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Preamble

This Project Position Paper submitted by the Provincial Project Committee on Enhancing Positive Worker Interventions With Children and their Families in Protection Services:  Best Practices and Required Skills had been sent out to the field as a Consultation Draft in order to elicit additional feedback as to how it may be best utilized by individual agencies, the field and by the provincial government as well.   At a meeting held on August 17, 2005, certain feedback was recorded.  Subsequent to that other suggestions have been received.  The Phase II committee discussed a number of specific comments from the field and they are outlined below and where necessary revised the present content or incorporate new aspects into the final Position Paper produced as an outcome of Phase II.  Needless to say there was a multitude of positive feedback which far outstripped the other, but the strength of any works lies in its response to the ‘tough’ questions or from those professionals, also committed to the field, who pose important problems and make us think things through. 

Positive responses have been overwhelming and the majority of child welfare professionals who commented on the Position Paper endorse the direction.  They see it as vital to Transformation and to our profession.  However, as a Phase II committee we can also learn from some of these more questioning comments that are outlined below and make appropriate revisions as required.  Those that were included and simply left as reflections provide alternative opinions to the collaboration that we are attempting to define.   The inclusion of all such material strengthens the collaborative process, which has been followed in this project.  The Project has attempted to be inclusive and as such it has retained an openness to new ideas in order to provoke thoughtful reflection and a development process, which has not been restricted by preconceived ideas. They are outlined under the following headings. 

Comments on the Role of Community 

Comments on the need to translate theory into practice
Comments on improving on the use of language 

Comments on the need to amend the CFSA Legislation in order to enhance collaboration 

Comments on the absence of the word ‘Protection’

Comments on the reference to “Solution Focused” therapy.

Comments on the need to produce a work plan from the Project Paper’s Recommendations
Suggestion as to whether or not the Project Committee liaises with the OACAS Transformation Lead Hands

Suggestion to Hold an Educational Conference

Suggestion to Place the Paper on the OACAS website

Comments on The Development of a Worker/Supervisor Handbook

Comments on the Need to Ensure Appropriate Training of CAS Front line workers around the Core Values of Collaboration 
Comments on The Hiring and Professional Training for CAS Front line Workers

Comments on Reconciliation and Aboriginal Issues

Comments on the Role of Foster Parents

Comments on the Outcome Section of the Collaboration Project Paper

Comments on “The Need for an Increased Acceptance of Feminist Practice Within Child Welfare”

Comments on the Role of Community

One person wrote that…

“As a result of the continued trend of problems facing Child Welfare in delivering service to protect children and support their families, we would agree that child Welfare should be a collective responsibility of the whole community with the CASs playing the leading role of coordinating activities with all the relevant sectors and resources to ensure that children are better protected.  This collective action will facilitate and enhance the business of the Child Welfare agencies and break the myth that CAS is the only agency responsible for protecting children. 
It will also help us to tap the various strengths that can be found in our diversity (i.e. different cultures, races etc. to address issues of child safety and wellbeing at a lower cost).   In addition, those from the diverse cultures will begin to build trust in the mainstream institutions that are mandated to protect and support children and their families.  This will result from the ongoing working relationships or collaboration that we establish with the families, communities and the ethnic agencies.”  

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on the need to translate theory into practice

Comments in this area included the following;
“It appears that at the theoretical or analytical level all the basis or a significant part has been covered in this paper.  What is left to be done is the goals or the objectives of this model to be accomplished is the practical application of the model that will translate theory into action to enhance our practice in collaborating with the clients and the community.  This is what the various CASs and the collaborating agencies need to focus on to bring about solutions that may be unique to their various local areas as well maintaining some degree of consistency in the way child welfare is practiced across the province.  Even though some suggestions have been offered, this work should be taken as a work in progress.  In this regard, there should be some mediums through which ongoing dialogue will be maintained to assess how consistently the model is being applied across the province.  In addition, it will be an opportunity for others to share the creative ways that the model has been adapted to meet their local needs.  This will serve as a good learning opportunity for all as in this process we can learn from each other. “ 
	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on improving on the use of language

Another wrote that..

There is no disagreement with any of the points raised in this paper.  The suggestion here is to enhance our collaborative effort with the use of language or the way we communicate.
· Reference, Page 12 – continuation of the Executive Summary  “…Indeed, if parents are unwilling or unable to collaborate (as many are), workers must swiftly and unilaterally act to protect children.  If abuse is so serious that collaboration is contraindicated, or if parents reject the opportunity to engage in a collaborative process, the worker must use intrusive strategies”.

It seems that this statement is prejudging the situation (as many are), when we have not even implemented this model to find out how things are going to be different.  We must also assume that sometimes it is the way and manner that some workers relate to the clients that create different perspectives between the workers and the clients.  Workers are likely to continue to hang on to their use of authority in dealing with clients with the use of this authoritative language. We could say the same thing in a different language, for instance: “if parents are unwilling or unable to collaborate,  if parents reject the opportunity to engage in a collaborative process, or if abuse is so serious that collaboration is contraindicated, then workers must take the necessary action to protect the child.” 

Our efforts to collaborate should be reflected in the language we use to communicate.

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on the need to amend the CFSA Legislation in order to enhance collaboration

One agency wrote “It is true that the agency culture usually determines the relationship between the supervisor and the worker and how the worker is going to relate to the client.  This model has been recommended to influence agency’s culture in creating an atmosphere that would enhance collaboration between the worker, the client and the community.  However, it should be emphasized that without corresponding amendments to the CFSA, this change cannot be realized, as there would not be any legal backing to the changes (for example, the kinship care and eligibility spectrum).

For the objectives of this collaborative model to be realized, the legislators must seek extensive input from those in the field and other professionals and institutions influencing the field to bring about the needed legislative changes for the implementation of the model.”

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on the absence of the word ‘Protection’

On respondent wrote that he was struck by the absence of the word "Protection".  Appreciated the visual depiction of the pendulum swing and certainly agree with it. Wondered if there was any thought to entitling the approach 'A More Collaborative Child Protection Model..." In my view this would reflect more where we came from , i.e. last 5 years and Child Welfare Reform and where we want to go, i.e. emphasis on relationship and collaboration.   (Concern is that…)

· Do  not want to see us inadvertently create another pendulum shift in practice by leaving out the emphasis on protection.

· Feels we need to translate all the good practice references into good Protection" practice so as to distinguish ourselves from many other service agencies who serve our client population and who could similarly embrace much of the content in the paper.

For e.g., in regard to one of the themes listed on page. 6 of the slide presentation at the LD’s conference was " relationship".  I think all of us in the field know what we are talking about by putting it on the list. However, I think it needs to be made explicit that… for instance, we encourage relationship building for a reason, not just for its own sake. The reason being that it sets the stage for a worker to address the protection concerns. All of our intervention needs to be purposeful including the development of relationship. 

· We need to be clear with staff how relationship enhances our ability to protect children.

Seems to me, over the years that child welfare practice is subject to the pressures of government policy and, of course Ministry directions and emphases and of course by emerging social work knowledge and approaches. What would be good to see is an attempt to develop a body of Protection social work practice that withstands the periodic shifts?
	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on the reference to “Solution Focused” therapy.

A respondent wrote, that there was also reference to "Solution Focused" therapy. While there are some good techniques available to set goals, and engage clients in problem solving, it does not go deep enough into patterns of behavior and history. I experienced here, a tendency by workers to get caught up with the present and not pay enough attention to history.

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on the need to produce a work plan from the Project Paper’s Recommendations
“The biggest challenge to this collaborative effort will be funding, particularly for the ethno-specific agencies.  This will call for advocacy for social justice, which has the potential placing the CASs in a conflict position with the Ministry or the government who is our major funding source.  We should advocate with the Ministry to ensure adequate funding support for ethno specific and other community agencies who are our potential partners.”

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on the need to produce a work plan from the Project Paper’s Recommendations

It was recommended that the Project Manager ‘pull all recommendations out of the paper and circulate as a work plan.  Once they had been drawn out they would then also be put into a separate piece.
	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Suggestion as to whether or not the Project Committee liaises with the OACAS Transformation Lead Hands

A question was raised as to whether a representative of our committee should be part of the Transformation’ lead hands’ group.  

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Suggestion to Hold an Educational Conference

A project member wondered whether we should participate in a conference on ‘collaboration’, similar to Laurier’s partnerships. 

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Suggestion to Place the Paper on the OACAS website

Should the Position Paper be placed on OACAS public and members websites?

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on The Development of a Worker/Supervisor Handbook

Several CAS Directors suggested that we partialize some of the clinical information and make the product more ‘worker’ specific. 

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on the Need to Ensure Appropriate Training of CAS Front line workers around the Core Values of Collaboration 
“Our agency believes that this model will assist to improve collaboration with children, their families, and their communities if we make genuine effort to implement it.  This will require training workers around the core values of respect, humility etc., which have already been emphasized in the project paper.”
	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on The Hiring and Professional Training for CAS Front line Workers

One respondent wrote "I have been consistently critical of those parts of our system which have abandoned their commitment to professional social work intervention largely by recruiting untrained people to work in the system. In some agencies, there are no longer many social workers left in any aspect of agency work and in many others, the emphasis on credentialism has been totally abandoned and replaced by functional classification routines. In some cases, management staff are not qualified at the Master's level and certainly are not multi-disciplined. The concept of re­engaging the client is probably necessary but is a strong reflection on choices, which the field has made about who can do this work. The goals which you are trying to achieve are intrinsic to this sector but the planning of necessary new approaches involves more than training and re­training and indeed, speaks about the culture which we have created over the past ten years."

In order to do this kind of work, the agencies must be professionally staffed. ... This approach has aided efforts to implement collaboration and to install it at every level of the organization. It is not my right or purpose to be critical of anything else but once again, I know that in some agencies, expectations of the agency have outgrown the real capacity of the staff because of agency decisions. Those agencies will experience difficulty introducing the changes of the present day. There are of course other approaches than simply increasing our reliance on highly academically trained and qualified staff. We view foster parents as one of the primary vehicles into the community. This community is by definition collaborative and hopefully over time, more accessible than has been the case in the past. This community is, however, taught and influenced by the in-house professional staff and the work can either be easily aided or thwarted by the aptitude and attitudes of staff. 

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on Reconciliation and Aboriginal Issues

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on a French Translation of the Main Paper or other versions such as the ‘Worker Handbook”

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on the Role of Foster Parents

One person who responded to our request for feedback indicated "There are of course other approaches than simply increasing our reliance on highly academically trained and qualified staff. We view foster parents as one of the primary vehicles into the community. This community is by definition collaborative and hopefully over time, more accessible than has been the case in the past. This community is, however, taught and influenced by the in-house professional staff and the work can either be easily aided or thwarted by the aptitude and attitudes of staff. It is for example interesting for me to observe that the relationship between child and social worker is considered to be of extreme value and indeed used as an indicator of the value of the agency's work. To me, it is the relationship between foster parent and child client, which is of the most significance, and that is the relationship, which we nurture as an organization.  This approach dramatically alters the way we resource foster parents and the methods that we use to select foster parents."

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):




Comments on the Outcome Section of the Collaboration Project Paper

Bruce Leslie, a Quality Assurance Manager from The Catholic CAS of Toronto, and a recognized expert in the field in Ontario, was asked by myself to review with some scrutiny, the Outcomes section of the Project Paper.  I had added to the original work and I was not sure that I was accurate in some of my statements.  This is to ensure that it the final product in this new area of measuring and developing outcomes could be valuable to and be adopted by the Quality Assurance Committee of the OACAS and its Subcommittee on Outcomes at a later time in Phase II.  

He suggested the following revisions, which could be added, and form part of the final draft in July 2006 or in a separate version of the paper dedicated to developing agency culture. This section on outcomes could also be a stand-alone paper, which could be provided to the Q.A. committee for inclusion in their efforts to have Q.A. developed in all agencies across the province.  What we want as a committee, I suggest, is to have measures of collaboration included in agency outcomes.   

· 4th paragraph beginning Within.... *  "act on the direction of the secretariat"...not quite sure of your intent with this wording...the subcommittee is commissioned by the OACAS QA group to develop the outcomes perspective as highlighted in the QA Framework.

· Same paragraph..."develop specific outcome measures” the paper will highlight outcome measures from a systemic (National Outcomes Matrix - safety well being and permanence) and program perspective. Examples will be given and the outcome indicators of the MYRBP will be referenced. The outcome measures can then be used by agencies to develop performance indicators/standards.

· Second page under the diagram.... second line...spelling...I think it should be Actuarial-Based not Accrual-based.

· Third page..."this model illustrates the dependency of outputs and administrative components over outcomes" Not sure about this statement...whether there is a word missing...dependence over? 

· Third page... second paragraph...second line. . ‘agencies to use this tool’....what tool?  The framework?

· Fourth page third paragraph...The Outcomes committee is continuing its work of developing an outcomes framework in child welfare...the work is broader than developing specific outcomes...

· Also somewhere in this page...maybe added to the second page when describing the connections between collaboration and outcomes...the perspective of near, short term and intermediate outcomes could be highlighted.....the achievement of the ultimate outcomes is dependent on the achievement of a variety of interim steps - one of the most important is collaboration.

· Somewhere we might want to decide whether Collaboration is to be seen as an activity/process or outcome or all three?

· ...."a good relationship is the biggest indicator of positive change in clients"   This language seems to situate Collaboration as a mediator in achieving desired outcomes. (Just a word about using the term’ outcomes' without the descriptor 'positive/desired', outcomes can be positive or negative. The focus of the Collaboration initiative is on the development of positive outcomes, not just outcomes.)

· The thrust of the outcomes movement relates to measurement and especially measurement at the aggregate level and a quality improvement direction related to client change more than outputs and activities.

· Page 5...in the States the CFSR is mostly outcome indicators...this is a distinction that is present in the systemic outcome models, represented in Canada by the National Outcome Matrix. Mostly organizational data is used to reflect/indicate client changes. Permanence as shown by a long time in a placement is not the same thing as a child saying, "I feel like I have a home here." In the Outcomes framework we are developing we are trying to bring the two perspectives together but highlighting the differences inherent in the two measurement processes.

· There appears to be a conceptual leap from page 6 to page 7. It was not clear to me the connection.

· Page 10.... The Portland article provides indicators of collaboration and the researchers have developed a measure.

· Page 12...in the box for Outcomes...I would suggest changing the wording from 'what they receive as a result' to something like 'changes in children, families and communities.' The understanding of the causes requires further study .  The use of the term "receive" does not reflect interaction and collaboration.

· Page 12...Performance measures can be outcome based as well as output and activity based...

· Page 13..The language seems to change from an emphasis on 'outcomes' to 'outputs'??  The four-quadrant model seems to be different from earlier models in its use of terms - outcomes are quality outputs?

	Response:



	Action Taken (if necessary):  All Changes were made to the existing document, which was then submitted to the Quality Assurance Committee and its Outcomes Subcommittee for possible use and reference in the development of both outcome and performance measures for collaboration.  




Comments on “The Need for an Increased Acceptance of Feminist Practice Within Child Welfare”

A Manager in a child welfare agency responded to the feminist portion of the Collaboration Paper.  She prefaced her response with the following.

“I am satisfied to have this rebuttal reviewed and able to tolerate any dissent arising.  I am not interested in forcing any agreement but what I would hope to see happen is that people who strongly disagree would do so only after reading both sides.   As Katie Roiphe said in her book, The morning After – Sex, Fear and Feminism 

“ If feminism is going to be able to be a vital movement, then it is going to have to be able to sustain critique, not just critiques that are inherently non threatening like “we should be allowed to wear lipstick” but critiques that are unsettling, critiques that shake us.  By definition true dissent is disturbing, uncomfortable – it is precisely what we don’t want to hear – but without it we can never get to a place where our exchange of insults becomes an exchange of ideas”.

The paper on collaboration indicated, “Feminist practice is compatible with child welfare work.  This compatibility accounts for why feminism is a primary approach that is taught and reinforced in all major schools of social work today and been for at least the last ten years.  In order for child welfare social work to be recommended as a positive career choice for many of the graduates of these schools, it must embrace feminist philosophy in a consistent and positive manner.”  
I challenge current perceptions that feminist practice is compatible with child welfare work.  I believe that feminism, in order to be viable in our work to keep children safe, needs to consider the reality that a significant degree of domestic violence, child abuse and the oppression of women is indeed committed by women regardless of the root causes.  Perhaps the literature exists but I have yet to discover it.  I refer to the research that I know and it indicates that we share responsibility for the three social problems listed above.  

Our culture is in denial of women’s innate capacity for aggression.  We deny that women batter their husbands.  We forget that the statistics prove that children in North America are abused mostly by women. (Murray Straus, Richard J. Gelles, and S.K. Steinmetz, Behind Closed Doors: Violence in the American Family (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1980) which states that mothers had a 62 percent greater rate of physical child abuse than fathers.  Mothers beat their children nearly twice as often as fathers do, and fathers are less likely than mothers to throw objects at, slap, spank, or hit their children with objects.   Leslie Margolin, (“Child Abuse by Mothers’ Boyfriends:  Why the Overrepresentation?” ; Child Abuse & Neglect 16, (1992), 451-551) notes that the majority of physical abusers are women.  Also the 1997 Summary Data Component by the US Department of Health and Human Services on the investigation of two million reports for the maltreatment of approximately three million children reveal that 80% of the perpetrators were younger than 40 and 62% were female and that female perpetrators were associated with 74% of neglect victims and 82% of medical neglect victims, whereas male perpetrators were associated with 74% of sexual abuse victims.  

Males and females were each associated with roughly half of physical and psychological abuse victims.  (Michelle D. DiLauro, Psychosocial Factors Associated with Types of Child Maltreatment   Child Welfare: Vol. LXXXIII #1, January/February 2004). 

This same perpetrator sex ratio was also corroborated in the recently published findings of the Ontario Incidence Study of Child Abuse and Neglect 2003 where the study found that biological mothers account for 51% of all types of substantiated abuse and neglect against their children and that biological fathers account for 50% of the substantiated abuse and neglect of their children.   While the study finds that 74% of biological fathers are involved in substantiated investigations related to children exposed to domestic violence, while mothers represent 22%, the study clarifies that “child welfare investigations focus primarily on the question of the parent’s ability to protect a child from exposure to the violence rather than identifying the perpetrator of the violence”.  (pg.66).   We also ignore the 200 percent increase in crime by women during a period in which most crime statistics are dropping.  "As the number of female offenders in all areas of correctional supervision increases at a dramatic rate, it is important for practitioners and policymakers to develop an understanding of the specific issues and concerns related to female offenders." (Female Offenders in the Community: An Analysis of Innovative Strategies and Programs, National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1992)

Instead, we transform female violence into victim hood by citing PMS, battered wife syndrome, postpartum depression as the sources of women’s actions. 

Judith Shevrin, a clinical psychologist stated  “Why are we as a culture, loath to expose the responsibility of women in domestic abuse?” ( from “Women Are Responsible, Too,” Judith Shevrin and James Sniechowski, Los Angeles Times, July 1, 1994)   

Studies also have found child abuse to be more prevalent in families that experience spouse abuse (Browne, K.D. & Hamilton, C.E. 1999, Police recognition of the links between spouse abuse and child abuse.  Child Maltreatment, 4, 136-147.); (Finklehor, 1983: Kantor & Jasinski, 1998; Pianta, Egeland, & Erikson, 1989; Shipman, Robbie Rossman, & West, 1999).  The severity of spouse abuse appears predictive of the severity of child maltreatment. (Shepard & Raschick, 1999).  A nationwide study by Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz 1980 and already cited, found that the highest rates of child abuse occurred in families in which domestic violence was most frequent.  In addition, 77 % of the children from violent families had been abused at some time.

Additionally the news coming out of North America’s gay community that violence against women in personal relationships occurs with a frequency approaching violence in heterosexual relationships-with the smaller, more conventionally feminine partner often being the one who strikes. (Claire Renzetti, Violent Betrayal: Partner Abuse in Lesbian Relationships (Newberry Park, Calif.: Sage Publications 1992); Nancy Hammond, “Lesbian Victims of Relationship Violence.” Women and Therapy 8 (1989), 89-105; M.J. Bologna, C.K. Waterman, and L.J. Dawson, “Violence in Gay Male and Lesbian Relationships: Implications for Practitioners and Policy Makers,” paper presented at the Third National Conference of Family Violence Researchers, Durham, N.H., 1987.  The authors found that 18% of gay men and 40% of lesbians admitted to being victims of aggression in their current relationship.  Gwat-Yong Lie and S. Gentlewarrior, “Intimate Violence in Lesbian Relationships: Discussion of Survey Findings and Practice Implications.”  Journal of Social Service Research 15 (1991), 41-59  In their 1990 survey of 1.099 lesbians, Lie and Gentlewarrior found that 52% had been victims of aggression by their partners.   G.Y.Lie et al., “Lesbians in Currently Aggressive Relationships: How Frequently Do They Report Aggressive Past Relationships?” Violence and Victims 6:2 (1991).

The majority of couples embroiled in intimate power struggles engage in a spectrum of violent acts (in which about 4 percent of women are severely injured), which women are statistically as likely as men to initiate: the slaps across the face, the glass suddenly hurled, the bite, the fierce pinch, the waved gun, the kick to the stomach, the knee to the groin.  Murray Straus, Richard J. Gelles, and S.K. Steinmetz, Behind Closed Doors:  Violence in the American Family (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1980), p.40.

 The early 1970s Second Wave feminists’ exposed spousal assault from the once silent crime that occurred behind closed doors and the public sentiment that what people did behind closed doors was private was the business neither of the neighbours nor of the State.  The violence was private, like child abuse.  Because they were concentrating on the problems of women – transforming what were once considered personal issues into political concerns – they exposed the female victims of domestic assault.  The subject made headlines with the publication of Battered Wives by the journalist Del Martin in 1976, one year after Susan Brownmiller opened the door on rape with her landmark book Against Our Will.  Soon after the first battered women found safe haven in the feminist movement, research began to reveal that violence in the home actually claimed victims of both sexes.  The most significant data came from a survey published in 1980 by three highly respected family violence scholars in New Hampshire, Murray Straus, Richard Gelles and Suzanne Steinmetz.  Their random survey of 3,218 American homes uncovered that severe abuse was committed equally by men and women.  Minor, but recurring, violence was also on a par, with 11.6 percent of women and 12 percent of men reporting that they hit, slapped, or kicked their partners.  At this point, people working in on the subject of family violence had a choice.  They could expand the field to include male victims- establishing that abused men were not the same men who were abusing, and vice versa for women – or they could do what they did: devote an extraordinary amount of energy to shouting male victims down.  For feminists, the idea that men could be victimized was nonsensical.  It didn’t square with their fundamental analysis of wife assault- that it was an extension of male political, economic, and ideological dominance over women.  If women were so clearly subjugated in the public domain, through rape, sexual harassment, job discrimination, and so on, how could there be a different reality behind closed doors?  The researchers were attacked by critics as having done shoddy research.  They argued that the measurement tools were “patriarchal” and that they hadn’t explored the context of the violence.  If women were equally abusive, it was only in self-defense.  None could assert this as fact: nor did they criticize the lack of context for assaults against women.  On the contrary, the Straus/Gelles survey method (called the conflict tactics scale) was quickly adopted as a tool for research into violence against women.  But Straus and Gelles, put on the defensive, reworked their survey questions and sampled several thousand households again.  Their findings, published in 1985, were virtually identical, with the additional discovery that women initiated the aggression as often as the men.  About one quarter of the relationships had an exclusively violent male, another quarter had an exclusively violent female, and the rest were mutually aggressive.  Moreover, Straus and Gelles, as well as subsequent scholars, have found that men often do, in fact, sustain comparable levels of injury.  A 1995 study of young American military couples, arguably the most patriarchal of all, found that 47 percent of the husbands and wives had bruised, battered, and wounded each other to exactly the same degree. J. Langinrichsen-Rohling, P. Neidig, and G. Thorn, “Violent,” Journal of Family Violence 10:2 Marriages: Gender Differences in Levels of Current Violence and Past Abuse (1995), 159-175.

The article in the collaboration paper wrote the following. 

“Along with this explicitness comes the role of sharing or self-disclosure in the relationship.  Unlike traditional therapies, feminism believes that disclosure by the worker of her own personal experiences enables her to further join with the client, and therefore should be a common practice tool.  If the client is the only one to express feelings and emotion, it again places them in a subservient role with the worker, and such feminine qualities have traditionally been devalued by society.  Feminist therapy believes in the positive feature of sharing within the relationship, as it produces openness and trust, acknowledges shared emotions, and provides a “normalcy” for the survivor to compare with her own feelings (Epstein & Finer, 1988).” 
 Feminist theory pathologises women by labeling them as battered women, victims and survivors.  Research on the motives and feelings of abusive heterosexual women is scant, for the obvious reason that they aren’t supposed to exist.  Like abusive men, however, the available studies show them to be a widely heterogeneous group who defy simple labels.  Some are alcoholics, others addicted to drugs, still others perfectly sober.  Some (perhaps 25 percent) have “personality disorders”, such as psychopathy.  Some are immature and impulsive, others are depressed, others dramatically damaged by childhood.  The styles of violence also differ, from spontaneous gestures of frustration to years-long campaigns of manipulation and control. L.K. Hamberger and J. Hastings, “Characteristics of Male Spouse Abusers Consistent with Personality Disorders.” Hospital Community Psychiatry 39 (1988), 763-770.

Girls and women are contributing their share to the cycle of rage, and injury, and pain.  Women commit the majority of homicides in the U.S, a greater share of physical child abuse, an equal ratio of sibling violence and assaults on the elderly, about a quarter of child sexual abuse, an overwhelming share of the killings of newborns, and a fair preponderance of spousal assaults.  Patricia M. Crittenden and Susan E. Craig, “Developmental Trends in the Nature of Child Homicide”, Journal of Interpersonal Violence 5:2 (June 1990).  In Dade County, Florida, between 1956 and 1986, police recorded 171 child murders.  Mothers accounted for 86 percent of newborn deaths, 39 percent of infant deaths, 22 percent of toddler deaths, 23 percent of preschooler deaths, and 8 percent of child deaths.  These figures don’t include the 22 percent of cases where the perpetrator was unknown, or possible child homicides where no body was found. 

Physical aggression by young women in premarital romance is among the best documented. D.B. Sugarman and G.T. Hotaling: Dating Violence: Prevalence, Context and Risk Markers,” in M.A. Pirog-Good and J.E. Stets, eds., Violence in Dating Relationships: Emerging Social Issues (New York: Praeger 1989); Diane Follingstad et al., “Sex Differences in Motivations and Effects in Dating Relationships,” Family Relations 40 (January 1991), 51-57: Two and a half times more women than men cited “control” as a motive for assaults.  More males cited jealousy.  Twenty percent of females said they had the right to use violence, whereas no males did.  See also A. DeMaris, “Male vs. Female Initiation of Aggression:  The Case of Courtship Violence,” in E. Viano, ed., Intimate Violence: Interdisciplinary Perspectives (Bristol, Pa.: Hemisphere Publishing, 1992); P. Marshall and L. Rose, “Gender, Stress and Violence in Adult Relationships of a Sample of College Students,” Journal of Social and Personal Relations 4 (1987); Sarah Ben-David, “The Two Facets of Female Violence:  The Public and the Domestic Domains,” Journal of Family Violence 8:4 (1993).

Our cultural frame of reference for the past thirty years has been influenced by the feminist perspective, our habit of viewing women as put upon, done to, afflicted, helpless and socially and systemically powerless makes us resistant to look at violence as an equal opportunity employer.  Feminist theory devalues the concept of individuality and views women as a collective of beings that are oppressed, without choice, victimized by men and patriarchal society and does them a disservice to the precepts of accountability, responsibility, autonomy, and self-determination.  To challenge the feminist perspective on women as equal perpetrators of family violence seems to be too alarmingly “anti-feminist” to even suggest.  Yet good research suggests it.  This article suggests that women are not to be held as men’s equals in violence, they are shown as men’s victims.  There needs to be a balance struck between male prejudice and feminist sentiment when it comes to domestic violence.  Women’s equality cannot “cause” women to be aggressive, destructive or coercive, because they had that capacity all along.  

The practice of Anti- Oppressive social work and advocacy for social justice is a much more palatable construct.  It acknowledges that power imbalances affect us all identifying gender as only one basis for power imbalance among class, age, health, race, income, physical ability and sexual preference.  To be truer to the Transformation vision child welfare workers need to engage in anti-oppressive social work that would emphasize the inclusion of all marginalized populations.  It is abundantly clear that the fathers encountered in child welfare are almost always equally oppressed by the systems in place and have less access to services to address their own abuse.  Their inclusion in the framework for accountability that is being called for cannot be achieved until the opportunities for children to be cared for by the caregiver who can best provide for their needs is recognized as a paramount objective.  

In a recent New York study of Fathers in Child Welfare: Caseworkers’ Perspectives, John M. O’Donnell, Waldo E. Johnson Jr., Lisa Easley D’Aunno, and Helen L. Thornton: Child Welfare League of America, Volume LXXXIV May/June 2005, the researchers conducted five focus groups where there was substantial agreement about the lack of paternal participation in child welfare services and the reasons for low paternal involvement.  The groups had considerable disagreement about whether child welfare professionals should address this issue and if so how it would be addressed (some believed that mothers and fathers should be treated identically with respect to services to be offered, other workers thought that the special circumstances of some fathers, such as the lack of child care experience, called for service approaches that differ from those of mothers and there was disagreement about whether more fathers would be more involved if services were gender sensitive, that is, if agencies provided male caseworkers for fathers and had father-only services.  Much of the debate focused on pragmatic considerations (would gender-sensitive services improve paternal participation and outcomes?), although some participants were concerned about equity (would such services give fathers an advantage in disputed custody cases?).  Analysis of the data using the qualitative methods of audiotape and transcript analytic triangulation resulted in the identification of six major themes.  Most of the themes were related to a core issue that dominated discussions in all the groups regarding the serious impediments to involving fathers in child welfare interventions which is that fathers are peripheral to the Child Welfare system and that in general the system treats fathers more severely than mothers.  Fathers were seen as having to prove themselves more than mothers in the parenting arena.  Fathers who were located or came forward to assert their right to custody were often treated with considerable suspicion and that courts would often impose on them conditions not applied to other potential custodians even where the fathers had no criminal history and were not involved in abusing or neglecting the child.  For those fathers with a criminal history they would experience even harsher treatment than foster parents who have a criminal record in their background or even the mother who might have a similar criminal history.  There was certainly speculation that fathers are often marginalized because of gender bias and that child welfare and society as a whole believes that children should be with their mother and that children need their mothers more than their fathers.  One participant observed, “dad gets denied a rent cut for public housing.  Dad gets public aid (severely) cut for working…. He’s going to end up losing his kids.  But the mom who doesn’t even have kids at home can get housing assistance.”

Participants in four out of the five groups pointed out that mothers of the children may play a key role in determining whether non custodial fathers even have an opportunity to participate in planning or services.  Many mothers were noted to give a false name or to refuse to identify the fathers or to withhold information that might lead to the location of the fathers.  The pessimistic views of fathers voiced by many of the participants in this study were said to echo those that Gray S. S., & Nybell, L.M. (1990). Issues in African-American Family Preservation.  Child Welfare, 69 513-523, encountered about African American fathers in training sessions with experienced Detroit child welfare workers.  The persistence of negative stereotypes and of limited views of paternal capacities obviously hampered more effective practice with fathers.  The findings of this study and others indicate a need for professional development for child welfare staff working with fathers.

In a study done in 2001 by Ellen J. Franck, Outreach to Birthfathers of Children in Out-of-Home Care, Child Welfare, Vol. LXXX No.3 May/June 2001, to explore whether the birthfather was being ignored as a resource for discharge planning, outreach and interventions with three New York City out-of-home care agencies were examined.  The findings concluded that casework activity levels were found to be higher for birthmothers than for birthfathers, and a complex relationship among the variables of gender, outreach and response was revealed.   The study suggested that the appropriate role of the father is less clearly defined in our society than that of the mother and although this role is now in the process of being reshaped, child welfare services may well reflect historical biases and that child welfare has historically focused on mothers as caregivers with little attention paid to fathers. Western industrialization, which precipitated the role change for men to enter the workforce as economic necessity thereby dictating the role of women to assume primary care of children, also saw the legislative measures to ensure economic aid to women and children during periods of market economy disruptions.  These measures institutionalized the role of women to provide primary care for children by permitting them to remain at home rather than enter the workforce and many laws denied assistance to families if there was a man in the home forcing many impoverished men to leave their families so that they could qualify for aid. Abramovitz, M. (1988) Regulating the lives of women:  Social welfare policy from colonial times to the present.  Boston: South End Press. The author argues that maternally focused scholarship in child development reinforced the perception of the fathers’ irrelevance other than as an economic provider. Some similar findings to the 2005 Fathers in Child Welfare: Caseworkers’ Perspective emerged in that casework activity was higher with mothers than with fathers and that fathers had to demonstrate for the caseworker their connection to the child in care whereas the caseworkers took for granted the mothers’ connection.  The expectation too that fathers would be harder to reach appeared to be a self-fulfilling prophecy.  The study further identified in the analysis that caseworkers’ approach to birthmothers and fathers does not alter appreciably with time or experience and that when education of caseworkers was a variable measured that there appeared little in graduate school education to counter prevailing societal views about gender roles.  

The abused are a marginalized and oppressed group in society regardless of gender.  Intervention and assistance should not be available to select populations based on a particular theory that is fundamentally flawed with unsubstantiated, research and evidenced based findings.  To ignore the equal contribution of females in the realm of domestic violence and to have that suppressed in feminist theory is anti humanistic, prejudicial and discreditable to the profession of social work itself.  There is a need for a Violence Against Persons Act instead of the recently passed (October 4, 2005 US Violence Against Women’s Act.)
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