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Iransracial Adoption;
Families Identify Issues
and Needed Support Services

Maria Vidal de Haymes and Shitley Simon

The gap between the number of children of color in
care and the recruitment of minority foster and adop-
tive homes has triggered growing support for trans-
racial adoption, culminating in the Multi-Ethnic
Placement Act (MEPA) and the Interethnic Adoption
Provisions (IEP) legislation. Although MEPA and IEP
focus on eliminating barriers to transracial placements,
they do not address support for families that choose to
adopt transracially. A lack of professional literature
exists in this area. This study explores a number of
trans-racial placements and adoptions, with the goal of
identifying, from the perspective of the families inter-
viewed, potential services that would enhance such
placements and adoptions.
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A Culturally Responsive
Practice Model for Urban
Indian Child Welfare Services

Robert Mindell, Maria Vidal de Haymes,
and Dale Francisco

This article describes collaboration among a university,
a state child welfare agency, and a Native American
community organization to develop a culturally driven
practice model for urban, Native American child welfare.
The approach includes a strategy to build resources to
serve Native American clients, a training program for
child welfare and court personnel using a culturally re-
sponsive curriculum, and an advocacy program that
monitors for Indian Child Welfare Act compliance and
provides assistance to child welfare workers and the
cowrt. The discussion identifies challenges and oppor-
tunities in addressing the needs of urban Native
American communities. The article concludes with
principles for culturally responsive practice for urban
Native American child welfare practice.

Robert Mindell was Senior Public Service Adwministrator, Illinois Department of Chil-
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of Social Work, Loyola University; and [ale Francisco is Director, Native American
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Overrepresentation of Native American Children in the
Child Welfare System and the Indian Child Welfare Act

hen Congress enacted the Indian Child Welfare Act

(ICWA) in 1978, expectations were that it would usher

in an era of federally mandated good practice in pro-
viding child welfare services to Native American children and
families throughout the country. Congress passed ICWA after
years of strenuous advocacy by tribes and Native American child
welfare advocates, who presented a disturbing picture of social
work practices and government policies that resulted in the re-
moval of great numbers of Indian children from their families
and tribes and their adoption into non-Native families.

Prior to passing ICWA, Congress heard expert testimony
about the devastating effect of the loss of children to tribes over
generations (in many cases, threatening the cultural and political
survival of tribes) and on the lives of individual Native children
who grew up cut off from their cultures. In states with large Na-
tive American populations, as many as 35% of Native American
experienced out-of-home placement or adoption prior to 1978, a
rate much higher than that of any other ethnic or racial group
(House Report, 1978). In one state, 97.5% of Native children placed
for adoption were placed with non-Native families (House Re-
port, 1978). Congress also heard testimony on the difficult adjust-
ment of Native Americans raised outside their tribal culture, and
their profound sense of alienation from Native and non-Native
societies, of ethnic confusion, and of abandonment and loss
(ICWA, 1977).

At the heart of this widespread system of bad practice werea
lack of cultural responsiveness to Native American peopleand a
long legacy of misguided federal and state Native American
policy. In testifying before Congress, Calvin Isaac, Tribal Chief of
the Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, spoke directly to the
pervasive lack of cultural competency of non-Native child wel-

fare systems:

Qelled most states to rigorou
, lish culturally responsive programs.

Robert Mindell / Maria Vidal de Haymas / Dale Francisco 203

tCl)ma of t.he most serious failings of the present system is
hat Indian children are removed from the custody of thei

natural parents by non-tribal governmental authoriti .
who haye no basis for intelligently evaluating the ctﬂtwl:esl}
and :&soaal premises underlying Indian home life and chilz:i
rearing. Many of the individuals who decide the fate of
our children are at best ignorant of our cultural valu

and at worst contemptful of the Indian way and convin ei
that removal to a non-Indian household or institution <C:§n

only benefit an Indjan child ;
- (H.
pp- 191-192) (Hearings on S. 1214, 1978,

I . -
o ngz es;:flbhsl?ed minimum federal standards for child cus-
yI 1p eedings involving Native American children who a
emc'io ed or eligible for enrollment in a federally recognized tr';e
:gena’proce;llural baseline for public and private child weIf;n';e
cles on how Native child cases should b
e Lo oo Dative ¢ ses sho e handled. Inherent
pecific provisions that address cultur:
\ tural com-
g:;:x:f};v ;ﬁues,tmost notably, the provision requiring ql?ali?ig;i
ess testimony in state court i
of-home placement or terminati i sieipel
munation of parental righ
oo en P al rights can be or-
jurrizéiiclt?oizrgr;ilgulted ways; ICWA provisions that uphold tcl)lre
al courts, the right of tribes to int i
court proceedings and set pl o5, and the o
ot . placement preferences, and the i
sition of higher evidentia o Natoe oo,
ghe: ry standards for removi i i
dren may indirectly promote more cult oo

. . ural responsi i
practice. ICWA did not brin ponsiveness n
. g about a revolution in
petent practice in Native ution in culturally com-

child welfare cases, h
F . . : , however, and
Oﬁs;e?;s a;e still strugghng with basic compliance with ther?;}xsf:
ora sccai— tgrcase basis. A discussion of the limitations of [CWA
mengf;)?wi fescopedof this article, but the lack of specific enfc;rce
Sions and penalties within the statut i -
ous penalties for noncompli e i the Ao sert
pliance contained in th i

o 1t : In the Adoption

e Families Act or the Multi-Ethnic Placement Act) haé) not czlr':

sly comply with ICWA or to estab-
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Child Welfare and Urban Indian Communities:
The Illinois Context

Illinois’s Native American Population

The steadily increasing rates of urbanization and u?termarriaﬁﬁ
of Native American people since the federefl relo.canor; gmgo !
of the 1950s are significant factors in the d1s.cu-ssuon 0 Chielxcfl e 51‘
ing and maintaining cultural competence within statcf: o
fare programs. Based on the 2000 fedferal census, an esl:tmta;; )
of all Indians now live in off-reservatiqg, mostly urb?m se : Em .
In the 2000 Census in Illinois, Whld’f has no tribes wi s
borders, approximately 73,000 people claimed soT:ne c;e'agre'e ? e
tive ancestry, 42,000 declared themsglves Nat}ve- gascm&,ueau
31,000 declared themselves solely Native American f( d. . ureau
of the Census, 2000b). Approximately 136 of t%m 557 fe lera yo <
ognized tribes are represented within the Native American A;;n I;ri..
lation in Illinois. Although there has always b‘een a Na(;n{)e mert
can presence in Illinois, the Native An.lencan 1.an . aa? e
dissolved through treaty long ago. A major fo-rcemui;1 s -aavnzlg e
contemporary Native American comrmnunily 1n . mshiCh e
federal relocation program of the ”.l'95()sland 1960s, Tg‘gs) )
cago was one of five major relocation sm?s ({\.mdt, ’ t. -
The relocation program has had a sxgmf1f:ant effec onbers
nois’ Native American comrrfl.u(:ititi,u By ffle;rgzzugdlf\arfes (1}1;;:; e
eople from sites where federally :
?fgczs \fere available and placin? maimbv{rihetfoietl;h; ;f::df:;isﬁ
nment had any legal obliga o provid
;z;asg?;esegg;igs close by, ang because tribal afflllflﬂOﬂ t];S th:i
easily questioned and overlooked off the reservat;or:l,‘ czh -
lenges faced by indigenous people were Fompoun .e lszect -
ban setting. This situation has had' a 1astu}g, damaﬁutxig et on
the availability of appropriate social .SEI'VICQS for . a ;ie Amer
can families in Illinois. To date, Illinois has no Indian lan 3

court, or a tribal-state agreement. Furthermore, Illinois has only

i

i
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one specific health care agency in the entire state to serve the
Native American/Alaska Native population, and that one agency
has never received state funding or assistance for specific Native
health issues (Illinois HR 204, 1999),

The 2000 Census indicates that 31,006 individuals claiming
exclusive Native American ancestry reside in Illinois, and of these
individuals, 21,555, or 79%, reside in the Chicago metropolitan
area (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000a). On a national level, Chi-
cago also represents a significant population center for Native
Americans. Chicago has the eighth-largest concentration of Na-
tive Americans residing in 1.5, urban centers (U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 2002). The Chicago Native American community is tre-
mendously diverse. In Chicago, more than 100 of the 557 feder-
ally recognized tribes are represented (Wagner, 1998). The high
degree of tribal and racial diversity presents great difficulty to
non-Native child welfare practitioners in iden tifying Native chil-
dren (who may appear to be white, African American, or Latino),
in dealing with the myriad tribal cultures and governments out-
side the state, and even in recognizing and conceptualizing ur-
ban Indians as Indians. The problems that stem from the stereo-
typing of traditional, reservation-based Native Americans seem
simple compared with those that stem from the common inabil-
ity of non-Natives to recognize, conceptualize, and understand
multiracial urban Indians living in the same town as themselves.

Child Welfare Services in Illinois

The llinois child welfare system is often viewed locally as a mono-
lithic entity, but in reality, it is a complex system of interconnected
organizations: the Illinois Department of Children and Family
Services (DCFS), numerous private child welfare agencies across
the state (which care for 80% of children in substitute care), and
102 independent county juvenile courts. Within the larger courts
are semiautonomous legal offices, for example, the public de-
fender, the guardian ad litem, the state attorney, and judges’ of-
5 fices, which establish their own policies, procedures, and staff
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training. (In neighboring states that have cou1:1ty~be%s:3c.i Cc:llr:lﬂ(cil
welfare systems, an additional level of comPlemty ilxm ts. conty
welfare services are admﬁﬁsterecclitth;orlga 1:{23;1; g:l i;es oy
i hich may be required to fo '
:vgiirc‘:g,e;; t‘ﬁe absencg of strigt state enf.orc?ment, tend fgc; do ﬁllglﬂgg
their own way.) A simple axiom fits Illinois and p{olioa jt/' a child
welfare systems, each in its own way: The admlmsltra ive com-
plexity of systems presents a major obst?cle to deve Olim'lg tee
tive Native American child welfare services and cornp;( ym% s
JCWA. Administrative complexity, for instance, ma 1es 1Ctit10%
difficult to adequately train all chﬂfl Welfare and legatprgard >
ners in the same system toeven a muum:um con'u:nons'i 311 e
knowledge and practice in dealing with Native child w
Caseifter enactment of ICWA in 1978, Illinoi?. did }i.ttle to 11;1}31@
ment the new law, and DCFS did not esﬁabhsh written p(; 1c1isé
rules, and procedures to implement it unt11ciati§ I?aiii g:i e:hzeg e
i ernments within the state, an e. ‘
?iir;n;g;g?a‘;ion in Ilinois was triball)( and rgc'1a11y ch\crier's:e:a ;1:
ban, and not politically organized or highly V151b1e,. made 1I ij{
for all components of the child welfa-re system to 1gnoreDm.iI1
between 1978 and 1997 without any du:'ect consequ'em;fs. . mg.
this period, no sustained programmatic effortF existe : :10 1m11f3are
ment ICWA within DCFS. Most courts and private chil welfa §
agencies ignored it, and they removed and adopted o;liia s;%?;fw
cant number of Native children without-rggard to the fe der - m
It is worth noting that in a survey of tr‘ammg n'eeds cIc;n uc .
1997, more than half of public and private Chl.ld we arhe agWhg
workers had never heard of ICWA, anFi the ma})grzty of those
had heard of it had no knowledge of 1t.s provisions. .
One could describe this situation simply as neglect t;r 11119808
sitivity on the part of state and local government, btﬁl ' zis o
and 1990s were periods of crushing demaI'Id on the {1’1t Ca);e
tem as a whole, as tens of thousands of children came in fc; ¢ thé
The absence of effective advocacy from the community
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implementation of ICWA and Native American services also
played an important role in allowing Illinois child welfare insti-
tutions to ignore ICWA. During the 1980s, individual Native
Americans and one Native program in Chicago, St. Augustine’s
Center, tried to advocate for Native children and families and
were sometimes successful in individual cases, but they were
never able to exert enough pressure to bring about greater com-
pliance with the law.

In the absence of government initiative and compelling com-
munity advocacy in implementing ICWA, several notable factors
influenced delivery of Native American child welfare services in
Illinois. First is cultural insensitivity, often in the form of invis-
ibility. Although the races and ethnicities of other children enter-
ing care are usually noted, or at least noticed, serious problem
exists with identification of Native American children. Their sta-
tus as Native American is frequently overlooked or mistaken.
Often a child is identified by surname or color of skin. Given the
history of Native Americans, many have Spanish surnames and,
because of the urban (off-reserva tion) context, many people malke

interracial and intertribal marriages or are not registered with a
tribe. This misidentification results in interventions that are not
culturally responsive, nor are they in compliance ICWA.

Often, a child’s Native American identity is “discovered” some
time after a case has been opened and considerable planning and
movement have already occurred. The child may already have
been placed in a non-Native home and developed a relationship
with the family. Once the Native American identity of the child
becomes known, the case comes to a halt, as child welfare work-
ers and courts attempt to address the error, In Hlinois, this often
takes a long time, because caseworkers and court personnel gen-
erally are not knowledgeable about ICWA court procedures or
how to interact with tribes.

Another challenge lies in the lack of resources available to
urban Indians. In Illinois, the Native American Foster Parent As-
sociation (NAFPA) and St. Augustine’s Center in Chicago are the
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. . -
only organizations in the state proving services for.z;I}d :Eli\.;c;iz;d
ing in behalf of Native American children ancliufawrg:;;i1 zr; o
i i tem. The geographic ‘
with the child welfare sys . e of the
i t resources to intervene p
tribes and the lack of tribal cour ' ' osesert
bal reservation, gove
blems. In the absence of a tri : ;
O:ttsopro‘zed Native organization, tribal-state agreement, t{;lzal
anleggxzs Native state commission, ICV\';J} fogtz Ifgnv\é’?nsépsg;n g
i - tri i ices, federal Title IV~
units, or tribal social services,  cannot
i f government resources an
directly secured. Thelack of g : i
}tJ: fundm)é have also limited the development of Fonunznl\l}tyﬁfe
sources in the area, such as indigenous healers, ].ICEI'\SE. a e
American therapists, and other comrlrluiuty‘baseacisl‘izt;;eao;gn-
i is i in Ilinois. It also appe '
nizations. This is the case in e ot
i Native communities that are g '
eral problem in urban 2 geogmp
i . Very few resources ex :
ally distant from land bases ery few t e
(c::hﬂ}:l welfare east of the Mississippi River. Conse:jquen(ily,r]l::;w
western states are often overlooked, umfle'rfunde cand &
negligent in complying with ICWA provisions.

i i ity Collaboration in
State, University, and Community _ _
ﬁiinois to Provide Culturally Responsive Services

Collaborative Capacity Building

In 1996, after contact by a group of Native Americans in Ck:;c:gg
who wére in the process of becoming licensed foster paren )
organizing informally as a Native child welfare acll;rl(z{:acyl ;t;ar;; 11;:
inoi ned its attention to Native child we
the Illinois DCFS turned its a ativ elaxe &
bers had initially attemp
sues. The advocacy group mem e e eobing an
i isti i tive organizations in P
interest existing Chicago Na 52 8 n
active child welfare program combining advotcacy and direc
icient interest.
i uld not generate sufficient in
Vme:: ::;1:2 group rﬁembers became licensed foster 1:>arentts;L ar;ld
. em-
recruited a few others in the conmlumtyﬁhiy Bzgiitzctc; i;z fhem
selves as a force for change. As people who ha f

k)

i i are or
. % gubstitute care (several had been raised in foster ¢ ;

R
o

J
‘
R 8
4
i
]
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Native boarding schools) and with relocation, they understood
the issues of urban Native Americans. As licensed foster parents,
they began to see themselves (and felt they should be recognized)
as stakeholders in the Ilinois child welfare system and as having
more knowledge and understanding of that system than the sys-
tem had of the Native community.
In the initial meetings of the foster parent group and DCFS,
participants reviewed areas of community concern (lack of Na-
tive foster care, lack of knowledge by DCFS and private agency
staff about ICWA, and general noncompliance with ICWA) and
principles for future collaboration. It was important to the foster
parents that they be treated as equal partners and stakeholders
and, in future endeavors such as jointly developing appropriate
training for child welfare staff, that Native people be directly in-
volved in planning and delivering any training and that it not be
done in their behalf by the state. The foster parent group and
DCFS agreed to collaboratively develop training and linkage and
referral services for child welfare staff, recruitment of Native fos-
ter homes, and tribal enrollment services for Native children en-
tering or already in care. In spring 1997, the foster parent group
legally incorporated as NAFPA. They chose contracting with a
community organization for these services over developing re-
sources internal to DCFS. They chose this strategy because of its
community development features and benefits that could be de-
rived through the creation of anchor institutions in the comumunity.

Curriculum Development and Training

Researchers have surveyed Illinois’s public and private child wel-
fare workers several times in the past five years to assess their
knowledge of ICWA and its practice implications (Mindell, 1997:
Vidal de Haymes, 2000). These studies revealed that child wel-
fare workers had little knowledge of ICWA and knew even less
about its application. These findings, along with numerous prac-

tice anecdotes, clearly indicate a need for a comprehensive pro-
fessional training program.
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Tn October 1999, Loyola University Chicago SIc::)hoc‘i gfl iﬁ:}gi
Work received a three-year grant frorr’t the U.S. \ e(};evemp to
Health and Human Services’ Children's Bureaﬂti o e rola
e e e inois DCFS and NAFPA to
University collaborated wi :b e aining cur.

, execute, and evaluate a competency-bas
fi{:::rj:ionli to assist child welfare agency staff, court pe;sr?zgli,e Z:;g
social work students in acquiring _the cﬂ@al com;;amﬁes. eded
to work with urban, Native American chﬂdrerlll ag families, From
D Prcl CTS, exch brnging the particular exper-
Lovola, NAFPA, an 'FS, e . : N
tisger, resources, relationships, zfmd points 0{ view ::; :lh; ;zseamh”
In the initial stages of currlculuim deve olr;ime ci g
ers conducted phone interviexivs w1.t1.1 50 public :1;1: . ;35 tvate i @
welfare professionals to identify c‘rxt.ical con:len o oA,
their current knowledge and tramg nee s.t reg e ond
They designed the survey sampling sc'heme 0 u; tude a broed
representation of child welfare Professmnals, Zuc. 2 casewors
ers, superviéors, protective servxcfe;_m‘rolzkers, admin
als.
rBViggert;’rzgor;izz}: ?li;tzlclir;gdlggfaciﬁtated a serie's of focu's
ou : to idenlsify, from the perspective of Chicago Native Am:;ld
glrn glders community leaders, foster parents, advoca;:as; an
:Zults whc; had been in out-of-home care or adopttect ;'tvte: Serv);
felt child welfare professionals needed to know dowted :serve
their communities. In addition, the pa'frtner;;i conture °d a com
rehensive review of relevant professmna.l .tera and ofer
I%ative American-focused child welfare training xzaftszz ; s
i i fforts—interviews, !
mac?ﬁ?e%iﬁig gc\}rrir;:\t;es—ff:}:r;‘zg the basis for the initial curricu-
an

lum content development and organization.

ining cur-

Over the subsequent year, the partner.s d.raftedftra angt o

riculum and revised it numerous times with input ron} e
groups, community leaders, consultants, and experts 1t
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American child welfare. They field-tested and evaluated the train-
ing curricula for its effectiveness during a two-day evaluation
retreat with 40 child welfare professionals drawn from public and
private agencies as well as the courts. The evaluation activities
included a separate assessment of the curriculum materials and
organization by the trainers, who considered its merits and limita-
tions from their perspective. These evaluation activities informed
the final revision of the curriculum materials and training format.
Inits final version, the curriculum had four interrelated mod-
ules. The first module presents a historical review of the relation-
ship between the U.S. government and Native American tribes.
The second module provides an overview of Native American
cultural values and practices. The third focuses on ICWA, detail-
ing the specific provisions of the act and its proper implementa-
tion. The fourth module presents practice competencies for cul-
turally responsive, strengths-based social work practice with
urban Native American children and families. This module also
addresses numerous social and psychological issues that are spe-
cific to urban Native American communities.

All four modules provide a lengthy discussion with trainer’s
notes, a bibliography, handouts, several case vignettes, exercises,
and a pre/post knowledge test. In addition, the designers devel-
oped a presentation for each module. They enhanced both the
print and electronic curriculum materials with the original art-
work of several local Native American artists and graphic de-
signers commissioned specifically for this project. In addition,
support for curriculum model later expanded with the develop-
ment of a training video, a Web page, and several resource docu-
ments. These included an ICWA sourcebook for legal profession-
als, a parent handbook, a directory and resource guide of Native
American organizations and websites, an annotated bibliogra-
phy of relevant professional literature, and several other items.

These components provide a flexible, interactive, multimedia plat-
form for training, as well as a wa
Iaterial presented.

¥y to evaluate mastery of the
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Given the great training needs in Illinois, it was c:lear a stat:»
wide training program required a number of md1v1d11als .to' e
effectively implemented. In addition to deveic?pmg't%le t'rfzunmg1
materials, workers committed resources to t%*le 1(;‘?ent’1f§cat1c;n .’:1:.r1th
preparation of a cadre of trainers. They recrmtc'ad n?dzwduét ; wi
a history of leadership, advocacy, and service n the. d‘1c.z;go
Native American community. A.ithoug}‘\ each of 'these indivi uci
als brought extensive knowledge of Natr\{e American cultu.ﬁa an
history to the team, they possessed varied levels of fta‘rm arity
with ICWA and the field of child welfare, as well as little or no
formal training as trainers. The partners gave thema fo'rmal course

for the preparation of trainers offered b}'r I?CFS to f:t?rtlf}tfh trallél\%z
Loyola University conducted further training §pec1fxc- to the >
curriculum. In addition, project trainers paired with seasone f
trainers from the Division of Training and Staff Development o

DCIé)Sxilce reviewed and adopted by DCF5, tht.e trainer:? Wldily
offered the curriculum across the state in.a series of trammgd dc;~
rums using the project and DCES team trainer approacicxl. E a r:
tion, Loyola University School of Social w?rk adopte f e ;:1:1 )
riculum as a graduate course. The curnc.uh'lm was furthe

disseminated through community forums, dlStI‘.IbuthH o.f man};—
als and the ICWA source book for legal professionals to juvenile
court offices, and the project Web page.

Indian Child Welfare Advocacy

The Native American Advocacy Program (NAAP) was an alte1:-
native to creating a foster care program by NAFPA. The organi-
zation had intended to develop Native American foster care in
Tllinois as a licensed, accredited program that would. at lfitl gro-—
vide culturally competent substitute care for all Sataye c lfeg
in Illinois who needed it. For two years, the org'amzatmr} vgor e !
toward this goal with consultation from the Child Welfare Leagu

of America.
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As it reviewed the operation of other foster care programs,
including Native programs in other states, and considering the
needs of communities statewide, in 1999, NAFPA decided that it
would not proceed with a foster care model for a number of rea-
sons. Because of licensing regulations, it would not be able to use
foster parents who were in board, advisory board, or staff posi-
tions. It was a new organization, with only a few years of operat-
ing experience, and without cash reserves or an efficient
fundraising program; its members collectively had years of com-
munity experience, but no clinical experience or training. Al-
though it had Native homes to offer, NAFPA did not feel it could
necessarily do a better job of managing foster care than other pro-
grams. To be effective, it would have to serve all the Native chil-
dren already in care, most of whom were already in placement
with other agencies, some in non-Native homes where they had
been placed for some time. Moving them to a new agency could
be unnecessarily disruptive for them. Perhaps most important,
NAFPA came to believe that, as a foster care provider, it would
then become too much a part of the foster care establishment and
might take a vested interest in maintaining children in care, be-
coming in the process, a creature of the state. NAFPA wanted to
assist DCFS with ICWA compliance and provide direct services
that did not weaken or compromise its advocacy position in the
comumunity,

NAAP" was a program that could be implemented immedi-
ately to improve existing services and ensure ICWA compliance
for every child, no matter where they were in the system. Trained
bachelor’s level advocates (there was a provision to hire
nondegreed advocates willing to accept a scholarship and return
to school) would be hired from the community, intensively trained
as child welfare specialists, and clinically supervised by a licensed
clinical social worker (LCSW). They would be assigned to exist-

* Joanne Smith, LCSW, designed and implemented the Native American Advocacy
Frogram. She proposed the concept of a licensed, clinically supervised Native child

and family advocacy program, and she directed the program from July 2000 to June
2001.
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supports through a child and family team. This process incorpo-
rated informal supports, such as extended families, friends, el-
ders, culture, and spirituality in a healing process.
The advocates were supervised by an LCSW and were exten-
sively trained on ICWA, child welfare case planning and man-
agement, and DCFS and juvenile court procedure. The model al-
lowed for the hiring of advocates who already had a four-year
degree and those who had less formal education but had com-
munity experience and cultural knowledge. Given the lack of
formally trained Native American social workers in Chicago and,
more generally, in the field of child welfare, NAAP encouraged
all advocates to make use of a state-funded Native American child
welfare scholarship program to return to school for formal social
work education. The goal was to provide more clinically trained

Native people as resources for the community and the state child
welfare systern.

Discussion

As the initiatives to create culturali
vices went forward into the
nois, guiding principles eme
principles were applicable t
and served to unify them.

y responsive and effective ser-
Native American community in Illi-
rged at every stage of the work, These
0 all three programmatic components
The key principles were:
Accessibility/FIexibility. Training and resources for staff
should be designed comprehensively to be accessible from
all components of the child welfare system, including the
courts, and all geographic areas of the state, including re-
mote field offices, to provide a common practice reference
for all individuals working in the system.
Community Empowerment and Participation.
nity advocates and organizations should not mere
sulted in the development of initiatives, but
full and equal stakeholders at every stage.

Commu-
ly be con-
engaged as
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« Recognition of Urban Indian Culture and History. The
unique characteristics and conditions of the urban Indian
experience must be recognized and addressed in develop-
ing initiatives with Native Americans residing off reserva-
tions.

e Bridge the Gap Between Legal and Social Work Practice
in Indian Child Welfare. Efforts should be made to create
common training and resources that coordinate and ben-
ofit both halves of the child welfare system.

« Use the Benefits of University, Community, and Child
Welfare System Partnerships. Unique and long-lasting
benefits can be derived and institutionalized by including
universities in the dyad of child welfare-community part-
nerships. The three types of organizations offer unique
points of view, expertise, resources, and relationships in
collaborative efforts.
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