Duty worker 
advising you t h a t  Helen phoned ta Say she  was sick and could 
not look after the  children. When you phone Helen, she sounds 
obviously drunk. 

What do you do? 



4. When you visit t h e  following day, Helen is sober. She 

thanks you for your he lp  when she was s i c k ,  but says that she 
is okay now and can care for her  children without further 
assistance . 

How would you respond? 



5 .  Suppose instead t h a t  during the  visit Helen expresses 
concern and asks for help w i t h  her drinking problem and care 
of the children. 

How would you respond? 



6 .  You are about to leave the office for a 1:00 p . m .  
appointment to visit a Young, single Aboriginal mother a t  her 

home and you have also scheduled an interview at your office 
at  2 :3O w i t h  a newly assigned Aboriginal family who have 
requested placement of the ir  14 year old son who has been 

refusing to l i s t e n  to  his step-dad. 

You receive a cal1 f r o m  Helen's neighbor who tells you 

that for the past couple of hours she has heard children's 
cries from the home, and that when she went to check, the  
door was locked and no one answered her knocking. 

What would you do? 



Appendix 1 
Aboriainal Child Welfare Vianettes 

Sect ion III 

The fo l lowing  case vignettes involve Aboriginal 
chi ldren.  Please  read t h e  initial case description caref u l l y  
and answer t h e  question t h a t  follows. Then proceed to t h e  
next question. Please read only the information provided for 
each item when answering t h e  question. 

Case /1 

The Grade One teacher  from the local elementary school  
c a l l e d  the  intake worker i n  your agency to express  her 
concerns about B i l l y .  She noted B i l l y ' s  increas ing ly  poor 
hygiene, sleepiness, and apparent hunger. The teacher  c a l l e d  
today specifically to express her concern tha t  B i l l y  had not 
s tayed at  his parents ' home last night. 

1.  With regard to  the following interventions, how 
likely would you be to  respond in each of t h e s e  ways? 
Please circle one number on t h e  s c a l e  below each possible 
intervention.  If you feel you don% know how to r a t e  an i t e m ,  
you may w i s h  to circle "DK." 

a. no response 

extremely n e i t h e r  l i k e l y  not  at al1 
likely nor u n l i k e l y  l i k e l y  



b. return t h e  teacher's telephone cal1 

extremely neither l i k e l y  
l i k e l y  nor unlikely 

not at  al1 
likely 

c. v i s i t  the school t o  talk to teacher 

extremely neither l i k e l y  
l i k e l y  nor unlikely 

not at al1 

l i k e l y  

d. interview the  c h i l d  

extremely neither l i k e l y  
likely nor unlikely 

not a t  al1 
likely 

e.  interview the family 

extremely ne i ther  likely 
l i k e l y  nor unlikely 

not a t  al1 
likely 

2 .  Upon receiving further  information, you learn that 
Billy's family is under a great dea l  of stress. How likely 
would you be to i n t e m e n e  in each of these ways? 



a. monitor the situation 

extremely neither l ike ly  not at al1 
l i k e l y  nor unlikely l i k e l y  

b. place homemaking services in the home 

extremely neither likely not at al1 
likely nor unlikely l i k e l y  

c. in-home parent support/aides 

extremely 
l i k e l y  

d. arrange for 

extremely 
l ike ly  

e. apprehend & 

extremely 

l i k e l y  

neither l i k e l y  not a t  a l 1  
nor unl ikely  likely 

3 4 5 6 7 

B i l l y  to stay with relatives 

neither likely not a t  a l 1  
nor unl ikely  l ike ly  

3 4 5 6 7 DK 

place B i l l y  temporarily i n  a foster home 

neither l i k e l y  not a t  a l 1  
nor unl ikely  l i k e l y  

3 4 5 6 7 



3. Knwing only these facts about the case and based on 
your past experience, how likely would you be to make each 
of the following long range @ans for t h i s  family? 

a. resolve through intake/investigation 

extremely neither likely not at al1 
likely nor unlikely likely 

b. immediate/crisis intervention 

extremely neither likely not at al1 

likely nor unlikely likely 

c. short term support (i.e., < 6 months) 

extremely neither likely not at al1 

likely nor unlikely likely 

d. family support/treatment ( e ,  > 6 months) 

extremely neither likely not at al1 

likely nor unlikely likely 



e. long term ch i ld  welf are involvement 

extremely neither likely not a t  al1 

likely nor un l ike ly  likely 

Case #2 

A community member reported t h a t  her son's f r i end ,  
Steve, a 14  year o l d ,  has repeatedly appeared at  her home 
with bad bruises on h i s  face and arms. She decided to cal1 
your agency because she  saw bruises again t h i s  week and Steve 

seemed more withdrawn than usual .  She stated her b e l i e f  tha t  
Steve's father h i t s  him when he drinks and gets  very angry. 
Based on this report, you interviewed Steve at school. Steve 
s a i d  very little. H e  implied t h a t  h i s  bruises  were the result 
of f a l l i n g  off a bike.  When you expressed your concern about 
a history of bruises, he sa id  nothing. 

1 .  With regard to the fo l lowing interventions, how 
likely would you be to respond in each of these ways? P lease  
circle one number on the  scale below each possible 
intervention.  If you f e e l  you don't know how to rate an i t e m ,  
you may wish  to circle "DL" 

a, no response 

extremely n e i t h e r  likely not a t  al1 
likely nor u n l i k e l y  likely 



b. mnitor the case 

extremely neither likely not  at al1 
likely nor unlikely likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c, interview Steve's teachers & the referral source 

extremely neither likely not at al1 
l i k e l y  nor unlikely likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. interview Steve 's s ib l ings  a t  school 

extrernely neither likely 
likely nor u n l i k e l y  

e . i n t e r v i e w  Steve ' s parents 

extremely neither likely 
l i k e l y  nor unl ike ly  

2 ,  You receive  further information 
Steve's father has a history of alcohol 

not at al1 
likely 

not a t  a l 1  
likely 

that indicates that 
abuse, Joe, Steve's 

father, acknowledged that ha h i t  Steve when he lost his 
tempes after Steve disobeyed him. How likely would you be to 
intervene i n  each of t h e s e  ways? 



a. monitor t h e  situation 

extremely nei ther  l i k e l y  not at a l 1  
l i k e l y  nor un l ike ly  l i k e l y  

b. place homemaking services in the home 

extremely nei ther  l i k e l y  not at a l 1  
l ikely nor un l ike ly  l i k e l y  

c. in-home parent support/aides 

extrenaely ne i ther  likely not at a l 1  

l i k e l y  nor un l ike ly  l i k e l y  

dm arrange for Steve to s t a y  with relatives 

extremely neither l i k e l y  not at  al1 
l i k e l y  nor un l ike ly  l i k e l y  

e. apprehend & place  Steve temporarily i n  a foster home 

extremely ne i ther  likely not at al1 
l i k e l y  nor un l ike ly  l ike ly  



3.  Kn-g only these facts about t h e  case and based on 
your past experience, how l i k e l y  would you be to make each of 
the following long range plans for this family? 

a. resolve through intake/investigation 

extremely nei ther  likely not at  a l 1  

l i k e l y  nor unlikely l ike ly  

b. immediate/crisis intervention 

extremely neither likely not at  al1 
likely nor unlikely l ike ly  

c . short tenu support ( i , < 6 months ) 

extremely neither likely not at  a l 1  
likely nor  unlikely l ike ly  

d. family support/treatment ( L e . ,  > 6 months) 

extremely neither l i k e l y  not at al1 
likely nor unlikely likely 



e. long term c h i l d  welfare involvenient 

extremely neither l i k e l y  not a t  al1 

likely nor unl ikely  l i k e l y  

Case 43 

Donna called t h e  agency t o  r e p o r t  t h a t  he r  nine year  o l d  

niece, Shelley,  had disc losed sexual  abuse t o  her .  

Apparentïy, Shel ley  told Donna t h a t  h e r  f a t h e r  cornes i n t o  her  
room a t  n igh t  and touches h e r  private parts. Donna s t a t e d  her 

belief t h a t  h e r  sister, She l ley ' s  m t h e r ,  is unaware of t h e  

abuse. 

1. With regard t o  t h e  following in tervent ions ,  how 
l i k e l y  would you be to respond i n  e a c h  of these ways? Please 

circle one number on t h e  scale below each possible 
in te rven t ion .  If you f e e l  you don' t know how to r a t e  an item, 
you may w i s h  to circle "DK." 

a. in te rv iew Donna 

extremely neither l i k e l y  no t  at al1  
l i k e l y  nor unl ikely  l ike ly  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. interview Shelley's mother 

extremely ne i t he r  l i k e l y  not at al1 

l ikely nor unl ikely  l i k e l y  



c . intenriew Shelley ' s f ather 

extremely neither likely 
l i k e l y  nor unl ikely  

1 2 3 4 5 

d. interview Shel ley  

extremely neither l i k e l y  
l i k e l y  nor unl ikely  

I 2 3 4 5 

not at  al1 
l i k e l y  

not at a l 1  
likely 

o. interview other extended family members 

extremely neither likely not at a l 1  

l i k e l y  nor unl ikely  l i k e l y  

2 .  Af ter  a f u l l  invest igat ion,  you have reason to 

b e l i e v e  t h a t  Shel ley  was sexually abused by her father.  
S h e l l e y ' s  mother has indicated her des ire  to protect She l l ey  
from further  abuse. How l i k e l y  would you be to intervene i n  
each of t h e s e  ways? 

a. secure in-home parent support/aides 

extremely neither likely not at a l 1  

l i k e l y  nor unlikely l i k e l y  



b. contract with mother to prevent father's sexual 
contact with Shelley ( i .e . ,  entire family remains in the  
home) 

extremely nei ther  l ikely not  at al1 
l i k e l y  nor unlikely l ikely  

c.  contract  with mother to prevent father's access to 
Shelley ( L e . ,  his removal from home) 

extremely neither l i k e l y  not a t  al1 

l i k e l y  nor unlikely l i k e l y  

de arrange for She l ly  t o  stay wi th  relatives 

extremely ne i ther  l i k e l y  not at al1 

l i k e l y  nor unlikely likely 

e. apprehend & place  Shelley temporarily i n  a foster 
home 

extremely neither l i k e l y  not  at  al1 
l i k e l y  nor unlikely likely 

3.  Knowing only these facts about the case and based on 
your past experience, how l i k e l y  would you be to make each of 
the  following long range plans for  t h i s  family? 



a. resolve through intake/investigation 

extremely neither likely not at al1 

likely nor unlikely likely 

b. hmediate/crisis intervention 

extremely neither likely not at al1 
likely nor unlikely likely 

c. short term support ( e . ,  < 6 months) 

extremely n e i t h e r  l ike ly  not at  al1 
l ike ly  nor unlikely likely 

d.  family support/treatment (i.e., > 6 months) 

extremely neither likely not  at al1 
likely nor unlikely likely 

e. long term child welfare involvement 

extreniely neither l ikely not at al1 

likely nor unlikely likely 



Case # 4  

Your agency has had a three year history of involvement 
with Mary and her  family. She is a 23 year old single mother 
of four.  She has a seven year o l d  daughter, six year old son, 
four  year old daughter ,  and a one year o l d  son. Mary's 
extended family lives in a distant community. Due to her 

substance abuse problems, she was unable to provide f o r  he r  
children's needs. For approximately one year, the agency 
provided a family aide to support and promote her parenting 
skills. As her substance abuse problems p e r s i s t e d ,  the agency 

became concerned that the presence of t h e  aide was no+ 
s u f f i c i e n t  to insure t h e  w e l l - k i n g  of t h e  ch i l d r en .  Mary 

herself f e l t  unable to parent her children at that time and 

en te red  i n t o  a six-month voluntary placement agreement (VPA) 
w i t h  your agency. She planned to  devote he r  e f f o r t s  t o  
reso lv ing  he r  subs tance  abuse d i f f i c u l t i e s .  The children w e r e  
placed t oge the r  with a family i n  Mary's community. Following 
t h e  six-month VPA, Mary showed no s i gns  of recovery. The 
agency obtained a 12-month uncontested temporary order on al1 
t h e  ch i ld ren .  The order w i l l  expire in t w o  months. You become 
Mary's worker a t  t h i s  poin t .  

1. With regard  t o  t h e  following i n t e rven t i ons ,  how 
likely would you be to respond i n  each of t h e s e  ways? Please  
circle one number on t h e  scale below each possible 
in te rven t ion .  I f  you feel you don ' t  know how t o  rate an item, 
you may wish to circle "DK." 

a. in te rv iew Mary and assess he r  subs tance  abuse and he r  

social and family network 

extremel y ne i t he r  l i k e l y  n o t  a t  al1 
l i k e l y  nor unl ike ly  l i k e l y  



b. interview Mary ' s children 

extremely n e i t h e r  l ikely not  at al1 
l i k e l y  nor unlikely likely 

c. e x p l o r e  t h e  possibility of another  VPA 

ext remely  n e i t h e r  l i k e l y  n o t  a t  al1 
l i k e l y  nor unl ike ly  l ikely 

da begin planning f o r  an a d d i t i o n a l  temporary order 

ext remely  n e i t h e r  l i k e l y  n o t  at al1 

l i k e l y  nor u n l i k e l y  l i k e l y  

e. begin  p lanning  f o r  a permanent o r d e r  a p p l i c a t i o n  

ext remely  ne i t he r  l i k e l y  no t  at al1 

l i k e l y  nor u n l i k e l y  likely 

2. A f t e r  f u r t h e r  assessment,  you determine that Mary's 
subs tance  abuse  problem p e r s i s t s .  She does n o t  feel able t o  
care for t h e  c h i l d r o n  on her  own a t  t h i s  t h .  Mary informed 
you t h a t  t h e r e  is a p o s s i b i l i t y  of h e r  older sister and he r  
n i e c e  coming to l ive  with her .  Mary's c h i l d r e n  appear t o  have 
adjusted ta t h e i r  foster placement, al though t h e  t h r e e  o l d e r  
c h i l d r e n  have told you t h a t  t h e y  miss t h e i r  mother. How 



l ike ly  would you be to formulate each of these plans for  the 
family at t h i s  point? 

a. return al1 ch i ldren  to M a r y ,  with in tense  involvement 
on t h e  part of t h e  agency and her sister 

extreniely n e i t h e r  l i k e l y  not at  al1 
l i k e l y  nos unlikely l ikely 

b. a VPA with extended family placement 

extremely n e i t h e r  likely not at al1 
l ike ly  nor unl ikely  l i k e l y  

c. a VPA with non-familial  placement 

extremely n e i t h e r  likely n o t  at al1 
l i k e l y  n o r  u n l i k e l y  l i k e l y  

d. temporary order with extended family placement 

extremely n e i t h e r  l i k e l y  not a t  al1 
likely n o r  unlikely likely 



e. temporary order & continued non-familial placement 
with current foster family 

extremely neither l i k e l y  not at al1  
likely nor unlikely l i k e l y  

3. Knowing only t h e s e  facts about the  case and based on 
your pas t  experience, how l ike ly  would you be to make each of 
the following long range plans for t h i s  family? 

a. permanent order, non-familial adoption, no further 
contact with mother 

extremely neither likely not at al1 
likely nor unlikely likely 

b. permanent order, extended family adopt ionkare ,  one 
to two year agency support 

extremely ne i ther  likely not a t  al1 
likely nor unlikely likely 

c. temporary order & continued non-familial  placement 
with current foster family, long t e m  agency involvement 

extremely neither likely not at al1 
likely nor unlikely likely 



d. temporary order with extended f d l y  placement, long 
term agency involvement 

extremely neither l ikely not at al1 

likely nos unlikely likely 

e. children returned to Mary, w i t h  intense long term 

involvement on the part of the agency & extended family 

extremely neither likely not at al1 
likely nor unl ikely  l i k e l y  



Appendix J 
Face Sheet 

In order to facilitate a description of the group of workers 
who responded to t h i s  quest ionnaire ,  p lease  complete the 
following items. This i n f o r n i o n  will not be used to 
ident i fy  your responses. 

1. What is the  highest  level of education that  you completed? 
Please choose only one category. 

L e s s  than Grade Eight 
High School or equivalent 
College ( i . e . ,  2 y r s )  
University ( L e . ,  BSW) 

Post-Graduate (Le., MSW) 

Other (please expla in)  

2. HOW many years of experience do you have as a c h i l d  
welf are worker? 

( e .  number of years) 



3. W i t h  respect to yaur r e l i g i o n  and/or spirituality, how 
would you describe yourself? Please feel free to indicate 
more than one category. 

Traditional Aboriginal 
Spirituality 

Buddhist 

Christian 
Please s p e c i f y  denominational 

a f f i l i a t i o n  (e.g., Anglican, 
Catholic,United,etc.) 

Eindu 
Jewis h 

 MUS^^ 
Other 

4 .  Do you i d e n t i f y  yourself a s  an Aboriginal person? 

Y- 
no 

If you i d e n t i f y  yourself  a s  an Aboriginal person, please 
complete t h e  fol lowing f ive  questions. If n o t ,  please  proceed 
ta question #9. 



5.  To which of the  fo l lowing group(s) do you belong? 

Cree 

Dene 

Inuit 

M e t i s  
Mohawk 

O jibway 

Sioux 
ûther 

6 .  Are you a b l e  to speak the language of your ancestors? 

Yes 
no 

7 .  If you do speak the language o f  your ancestors, do you use 
your language in your work? 

Y- 
no 

8 .  With respect to your c h i l d  welfare practice, do you view 
yourse l f  as operating ph i losophica l ly  from a t r a d i t i o n a l  
Aboriginal or a mainstream perspect ive? Please  indicate your 
perspective by c i r c l i n g  one of the numbers on the s c a l e  
below? 

mainstream 

1 2 3 4 

t r a d i t i o n a l  
DK 



9. Are there any comments that you might l i k e  t o  make about 
the questionnaire, your own responses, or the topic in 

genetal? Your input would be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you for your time and effort in completing this 
questionnaire. 



na tu re  of Ab c h i l d  welfare probs: 
desc r ip t i on  & understanding: 

need long t i m e  t o  h e a l  
p rob l em~  are long-standing; 2 yea r s  not enough 
p l i g h t  of  Ab kids i n  care 
English as second l a q u a g e  and i s o l a t i o n  

i n t e r a c t i n g  with f o r e ign  systems : 
safety with in  t h e  A b  conmninity 
refugees in ou r  own country 
negat ive  s e l f  image of A b  people 
c o u r t  is a d v e r s a r i a l  & exacerbates negat ive  image 
r e spec t  demonstrated in u ~ e c o g n i z a b l e  way i n  court 

r e s i d e n t i a l  schools:  
cyc l e  C.W. i s s u e s  
lost oppor tuni ty  t o  l e a r n  parenting skills 
r e s i d e n t i a l  schools  & t h e  impact 

f r u s t r a t i o n s  wi th  nonAb agencies: 
no t  always n o t i f i e d  by n o m  agencies  t h a t  t hey  have 

c h i l d  i n  care 
non/- agency permanency planning starts a f t e r  6 mos 
nonAb d o n ' t  support  o r  f a c i l i t a t e  parental v i s i t s  
do not  t a k e  Ab workers and agencies s e r i o u s l y  

Ab workers p roper ly  t r a ined  for t h e i r  own context  

Ab agency p r a c t i c e s  : 
long term placement as opposed t o  adoption: 

foster rates pa id  t o  help t h e  ( e x t )  family afford 
the ca re  

response t o  p o l i c y  t o  s t op  payments t o  r e l a t i v e s  
f o s t e r  pa ren t s  pa id  t o  care; employaes of agency 

networks : 
maintain l i n k s  t o  t h e  conmiunity 
maintain ongoing contact  so c h i l d r e n  know t h e i r  

parents  
use of vpa & vsg t o  keep c h i l d r e n  i n  con tac t  with 

f amilies 
c r e a t i n g  networks wi th  biological & f o s t e r  parents  
c r e a t i v e  s o l u t i o n  - f o s t e r  r e l a t i v e  within another 

network 
* keep t h e  connection - from gene ra l  C.W. 

i n t e rven t ions  : 
use of grandparents  in c .W. 
women's shar ing  circle 
hea l ing  communities through community even t s  
t r a d i t i o n a l  s k i l l s  taught  i n  schools  
c r e a t i v e  use of  t h e  system 
vsg with case p lan  





* reciprocity among community - from general C.W. 
Elders : 

caring for Elders; d i f f  between A b  & n/Ab families 
personal s t o r y  - caring for e l d e r l y  parent 

f a m i l ?  gatherings : 
episodes r e l a t e d  to C.W. - personal & case 

s p i r i t u a l i t y  & medicine: 
regret about not learning about grandmother's bag 
defn of c u l t u r a l  vs. spir i tual  
community looking back toward s p i r i t u a l  history 

t r a d i t i o n a l  teaching : 
by doing 
by demonstrating - episode 
joking, teasing, demonstrating 
by example 
learning by observation 
learn by copying 
teaching =/ talking 

time: 
less important; affects school age children 
t r a d i t i o n a l l y  never worried about time , just got 

work done 
reserves  run casually with respect to t i m e  - x2 

women' s role: 
let  men have land c l a h ,  women have c h i l d  and 

family 



Time management. 

-be honest 
-open 
- rece ive  f eedback 

- t m ~ t ~ ~ r t h y  
-open minded 
-be honest 
-caring 

Treatment Provider 

gage [sic] amount of information de l i ve r ed  to s u i t e  
comprehension a b i l i t y .  

A s  a social w r k e r ,  1 w i l l  answer t h e  ques t ions  
from t h e  comun i ty  l e v e l ,  when 1 am doing 
i n t e rven t i on  . 
-funding is always an i s s u e  
-ava i l ab le  placements - f . p .  
-family openness - family is e n t i t l e d  t o  l e a s t  

possible i n t r u s i o n  ( r e s p e c t  for some sense of 
privacy ) 

The a b i l i t y  t o  i n v i t e  persons t o  t a k e  g r e a t e r  
i nd iv idua l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for ac t i ons  and choices.  
  amil lies have a r i g h t  t o  minimal i n t e r f e r e n c e  i n  
f amily f unctioning . 
Evaluat ing developmental level of c l i e n t  & 
a d j u s t i n g  approach accordingly.  One can not h o p  
t o  work i n  complete (v) cooperation and mutual 
agreement wi th  an i n f a n t .  
-f unding 
&est i n t e r e s t  of t h e  child. 
-cause t h e  family the least inconvenience, unless  
t h e  c h i l d  is i n  danger. 
- w i l l  pursuing charges of a one t h e  i n c i d e n t  cause 
more problems , r a t h e r  t han  help. 

assessment of c h i l d  s a f e t y  

searching for s t r eng ths  i n  t h e  f ami ly  system 

- con f iden t i a l i t y .  V e x y  important & hopeful ly  info 
is t r e a t e d  i n  a c o n f i d e n t i a l  manner most, i f  no t  
al1 of t h e  t h e .  



4 n v o l v i n q  al1 of the wplayersn t h a t  need t o  be 
involved. (e-g.) teachers,  police, support 
wurkers . 
-you a l s o  have t o  be aware t h a t  some in tervent ions  
are under mandated or i n v o l u n t ~  condit ions & some 
are voluntarv. 

Res is tan t  c l i e n t s  dong+ always a l l o w  f o r  mutually 
acceptable in te rac t ion .  They r a t i o n a l i z e  t h e i r  
r e s i s t ance  as d i f f e r i n g  cu l tu re  values. 

Explainhg the non-negotiable. 

RESPECT/EMPOWER = HOPE 

Working with your c l ien t / fami ly  by empowering them 
provides your c l i e n t  w i t h  choices ,  a sense of 
ownership i n  promoting change. 

Cl ien t  is shown physical ly  and emotionally t h a t  
worker not  only cares but reaches o u t  and provides 
psychic energy. 

- re la t ing  t o  t h e  commnity-at-large as a c l i e n t ,  
with t h e  goal  of re-claiming i t s  mandate for t h e  
well-being of its membership. 

Acceptance 

Se t t ing  goals  and object ives  w i t h  c l i e n t s .  



Working in a na t ive  community, and k i n g  t ra ined  by 
non-native. ~t give m e  t o  asses t w o  points of 
views. 1 work t o  focus on one vis ion,  t h a t  is t o  
help, p ro tec t  the chï ldren & their  fami l ies .  
Everyone that believes t h i s  should than  work 
toge ther  . 
Sorry it is Friday l l 

The question where good. 

not good timing Friday a t  4 : 00 pm. 

My comments - I've no au thor i ty  during V.P.A. 's 
apprehending. I'm a support worker 

1 look forward t o  seeing the r e s u l t s  of your study. 
Good luck i n  your work. 

-not Front Line Worker - my role i n  agency is 
Treatment Support Worker 
-posi t ion lies i n  off e r ing  Treatment Support 
Services that are re fe r red  by CFS Worker versus 
dea l ing  with r e f e r r a l s  £rom mandated pos i t i on  
-we are pa r t  of t h e  case plan t h a t  t h e  CFS Worker 
develops fo r  c l i e n t  
-however, #1 P r i o r i t y  always is checking on 
Refer ra l s  i f  c h i l d  is safe prior to r e f e r r i n g  c a l l s  
to local Worker/Supervisor 

I ' m  rushed & dis t rac ted .  I h o p  I answered t h e  
quest ionnaire a s  I intended. There might me 
mistakes. Keep t h a t  i n  e n d .  

My contact  & work with Aboriginal people has been 
very l imited.  



1 found it hard t o  answer t h e  questions wi th  
minimal f a c t s / i n f o .  I f  your looking f o r  an a t t i t u d e  
i n  dealing with Aboriginal  people  1 r e a l l y  d o n t  
t h i n k  t h i s  is t h e  r ou t e  - too genera l i  

The case scenarios were too brief for the decisions 
required.  Many of  t h e  i n t e rven t i ons  would depend 
on a detailed assessment - t h e r e f o r e ,  many of my 
answers were a "guess." This ques t ionna i re  seems 
set up to i d e n t i f y  a t t i t u d i n a l  bias & may be skewed 
because of  t h e  above - n o t  enough information t o  
make reasonable judgments. Requires us to make 
assumptions & g r e a t  leaps  i n  judgiisent. 

Vignet tes  had i n s u f f i c i e n t  info. on which t o  base 
decis ions .  

very hard t o  answer. LUnited information. Feel t h e  
# system can be i n t e r p r e t e d  d i f f e r e n t l y  t han  my 
i n t en t i ons .  Facts  missing t o  make appropr ia te  
assessment. See phys ica l  & s exua l  abuse more 
se r i ous  than  c h i l d  late for school .  

To l i t t l e  information t o  make dec i s ion  on - 
e s p e c i a l l y  around last  v igne t t e .  

The responses we could choose from was far t o  
limited i n  terms of what w e  do i n  t h i s  work. 

Iden t i fy ing  t h e  c l i e n t  as abo r ig ina l  was gene ra l l y  
i r r e l e v a n t  i n  t h e s e  examples. The impact of c l i e n t s  
being aborig.  on n'y involvement has more t o  do w i th  
m e  f ind ing  c u l t u r a l l y  r e l e v a n t  counsel l ing  
resources  rather than  dec i s i ons  around 
in tervent ion .  

As i n  al1 C.W. cases t h e r e  are no black/white 
responses or answers. We are highly  dependent on a 
myriad of s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  or inf luences  so t h a t  
it is o f t e n  d i f f i c u l t  to proceed i n  a planned, 
o rde r l y  fashion. People change - improve, regress & 
w e  have t o  be prepared t o  qu i ck ly  change our  p lans  
t o  accommodate t h i s .  

Time is t o o  s h o r t  - rushed. 

Many of our  responses are due to a v a i l a b i l i t y  of 
resources as opposed t o  t h e  %est plan." One - - 

example is - &ense home suppor t  vs temporary 
olacements. Often home support would be p r e f e r a b l e  
But is unavai lable .  Qg o f t ë n  family placements are 



preferable but t h e  problems c l i e n t  is facing are 
same as problems extended family is facing. 

Questions t o  general  ta  s i t i ia t ions .  Unable to 
answer question re: plcmt without knowing 
support/family network available t o  c l i e n t .  I n  
every scenario al1 aspects are explored. 

These questions were much more than ant ic ipated.  
There was not  enough info to make concrete 
decis ions  . Answers w i l l  be only assumptions . 
New employee ( 6  months), f o s t e r  care  CO-ordinator 
are considerat ions re: my responses. 

with the case loads s o c i a l  workers are carrying,  
d id  you expect sec t ion  2 t o  be completed by al1 o r  
any - 
V e r y  g m d ,  but very long 

Re: abuse intervention:  sec t ion  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  
answer as  in tervent ion options t h a t  a r e  nonnally 
used aren't at t h e  beginning of list of choices 
where they belong due t o  l e g a l  requirements, and 
they don ' t  appear l a t e r  either. 

The focus of quest ions i s  what t h e  worker would 
plan for family and t h i s  makes it impossible t o  
determine or consider family plans, cooperation, 
needs and pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  process. 

The way t h e  questioned is  put forward it sounds 
t h a t  workers w i l l  respond d i f f e ren t ly  to "Native" 
people they should be t r e a t e d  equally as Human 
beings & t h a t  are nat ive  (Respect) 

Workers need more t h e ,  resources. Unable to handle 
caseload without a f t e r  h r s  work. 

t h e  information provided i n  al1 of the  case 
scenarios was much too b r i e f  f o r  m e  t o  make sound 
decis ions  on course of ac t ion  t o  follow; t h e r e  are 
no quick, simple, easy answers t o  any of the se  
cases in terms of d i rec t ion .  Each s t e p  of 
assessment and ac t ion  is a major determinant i n  
what follows. Without proper assessment (based on 
the required information) case outcome planning is 
blind. 1 was tempted t o  circle "DK" much more 
of t en  than 1 did,  but f e l t  t h a t  t h a t  would n o t  be 
he lpfu l  to your research. Thus, i t s  important for 
you to know that i n  most places where 1 circled 
something o the r  than "DK," it was because I made a 



number of ( v a l i d l i n v a l i d )  assumptions around 
information that  was no t  ava i l ab le .  

NIi63 Well done. 

SE66 would be i n t e r e s t e d  i n  r e s u l t s .  Scenar ios  ve ry  
realistic. ~s newcomer t o  t h e  f i e l d ,  raised a 
number of questions about  permanency planning and 
a v a i l a b i l i t y  of services i n  remote areas. 

SE67 By going back to check my responses makes m e  look 
at the way 1 respond t o  things. This a l s o  g ive s  me 
a chance t o  improve/explore and think about t he  way 
1 do  things . 

SE74 The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  data should inc lude  
person(s) who are knonledgable of  n a t i v e  p r ac t i c e .  
The d i f  f e rences  i n  responses may r e f l e c t  t h e  
d i f f e r e n t  v a l u e  systems of conven t ion(a l )  ve r sus  
t r a d i t i o n a l  approaches. As a social worker for both 
a c i t y  agency & a n a t i v e  agency t h e r e  are d i v e r s e  
s o l u t i o n s  t o  how one approaches t h e i r  work. The 
s o l u t i o n s  are r e f l e c t i c e  of the b e l i e f  system of 
t h a t  cormnunity. Each community has their own way of 
address ing  social work p rac t i ce .  Aboriginal people 
are as diverse from one community t o  another  as are 
t h e  c i t y  agencies  to a na t i ve  agency. 

WR43 "Describe in your view t h e  p r a c t i c e  of c h i l d  welfare 
from a t r a d i t i o n a l  Aboriginal  perspect ive ."  

-e.g.: When a c h i l d ' s  pa r en t s  were unable t o  care for t h e  
c h i l d  due t o  i l l n e s s  & poor hea l th ,  t h e  grandparents or 
extended family members agreed t o  raise t h i s  c h i l d .  

-Today if t h e  c h i l d  i s  i n  care he/she is placed with Licensed 
Extended fami ly  Foster Home 

-If t h e  c h i l d  i s  placed i n  a non-Native home, Today al1 
agency Fos te r  Homes (Nat ive  and non-Native Homes  ) a t t e n d  
t r a i n i n g  s e s s ions  t o  meet n a t i v e  c h i l d r e n t s  needs. e.g.. 
exposed t o  t h e i r  history, fami ly  tree, language, ceremonies & 
Dances so as the c h i l d  & family are aware of t h e  way of 
l i v i n g  (Culture.) Today; Native people l ive  i n  two worlds 
Na t ive  & gen. soc ie ty .  Nat ive  Paren t s  are supported wi th  
services, parent ing ,  t r ea tment ,  etc. t o  h e l p  them get t h e i r  
c h i l d r e n  back & be respons ib le  t o  raise t h e i r  own ch i ld ren .  

- V i s i t s  are arranged f o r  c h i l d r e n  i n  care with t h e  Fos t e r  
Home & n a t u r a l  pa ren t s  - t o  keep i n  con tac t  & i n  touch 
because t h e  c h i l d r e n  in care are going t o  r e t u r n  home anyway 
when they  are 18 y r s .  of age,  

- W e  are s t r ong ly  a g a i n s t  adoptions.  
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