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Abstract

The social work profession has a responsibility to promote social justice and can be
understood as anti-oppressive in approach. The Code of Ethics reflects certain values and
principles that are integral to anti-oppressive practice. These values and principles
include social justice and advocacy, which are generally not embraced within government
bureaucracies (Barter, 2000; Herbert & Mould, 1992). How can social workers abide by
their Code of Ethics if they are under the direction of a provincial organization that does
not embrace these values and principles?

Two focus groups were conducted with front-line child protection social workers to
explore this question. Findings from the study indicate that while social work participants
do recognize that the child welfare system is oppressive, they still attempt to work from
an anti-oppressive framework. Participants were quick to defend their compliance with
their professional Code of Ethics. The role of social work within child protection as well
as changes needed to ensure the system is less oppressive to workers and clients is

discussed.
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Chapter 3
Literature Review
Oppression is a serious social issue facing our world. Social workers are challenged to

confront social injustices resulting from this oppression. According to the International
Federation of Social Workers (2000),

The social work profession promotes social change, problem solving in human

relationships and the empowerment and liberation of people to enhance well-

being. Utilising theories of human behaviour and social systems, social work

intervenes at the points where people interact with their environments. Principles

of human rights and social justice are fundamental to social work.
Oppression and the Nova Scotia Association of Social Workers

Social workers in Nova Scotia are required to be members of the Nova Scotia

Association of Social Workers (NSASW) as per the Social Workers Act. The NSASW
serves as a regulatory body, “...ensuring competent social work practice through the
registration of appropriately qualified social work candidates and by investigating
complaints against social workers who are alleged to be incompetent, accused of
professional misconduct, or have breached the Code of Ethics.” (NSASW, n.d.). Asa
member of the NSASW, workers must respect and adhere to the rules and guidelines of
the Canadian Association of Social Worker’s Code of Ethics. This Code (2005) states,
“the profession has a particular interest in the needs and empowerment of people who are

vulnerable, oppressed, and/or living in poverty” (p.3).
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The NSASW and the Canadian Association of Social Work (CASW), as a matter of
policy and ethics, are committed to the enhancement of social justice and reducing
oppression on an individual, cultural, and structural level. As a result of their membership
in these professional associations, social work members are committed to addressing
issues of oppression and inequality in society.

Oppression and the Canadian Association of Schools of Social Work

The Canadian Association of Schools of Social Work (CASSW) also recognizes the
importance of training social work professionals on issues pertaining to oppression and
social justice. The CASSW is the organization that is responsible for the accreditation of
schools of social work throughout Canada. In order for Canadian schools of social work
to offer programs that are recognized by the Canadian Association of Social Workers,
these schools must be accredited and recognized as offering acceptable and appropriate
social work programs. Section 1.2 of the CASSW policy statement says,

...schools are expected to promote a professional commitment to optimize the
dignity and potential of all people. To this end, schools are expected to provide
education enabling professional action to remove obstacles to human and social
development and to challenge oppression (CASSW, 2000, p. 3).

As a requirement of their accreditation, Canadian schools of social work are obligated to
provide training that is congruent with anti-oppressive practice. In addition, some
Canadian schools of social work operate from a structural perspective that supports anti-
oppressive practice. Anti-oppressive practice, as is the social work profession, is social

justice oriented.
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The point being made here is that on all levels, the social work profession is focused
on social justice and anti-oppressive practice. As a requirement, Canadian schools of
social work are expected to offer courses that assist students in addressing these issues. In
addition, the Canadian Association of Social Workers requires social work professionals
to address and advocate for social justice in professional practice. As a requirement of
their Code of Ethics (2005), social workers are required to practice from an anti-
oppressive perspective.

Child Protection Social Work Practice
With the exception of Aboriginal peoples recognized under the Indian Act, child
and family services are the legislative responsibility of individual provinces and
territories. (Government of Canada, 2000). In Nova Scotia,
the Minister of Community Services is responsible for the protection of children
and has the legislated mandate for the administration of the Children and Family
Services Act....To meet this mandate the Minister has established a network of
private Children's Aid Societies, Family and Children Services agencies, and
government-run district offices to deliver child welfare services across Nova
Scotia. Both district offices and private agencies are accountable to meet the
Department's program standards and policies (Government of Canada, 2000).
Section 6(1) of the Nova Scotia Children & Family Services Act (1991) requires social
workers to enforce the Act.
According to Shireman (2003), “child welfare has historically been a part of the social

work profession” (p. 5). On the surface, child protection practice is dedicated to
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protecting children from abuse and neglect. Front-line social workers in child protection
deal with social issues in the lives of individuals and families on a daily basis. It is for
this reason the social work profession is very much dedicated to child welfare work.

Beneath the surface, child protection agencies provide a means of social control and
regulation designed to maintain the status quo. The mandate of child protection agencies
does not extend into challenging the system to make changes that are required to improve
the plight of vulnerable individuals and families in our society. Instead, “child welfare
protects privilege by removing the children of those marginalized in society” (Dumbrill,
2003, p. 106). In his/her role as a child protection worker, the social worker, “acts
largely as an agent of control on behalf of the community” (Poirier, 1986, p. 215).
Furthermore, “child welfare masks its propensity to oppress by presenting its efforts to
protect children as the product of ‘civilized’ society and contrasting its compassionate
treatment of children with the barbaric treatment of children in past societies” (Dumbrill,
2003, p. 103). While it is recognized that a civilized society must provide a service to
keep children safe, the manner in which this is done is of question.

Anti-Oppressive Perspective and the Child Protection Agency

Child protection practice and the anti-oppressive perspective are based on conflicting
ideological paradigms. Child protection practice is part of the social control and order
ideology. This ideology views society as, “...orderly, stable, and unified by shared
culture, values, and a consensus on its form and institutions” (Mullaly, 2002, p. 7). The
order ideology views social problems in individuals as arising from issues in the

socialization process. Mullaly (2002) states, “at the individual level it is believed that the








































































see this person as a black person or a native person or a young person but to understand
the impact of the barriers they would have...along the way and how that would impact
how they feel now.” Another worker commented, “That is something that, regardless of
what framework you practice under, its something, at the end of the day, you hope you’ve
done.”

Finally the comment was made, “....In a perfect world we’d be out of a job. That’s
something that we’re trying to do. Try to work in an anti-oppressive framework, that
these folks will be able to overcome their own problems without the assistance of a social
worker or without the assistance of an income support worker.”

Overall, participants seemed to provide a definition of anti-oppressive social work
practice that was consistent with the definition supplied by Dominelli (1998).

Do you think that you’re able to practice from an anti-oppressive perspective as a child

protection worker?

The vast majority of participants in both focus groups acknowledged that they try to
work from an anti-oppressive framework but acknowledged that safety of the child takes
priority in all the families with which they work. They also commented on the difficulty
of practicing as a child protection worker from an anti-oppressive perspective. One
worker said, “I think our basic role is to protect the child which makes it very hard to be
anti-oppressive to families.”

Participants spoke about the conflict of roles and how reducing oppression for a child
may actually be further oppressing a family. One participant spoke about the difficulty of

removing a child from a woman who has been battered. Referring to the battered woman
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the worker said, “....there’s another 20 pound weight put on her shoulders but we need
her to protect the child and I don’t always know that that’s anti-oppressive for her.”
Another worker stated, “I think that sometimes its difficult because we often get lost in
the issue at hand....I know myself that I kind of am more focused on how to deal with
this problem and how to make sure the kids are safe because that’s our primary goal.”

It was also pointed out by the participants that even within child welfare agencies,
some social workers are in a better position to practice from an anti-oppressive
perspective than others. One participant stated, “...we have social workers doing
different jobs within child welfare and some roles are certainly more able to do an anti-
oppressive framework.” The argument was made that some workers (i.e. child in care
workers) may be able to do more relationship building than front-line protection workers.
“You can start to do the education that a lot of times the protection workers don’t have
the time to do” said one worker.

Some participants did say that some of their work is anti-oppressive. They referenced
the fact that they attempt to assist clients with housing and accessing other community
resources in the hopes of empowering clients to advocate for themselves. “I think we go
more than out of our way to try and put in services to try and keep the family together.”

Workers also made reference to the fact that they treat clients the same regardless of
social status. Said one worker, “We really try to be fair. Social status means nothing to
our practice.” Another worker commented, “I think regardless of who it is or even their
history, we always approach them very respectfully. And I think that’s one of the things

we can take pride in.”
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However, the general consensus was that workers try to start from an anti-oppressive
perspective but ultimately safety of the child has to take priority. None of the social work
participants viewed the removal of the child as something that would be deemed anti-
oppressive from the family’s perspective. One worker commented, “I think the longer I
practice the more I realize that we’re not it (anti—oppressive) and because of systems,
because of practices, because of policies, because of society, that at this point, we’re not

close enough to this utopian measure of anti-oppressive measure of social work.”

What are some of the challenges of practicing from an anti-oppressive perspective in

child protection work?

A majority of the social work participants in the focus groups identified “availability
of services” and “lack of resources” as two major barriers to practicing from an anti-
oppressive perspective. One worker said, “One of the things that makes it difficult
sometimes to practice anti-oppressive is that our services and our options for families
keeps reducing.”

Another worker spoke about the desire to use culturally appropriate services for
clients. The example was given of attempting to place an Aboriginal child in an
Aboriginal foster home. However, with the lack of available foster homes that are
culturally appropriate, the service can not necessarily be provided and this can be viewed
as oppressive to clients.

One worker pointed to the fact that lack of services may not seem relevant to people
from a middle or upper class background who can find other ways to access services

outside of the community. However, to clients from a lower socioeconomic background
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the availability of these resources may make the difference. This statement was followed
up by another worker who argued that a new-class of working poor, who do not receive
income assistance, also struggle with this issue since they may not qualify for services
that may be offered to clients receiving income assistance (i.e. legal aid).

Participants also pointed to the family court system as a barrier to practicing from an
anti-oppressive perspective. They talked about the difficulty that some clients have with
meeting their legal aid attorney prior to court. They acknowledge that it is frustrating to
see a client not receive fair representation in court. The participants acknowledged they
are representing the Children’s Aid Society against the client but stated they want the
process to be fair. Referring to clients one worker said, “You want to see their rights
represented as well as our lawyer represents our rights.”

In addition, it was stated that the child welfare system has shifted in the last ten to
fifteen years. It is no longer about winning or losing but about servicing the best interests
of the child. “We’re here to collect information. We’re here to make assessments....I’'m
bringing information to the group....to the team, to the judge, for them to make the
decision.”

It was acknowledged that the nature of the job and public perception of child welfare
workers also present a barrier to working from an anti-oppressive perspective. Referring
to meeting with a client, one participant said, “....right off the bat, we’ve created
oppression and you have to work through all of that first, before you can even look at all
of the other things that go along with it.” However, it was also pointed out that workers

need to go into the home with a respectful attitude with clients in order to start to build a
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relationship. “You get more bees with honey type thing than you would if you went in
with a different attitude” said one participant.

One worker stated that sometimes dealing with issues in child welfare are “simple.”
Referring to their time in social work education the participant said, “somebody said, is it
better as a social worker to have good common sense or good theoretical knowledge
base. And that’s a very good question for a cﬁild protection worker because there are
many situations where you really appreciate the value of common sense in work like this”
It was further stated, “As much as there are all of these other factors, racial and
economic, and all those kind of things ...a lot of cases, there’s a...lot of issues that are
either this way or that way in terms of you keeping a child safe....You either do the work
or you don’t.”

Following up on this statement and pointing out that apprehending a child from a
family on a first visit to a home is “rare,” another worker stated, “...parents have made all
kinds of decisions up until that point.”

One participant also pointed to the difficulty of implementing the anti-oppressive
perspective based on global ideology and structure. “I think locally anti-oppressive
liberation theology and those types of social justice stances or perspective have been
difficult to implement.” This participant pointed to the negative position that the Catholic
Church has taken with respect to liberation theology in Latin America as proof that this
type of perspective is not widely accepted throughout the world.

Child welfare legislation was also seen as a major barrier to practicing from an anti-

oppressive perspective. Reference was made to clear guidelines in the legislation about
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how to react to certain situations (i.e. definition of risk and scale of risk) and there is little
to no recognition of oppression in the child welfare legislation. Regarding the legislation,
one worker said, “...it kind of puts us in a box.”

Overall, workers identified lack of service/resources, child welfare legislation, the
legal system, the nature of the work and negative public perccption”as being barriers that
make it difficult to implement an anti-oppressive perspective in chjl‘dAwelfare work. |
Do you think your agency supports an anti-oppressive approach to child protection
work?

(Note: “Agency” in this question refers to the specific Children’s Aid Society in which
all workers participating in this study were employed. A similar question with respect to
the Government and policy maker’s support for anti-oppressive practice was asked later.)

There was some division between the focus groups with respect to this question. One
group of participants believed that their agency did support an anti-oppressive
perspective in their work. They specifically cited the willingness of agency management
to financially support clients. In addition, one worker stated, “I think the expectation is
that we treat each client fairly.” However, a majority of the workers in this same group
did not believe that other child welfare agencies necessarily support anti-oppressive
principles and values. Some workers cited stories they have heard from other child
welfare agencies where the management are more distant from clients and tend not to
deal with them directly. The participants in this focus group maintain that their own

management staff is much more involved when necessary.
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The participants in the other focus group were not as quick to agree with their
colleagues although some of the ideas presented by the first focus group were raised in
the second group. Workers said that even within the agency, managers have varying
styles of working. One participant said, “...it depends on individual practice and where
you come from.” Another worker added, “Our mission statement would certainly support
an anti-oppressive framework.”

Referring to the child welfare system itself, one worker commented, ‘“we know our
system’s oppressive. We’d be foolish and naive to think that it’s not an oppressive
system.”

One worker highlighted that their agency has put funding in place for a community
program. This community program is attempting to bridge the gap between the agency
and the community. The worker acknowledged the difficulty in getting participants into
this program because of the negativity around the name of the Children’s Aid Society.
“We’re starting to physically distance ourselves from the agency. We have a new name.
We have a new logo.” This worker also spoke of attempts made by the Board of
Directors of the Children’s Aid Society to attract former child welfare clients to the
Board of Directors.

Overall, many of the workers acknowledged that there are some attempts on the part
of the agency to support an anti-oppressive perspective, but this support is not without its

challenges or issues.
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Do you think the Government and policy maker’s support an anti-oppressive approach

to child protection work?

The participants in both focus groups were much more decisive in their response to
this question. None of the participants believed that government officials or other policy
makers were committed to providing an anti-oppressive environment for clients or
families. One worker commented, “Everything is based on financial, based on budget,
based on what they can afford.” People are seen as coming second. Referring to a
comment made by a previous instructor, a worker commented, “Change will come and go
but good change for oppressed people will come and go far more quickly if the
economics support it. It will be the economics that drives it, long before the social
conscious of society.”

Other workers pointed to the government’s lack of support for effective programs as a
way to justify their opinion. Some workers discussed situations where government has
cut programming on a local level. The cut in funding has forced clients to seek services
outside communities without any form of transportation. In this way, the workers say the
programming is designed to save money rather than to serve client best interests. “The
government doesn’t take that (client needs) into perspective when they’re cutting.”
Another worker commented, “some of the things they do aren’t client friendly, you know,
putting the client first; the services that they cut out. I get the sense that it’s not about
what these clients need or what was working well.”

Some workers suggested that Government cutbacks and priorities often don’t make

sense from a financial perspective. It was pointed out that there have been times when the
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difference between a parent being able to support a child or not being able to support a
child came down to money. Rather than give the family some extra money, the child may
be removed. In that scenario much more taxpayer money is spent to maintain the child
rather than simply supporting the family in the first place. One worker stated, “At the end
of the day, the 8,000 dollars a year was the difference in the kids staying or going from
her house....So as a result, we come in and we’re invited in or we’re mandated in and we
spend....12,000 a month to put the kid in residential care as opposed to give the family
12,000 dollars a year to care for this child.”

Another worker seemed to sum up the thoughts of most of the participants quite well.
The worker stated, “I think part of the problem of the people making the policies and
procedure and you know setting out what needs to be done probably have never been in

child welfare.”

In your experience, do you see anti-oppressive practice as being in conflict with child

protection work?

Reaction to this question was mixed. Many focus group participants acknowledged
that a conflict does exist within the dual roles of the job. Other social workers stated that
their attempt to work from an anti-oppressive perspective demonstrated that the conflict
does not exist.

One worker stated, “I think there’s a bigger goal at the very end and at times anti-
oppressive practices are put aside for the sake of safety.” Another worker commented
about their personal struggle with having two roles when working with clients. “It always

goes back to the dual roles now. It’s somewhat of a conflict now. That we’re the support,
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the social worker, but we’re also the police officer... You want to develop relationships
and you want that trust and you want to help them work along. But there are almost times
that I almost feel guilty that I’'m doing my job the way I need to because, I mean, are they
fully aware that I got that hammer in my back pocket.”

Some workers commented on how this dual role can negatively impact upon
worker/client relationships and make it more difficult to work with clients. They said that
the court system didn’t appreciate this dual role situation either. One worker spoke of the
difficulty of having a judge order a client to allow a social worker to visit their home on a
regular basis just after the removal of a child. Regarding the clients placed in this
situation the worker said, “the judge orders the child returned and this client sits with you
in court and you’re the worst thing that ever walked in....They see me as taking their
child. The most precious thing they have.”

Other workers did not necessarily view the profession as being in such a conflict with
the anti-oppressive perspective. One worker stated, “Yes, we have our mandate and yes
part of what we do is oppressive. But I think we go out and try to practice anti-oppressive
social work. And we try to empower people and even though we do have a mandate and
you know, end of the day, if this doesn’t happen this happens, I think that we go out and
we do, we try to offer families every service possible.” She further stated, “I think we’re
trying to practice anti-oppressive social work....but unfortunately we’re under the
umbrella of an oppressive agency.”

Workers said that they try to practice using an anti-oppressive model. “There are

different theoretical backgrounds that we bring into our job, yet we all practice under an
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Referring to all professional groups outside of child welfare, one worker commented,
“They make sure there’s that line that we’re here to help you but if your child is
apprehended, that’s Children’s Aid that does it.” Another worker stated, “...when you
talk to other social work professionals and I’ve heard....you guys are the bottom of the
barrel. Child welfare social workers, you’re at the bottom.”

Interestingly, police officers were not discussed by the child protection workers in
negative terms. Regarding police officers, one worker stated, “They have different
beliefs. They’re more understanding than social workers.”

The focus group participants argued that more education and participation by
community professionals and clients would help to improve the image of child protection
work within the province. They also felt that social workers need to work hard to build
relationships with clients in order to break-down the false perception that exists about

child protection workers in the community.

Do you think the general public views child welfare agencies and workers as being part
of an oppressive system? If so, how do we change that perception?

Most workers stated that they believe the general public has a lack of understanding

about what child protection workers do. In addition, they believe that the general public
does not view them favorably. One worker even said that the general public views child
welfare workers “horribly.” One worker explained it like this. “I think in the past there
have been mistakes made and I think that its been kind of negative and people haven’t
really been educated to say, ok things have changed, things are better. This is the protocol

we follow now.”
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At several poin throughout the focus group, workers explained the lack of
understanding that the general public has toward the type of work they do. Regarding
child apprehensio; a worker stated, “It conflicts with your own values inside too when
you’ve had to do that. And then you have people look at you and they think that you’ve
just had the best day of you life.” Another comment made was, “I think people’s
perception of us tt - we have the power to take children away from their parents, that we
do it on a regular  sis, that we just willy-nilly go out there and take the children.” One
worker had even } ird that people in the general public believe that child protection
workers receive a  onetary bonus for every child they apprehend.

The workers do not believe the public has a clear sense of what they do. In fact,
workers in one foc 3 group reported that they do not tell other people what they do for a
living out of fear of ridicule. Some of the workers have children who also will not report
what their parents ) for a living when they are at school. Referring to their children, one
worker said, “...tt ' will not tell the other kids in the school where I work.”

The workers believe that part of the negative public perception relates to the lack of
public relations wi < done by the agency. One worker commented, “....if you’re not
patting yourselves 21 the back to explain what you do...other people are going to fill in
the blanks. And I nk it should be in the paper what we do, the reasons why we do it.”

In addition, workers have been told not to speak to the media. Some of the workers
said that previously some high profiled cases have arisen and the media were not

necessarily reporting the information accurately. However, the workers were not allowed
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to speak about this and the resulting coverage may have increased the public’s lack of
understanding and negativity about child welfare practice.

A couple of workers also said that it is easier to raise public awareness about issues
such as education because people place more value in this institution. Referring to public
relations work for child welfare one participant commented, “I just think it’s the client
population. People are less interested.”

Focus group participants did acknowledge that there are some exceptions to the rule
but there was little discussion about this. Overall, most participants believed that the
perception of child protection practice in the general public was not positive and more
public relations work needed to be done to improve their image.

Other Comments

Several other comments were made throughout the focus groups that were not directly
related to the core questions but were certainly important to mention nonetheless. They
are discussed under the appropriate headings below.

Relationship between Workers and Child Welfare Agency

When asked if they felt their agency and Government would support them if they ran
into issues on a major child welfare case, most workers indicated that they do not believe
their agency would back them up. One worker said, “We don’t feel supported.” Several
workers talked about the importance of purchasing public liability insurance to protect
themselves in the event that their agency does not provide support in a potential lawsuit

by a client.
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Some workers also commented that they feel constricted with respect to publicly
commenting about some of the issues in child welfare. A couple of workers indicated that
they would be fired if they were to publicly question agency policies or practices.
Accountability

Workers also discussed accountability in the agency. Several workers agreed that they
are accountable to everyone including their clients, their managers, the agency, the legal
system and the general public. They feel that they are held to a higher standard than most
people and this is difficult for other people to appreciate. They discussed the need to
constantly balance client visits with paperwork. Ensuring that client visits are met, often
times means that paperwork does not get completed in a timely fashion.

Personal Lives

Several workers addressed the fact that their personal lives are negatively affected by
their careers. Referring to their own children one participant commented, “let’s not forget
the kids start crying when we go out the door because they know you’re going on another
Saturday.” Another comment was, “it gets me that we’re working really hard to ensure
the safety of other people’s kids and yours are sitting home....trying to find a babysitter
because you’re working late again.” Workers indicated that they do care about their
clients and work hard at their jobs but feel they are misunderstood. As one worker put it,

‘“we’re not respected, not valued, under paid.”
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Chapter 6
Analysis
The focus group discussions highlighted several important themes.

(1) Nova Scotia Agency May Not be Typical of Other Child Protection Agencies

The data suggest this child welfare agency seems atypical. For example, management
personnel! at the agency were fully aware of this study and supported the participation of
workers in focus groups during regular work hours. Participants were open and honest in
expressing their views and opinions. They did not feel pressure to respond as per agency
policies and procedures despite being involved in the study during work hours and in
their place of work. This speaks well for the openness of the agency and its interest in
creating opportunities for workers to be involved in research.

My experience as an employee of child welfare agencies has not been similar with
respect to the willingness of management to be examined by individuals external to the
agency. Agency management have a tendency to guard their image very closely and are
typically not open to outside scrutiny. This willingness of this agency to be involved in
this type of research demonstrates their desire to develop a less oppressive child
protection system.

In addition, participants noted the agency’s Board of Directors was actively pursuing
former clients to sit as members on the Board. The agency appears to believe strongly in
having the input and feedback from the parents and families they serve. Appreciating and
recognizing the strengths of parents and the contribution they can make in policy and

management is impressive.
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Participants further noted that agency management is striving to achieve a more
community-based practice. Investing in this initiative speaks for an agency willing to be
innovative and strive toward protecting children using a preventative, early intervention
approach based on developing capacities within communities.

Finally, participants indicated the agency has a low staff turnover rate. One of the
major difficulties in child protection is the high turnover of staff. Research by Jayaratne
and Chess (1984) has demonstrated that child welfare workers report higher levels of
stress than workers in mental health and family service agencies. This stress often
motivates workers to change jobs.

The low turnover of staff, at the agency being studied, speaks well for the agency, its
leadership, and management. Participants seemed to enjoy being employed with the
agency and indicated that, in their experience, other child welfare agencies may be more
traditional than their own.

The data supporting this theme contextualizes the analysis of the findings. It is
interesting to note, that, despite the positive qualities associated with the agency in
question, the participants identified many aspects of their work as being oppressive in
approach. This suggests the complexity of child protection work and the many struggles

and challenges being faced by child protection agencies and their staff.

(2) Participants View the Child Protection System as Oppressive in Spite . their
Efforts

Participants cited many reasons for the oppressive nature of child protec n services.

These reasons range from paper work and legislation to policy makers who > not
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appreciate the importance of relationship building. Participants identified these reasons as
impeding them from practicing from an anti-oppressive perspective. Their perceptions
and experiences support the data collected in the CASW Child Welfare Practice Project
(CASW, 2003) which found that child protections workers don’t have enough time to
invest in building relationships with clients due to caseload demands.

For the most part, participants were not as quick to accept their own responsibility for
the oppressive nature of child protection services. When opportunities did arise to allow
them to accept some of the responsibility for the child protection system, they pointed out
their role was to act on behalf of the child even if it meant being oppressive to families.
Their responsibility to the child ahead of the family seems to justify their oppressive
approach. This supports research by Scourfield and Welsh (2003). They found, “social
workers tend to be very clear that their responsibilities are to children rather than adults”
(p. 415). While there is some truth to this argument the rationale is seen more as a coping
mechanism rather than a strong desire not to oppress families on any level.

Participants generally talked about working ‘with’ families when it came to addressing
structural inequalities and barriers. Only when their own oppressive practices were
brought into question were children viewed as being a separate entity and in need of
protection ‘from’ the family. This justification emphasizes a workplace culture that views
the role of the social worker to protect children ‘from’ the family rather than working
‘with’ the family to protect children. Workers often recognize the child as their client as

opposed to the entire family. This ideological framework ultimately impacts how social



workers perceive and work with a family. This idea is supported by Khoo, Hyvonen, and
Nygren (2003).

The participants were clearly not naive about the sometimes negative impact their
involvement can have for families. Recognizing problems within the child welfare system
is crucial in order to make structural changes that will improve services. However, the
focus group discussions suggest that insight in this reality is not without limitations. It is
recognized that much of the fault of the oppressive nature of child protection services lies
with individuals, organizations, and bureaucracies over which there is no direct control.
Based on the group discussions it appears that participants do not accept responsibility
for being on the front-line of an oppressive system as they believe they are trying not to
be oppressive. This argument is made even though they acknowledge that some of the
policies they carry out on behalf of policy makers are oppressive. While it is unlikely that
either policy makers or front-line protection workers would embrace their role as an
oppressor, the involvement of either group can simply not be dismissed as the fault of the
other. It is important for both groups to be critical of their role within the system, given
their level of involvement.

Participants seemed genuinely concerned about the lives of their clients. It would be
inappropriate and simplistic to blame social workers for all the ills of the child welfare
system. Social work professionals, working the front-line of child welfare, struggle to
make small changes to the system that is oppressive to them and to clients and families.

Despite the struggle experienced by workers, injustices in the child welfare system

must be acknowledged and responsibility for problems shared. Social workers in the
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focus groups were quick to chastise policy makers for oppressive polices. However, in
carrying out these policies, are social workers breaching their Code of Ethics? This is a
critical question for debate in a profession dedicated to self-improvement and change.
Social workers must continue to be conscious of their role and whether or not it is
oppressive in doing child welfare work. By so doing they can appreciate their impact on
families and be committed to addressing any injustices that occur within the system.

(3) There is Difficulty in Practicing from an Anti-Oppressive Perspective in Child

Protection Work

This theme demonstrates the difficulty participants had with respect to applying the
anti-oppressive perspective in their work. They were clear about their professional role
and the difficulty in implementing professional values in child protection work. For the
most part, they seemed to have a clear understanding of the dilemma that exists within
child protection practice and stated they are actively working to implement anti-
oppressive values and practices in a system that struggles to support it because of
provincial policies and legislation. The lack of support shown for social work values by
the child welfare system is discussed in research by Barter (2000). This theme which
discusses the difficulty of practicing from an anti-oppressive perspective is important
because it demonstrates the participant’s commitment to this perspective.

Given this study is critical of participants for their unwillingness to take a larger
responsibility for the child welfare system, it is important to highlight that they feel they
can work from an anti-oppressive perspective despite being associated with a system that

is sometimes oppressive to clients. They discussed how to work within the system to
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make small changes to improve the plight of individuals and families. This importance of
working ‘within’ the system to make these small changes is discussed by Mullaly (1997).
It would be remiss not to mention the participants’ commitment to working with families
in an anti-oppressive way. The question remains: what can be done to change the

oppressive approach of institutions to ensure that front line workers can offer their clients

the option of access to better and more appropriate services?

(4) Clients, Service Providers and the General Public View the Child Welfare System as
Oppressive

It seems the divide between child welfare workers and other professional groups
continues to exist and may have even deteriorated since Herbert and Mould (1992)
conducted their original study. The sometimes professional conflict between child
protection workers and other professionals is concerning especially if the perception of
child welfare workers is negatively impacting upon outcomes for families on child
protection caseloads.

Initiatives are required to change public perception of child protection work. This
involves increasing advocacy efforts within systems. It means challenging policy makers
to implement client friendly programming in order to improve public image. Improving
the public image of child protection practice will improve worker/client relationships that
will help to ensure more positive client outcomes.

It is also reasonable to look at the other side of this issue. Could there be some merit
and justification to the negative profile child protection workers have in the community?

Participants dismiss this criticism as being from ill-informed sources. Is it possible that
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by dismissing this criticism participants are closing the door on an opportunity to be more
critical of their own practices?

It is reasonable to consider this as a possibility. All agree the negative public image of
child protection workers makes it more difficult for them to build relationships with
families. It is fair to assume that clients and social workers in all disciplines recognize the
need for changes within the child welfare system. The divide appears to be in how much
responsibility child protection workers must assume in order to bring about these
changes.

(3) Participants Seem to Feel Oppressed

Although not explicitly stated there was a sense that participants felt oppressed about
their work and felt oppressed as child protection workers. They spoke extensively about
the lack of understanding other professionals, the general public, and clients have about
their work. They acknowledged the frustration of being unable to serve clients in a way
they feel would be anti-oppressive and most beneficial. Some indicated the strain the job
takes on their own personal and family lives as well. Some participants also commented
that they feared losing their jobs if they attempted to publicly address problems they
experience in their work.

Participants seemed passionate about their work due to their desire to keep children
safe and effectively work with families. Their passion about their work exists despite the
toll the work can have on them emotionally. The sense of oppression felt by workers is
important to highlight. It demonstrates their commitment to working toward a system

reduces oppression and emphasizes their vulnerability and daily struggles. Finally, it
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helps ensure the complexity of this discussion is not lost by falsely concluding that
workers are not understanding of client and family issues.

It is interesting to wonder if the situation for clients would be different if child
protection workers were not dealing with oppression themselves. Does the oppression felt
by workers allow them to better understand and appreciate the oppression felt by clients?
If workers can better understand and appreciate the oppression felt by clients, does their
own experience motivate the workers to struggle harder and make things better for
clients? On the other hand, could it be that the oppression felt by workers has caused
them to lose motivation for their work and accept less responsibility for the problems
within the system? The focus group discussions seem to demonstrate that while
participants continue to struggle for a system that is less oppressive, they also place the
blame for the oppressive nature of the system on policy makers. While participants are
motivated to make things better, it seems that as an oppressed group themselves, they
also feel a sense of powerlessness.

Of significance is that participants feel this way despite the atypical nature of their
agency. Workers in agencies that are more typical and traditional may feel even more
oppressive and negative about their work. That these participants feel this way speaks for

the complexity of the work.
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The question of compliance with the Code of Ethics is not raised to suggest social
workers are not legitimately concerned about issues pertaining to social justice and anti-
oppressive practice. Rather it is to question their perceptions regarding the entrenchment
of the profession within the child welfare system. Has the profession of social work
maintained professional autonomy, is it simply controlled by the system, or is it
something in between? Professional identity and autonomy are important issues facing
the social work profession (Barter, 2003).

Social workers did acknowledge their fear of speaking publicly against agency policy
and practices. However, they also indicated they have learned to ‘work the system’ to
achieve positive client outcomes. Mullaly (1997) addresses the importance of learning
ways to maximize client services in order to maintain obligation to the professional Code
of Ethics. Clearly this issue is not black and white but it seems full compliance with the
Code remains an illusion. Even if social workers advocate for change within the system,
does compliance with carrying out oppressive policies demonstrate a commitment to the
status quo? If so, then how can full compliance with the Code of Ethics be possible?

Whether or not child protection workers spend enough time examining the
relationship between professional workplace roles and professional Code of Ethics is
questioned. Participants believe they do everything within their power to ensure client’s
best interests are being met. This may not be the case. This study suggests that
participants may not necessarily appreciate the full impact and influence their employer
has in shifting their goals and practices. While social workers supporting the status quo is

concerning, it is even more troubling to think they may not realize they are doing it. In
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this way, commitment to social justice may be suffering not only in public perception but
also in action.

It needs to be stressed that this analysis is not an attack on individual child protection
social workers or the participants involved in this study. It is recognized that conflicting
demands often place strain on workers who want to ensure their client’s needs are being
met. Participants clearly indicated they strive for anti-oppressive principles and values.

The professional Code of Ethics and the child welfare system represents a challenge
for the entire professional community to address policies and procedures that tend to be
oppressive. The suggestion is that social workers should not assume full responsibility for
the problems in child welfare but rather to acknowledge that they may play a more
significant role in the oppression of clients than they are currently willing to admit.
Acknowledgement of their larger role may be demonstrated by accepting that full
compliance with the Code of Ethics is very difficult to achieve. When social workers
accept a larger responsibility for the oppressive nature of the system changes can be made
that allow for a stronger professional movement toward social justice and anti-oppressive
practice.

It seems clear that participants attempt to apply principles of the anti-oppressive
perspective in their work but indicate it is not always possible. They seem committed to
find ways around barriers. In this regard, anti-oppressive social work practice is applied
in child welfare practice although there is room for improvement. An entire restructuring
of, not only the child welfare system, but, our attitudes toward child protection is

necessary to move toward an anti-oppressive ideal. “Idealism is a purposeful and



powerful belief” (Barter, 2003, p. 217). Moving toward this ideal may allow clients to

have a greater role in the child protection system.
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Chapter 7
Conclusion
The primary purpose of this study was to inquire from front-line child protection
workers how they perceive anti-oppressive practice and examine how and if they apply
principles of anti-oppressive practice in their work. This was an exploratory study and as
such it is difficult to answer any of the research questions definitively. While two focus
groups is sufficient to explore the subject matter, it is not enough to provide a
representative sample that will allow this researcher to make definitive claims about the
implementation of the anti-oppressive perspective within child protection practice.
However, the results do provide insights into the relevance and application of anti-
oppressive practice within the child protection system.
Participants clearly recognized that, at times, the child welfare system can be
oppressive for families. The Code of Ethics (2005) advocates for an anti-oppressive
- framework énd reQuires workers to practice from an anti-oppressive perspective. It could
be logically concluded that, as agents of a child protection system, participants
acknowledge some form of non-compliance with the Code. However, participants did not
concede that any non-compliance of the Code occurs within their work. Therefore, one of
two conclusions can be drawn. First, participants may be unable to identify or understand
the relationship between the Code and working in a system responsible for carrying out
oppressive policies. The second possibility is that participants’ recognize the professional
conflict but are simply unwilling to acknowledge breech of the Code. This research did

not address which of these conclusions is more plausible. Rather the identification of this
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perception is seen as an important first step to addressing the larger issue of the role of
social work within the child protection system.

Participants would, more likely, be motivated to change the system as a collective
group if they felt increased responsibility for the profession’s role in supporting the
oppression. Also, powerlessness expressed by participants may be linked directly to the
failure to accept increased responsibility. Participants perceive a lack of control over the
child protection system. In turn, the lack of control may give credence to their attitude
toward responsibility for the oppressive system. If the cyclical pattern exists it creates a
workplace culture that supports the status quo.

Insight displayed by the participants was limited to holding others within the system
almost fully responsible for the oppressive practices that exist. As the oppressive nature
of the child protection system is well documented in a number of countries, including
Canada and the United States, it is unlikely that defense of ethical practices are isolated to
participants in this focus group. Social workers in other provinces and countries are also
likely to engage in oppressive workplace practices. Regardless, the perceptions of these
participants expose a concerning commitment to the status quo. Social workers employed
in these systems may have to share a larger portion of responsibility for both the positive
and negative aspects of this work.

The child welfare system needs social workers. The system needs people who at least
attempt to work from an anti-oppressive perspective to work with families. The system
needs people who understand the significance and impact of oppression, and the value of

relationship building. A child welfare system without workers capable of empathizing
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with clients is a system with limited hope of change or progress. Social workers with
these skills are needed to recognize the flaws in the present system and work toward a
more idealistic child protection system that is less oppressive for families.

It is for these reasons that anti-oppressive social work practice is relevant in child
protection work. If the child welfare system is as oppressive as the focus group
participants have indicated, there may be no other area of practice with a greater need for
anti-oppressive social workers. Given that the participants in this study work in an agency
that appears to not be typical in terms of rigidity, being traditional, not being innovative,
and not having a high staff turnover, the need for an anti-oppressive approach is
paramount. The challenge is to discover creative ways of implementing more anti-
oppressive principles in work with families. Finding creative and innovative solutions
becomes more problematic if social work professionals do not have a balanced view of
their own oppressive behavior.

Whether or not an anti-oppressive perspective is applied in child protection agencies is
a far more difficult question to answer. While it appears that focus group participants are
committed to this framework, their ability to utilize this perspective on a daily basis is
suspect. Despite varying opinions on this issue it is clear that there is more work to be
done.

It is not practical to expect an individual social worker to address oppressive issues
alone. Previous research by Lundy & Gauthier (1989) has demonstrated the negative
consequences that can result for workers who try to fight the system on their own.

However, this does not rectify the problem with the Code. It does require creative thought
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about how to develop more effective ways to implement more anti-oppressive practices.
There needs to be more collective pressure from the social work profession in addressing
concerns within the system. This requires greater cooperation between social workers
employed within different disciplines and an increased public advocacy role from the
provincial, national and international social work associations. Finally, it means increased
support within the social work community for those workers who take greater risks in
advocacy for their clients.

The difficulty in acting immediately in an anti-oppressive way does not remove the
burden of action from a social worker. Stronger advocacy and a united professional
association will allow social workers to reclaim some of their lost autonomy within
agencies and begin to apply policies and practices that are not only congruent with their
professional Code of Ethics but also address structural as well as individual client and
family issues.

Social work educators need to challenge the status quo for their students by
emphasizing the ethical dilemmas that present themselves, not only in child protection
practice, but any field where a social worker may find him or herself employed. Stude s
need to be provided with practical solutions to these ethical problems before they become
overwhelmed by an agency culture that makes these tough decisions for them. While it is
easier to sustain the status quo it is not always ethical and not always congruent with a
profession that prides itself in its own autonomy. Only debate will bring about insight and

lead to a stronger autonomous profession committed to social justice for all.
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Appendix A 81
Letter Outlining the Purpose of the Research

February 2, 2005

Dear To Whom it May Concern,

My name is Sean Tobin. I am a thesis track Master of Social Work student at
Memorial University of Newfoundland. As you are aware, I am interested in meeting
with your front-line social workers in order to complete work on my thesis project
entitled:

Social Work and Child Protection: Is Anti-Oppressive Social Work
Practice Relevant and Applied in Child Protection Work?

A brief overview of the thesis is reported below:

By their nature, child protection agencies provide a means of social control and
regulation designed to maintain the status quo. That is, to expect individuals to fit the
model of society rather than make structural changes to improve the plight of individuals
and families in our society. A civilized society, dedicated to the protection of its youth,
must provide a service to keep children safe. Conflict theory and the anti-oppressive
perspective reject the notion of maintaining the status quo in favor of creating an
equalitarian society free of oppression. The core values of social work promote the values
of social justice and anti-oppressive practice as part of its philosophy statement and
professional code of ethics. With seemingly polar opposite ideological positions, is it
possible or even appropriate for child protection work to be practiced from an anti-
oppressive perspective?

This research project will explore how child protection social workers view the relevance
of anti-oppressive practice in their work. It will also examine how child protection social
workers have or can apply the principles of anti-oppressive practices within their
workplace. In addition, this study will attempt to understand and deconstruct some of the
potential barriers and challenges to practicing from an anti-oppressive perspective in a
child welfare setting. The findings from this study should make for an interesting
discussion about anti-oppressive social work practice and its fit with child protection
work.

I will need to meet with at least 2 focus groups to complete this research. Each focus
group will involve 5 or 6 front-line social workers. Each focus group will take
approximately 1.5 to 2 hours to complete. Some of the issues discussed above, will be
addressed in the focus group with the hope of understanding more about how social
workers perceive anti-oppressive practice within a child welfare setting. I had hoped that
I would be able to meet with staff at your agency, perhaps during a time allotted for a
staff meeting. How does this sound? I really appreciate your assistance and the assistance
of your agency in facilitating this thesis project. I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
Sean Tobin BSW, RSW, BSc(hons)
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Recruitment Letter

Dear To Whom it May Concern,

My name is Sean Tobin. [ am a thesis track Masters Student at the School of Social
Work, Memorial University of Newfoundland. I am interested in completing a thesis on
the following question:

Is Anti-Oppressive Social Work Practice Relevant and Applied in Child Protection
Work?

I am asking for volunteers, who are employed as social workers in front-line child
protection, to participate in a focus group to explore this question.

This research will explore how child protection social workers view the relevance and
application of anti-oppressive practice in their work. It will examine how child protection
social workers have or can apply the principles of anti-oppressive practices within their
workplace. In addition, this research will attempt to understand and deconstruct some of
the potential barriers and challenges to practicing from an anti-oppressive perspective in a
child welfare setting. The findings from this study should make for an interesting
discussion about where anti-oppressive social work practice and social justice fits with
child protection work.

Participation in this research is voluntary and choosing not to participate will carry no
consequences. Participants will not be paid for their participation. One may withdraw
from this research at any time. Withdrawal will not prejudice a person in any way. All
information received from participants will be kept confidential. Confidentiality will be
maintained by the researcher by ensuring that the list of focus group participants will not
be released to any other researcher or outside party. Also, the names of participants will
not appear anywhere in the report. The researcher will strive to maintain anonymity (if
desired) but it cannot be guaranteed. While the researcher can maintain confidentiality
and anonymity concerning data collection and the research report, the researcher can not
ensure that confidentiality of individual participants will be maintained by the other
members of the focus group. However, members of the focus group will be reminded
about the importance of confidentiality prior to beginning the focus groups.

The focus group will take approximately 1.5 to 2 hours to complete. The study will be
conducted at the offices of the Children’s Aid Society during regular work hours.

The focus group will be audio-recorded. This measure is being taken to ensure that data
that is received from the focus group is properly recorded. The researcher will have sole
access to the audio tapes. The data will be stored in locked cabinets at the School of
Social Work, Memorial University of Newfoundland.
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Thesis supervisor is Dr. Ken Barter. Dr. Barter is a full-professor with the School of
Social Work at Memorial University of Newfoundland. He can be reached at his office
at: 709-737-2030. His fax number is: 709-737-7701. He can also be reached via email at:
kbarter@mun.ca.

The proposal for this research has been approved by the Interdisciplinary Committee for
Ethics in Human Research (ICEHR) at Memorial University of Newfoundland. If you
have any ethical concerns about the research, you may contact the Chairperson of ICEHR
at icehr@mun.ca or by telephone at 737-8368.

A consent form to participate in the focus group can be obtained from (worker’s names
and contact information deleted) or Sean Tobin at the School of Social Work, Memorial
University of Newfoundland. If you are interested in participating in this research study,
and have any further questions, please contact me at my office: 709-737-8010 (leave a
message) , or via email at: stobin99@gmail.com. I can also be reached on my cell phone
at: (number deleted). I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Sean Tobin BSW, RSW, BSc(hons)
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Consent Form

TITLE: Social Work and Child Protection: Is anti-oppressive social work
practice relevant and applied in child protection practice ?

INVESTIGATOR: Sean Tobin, Master of Social Work Student, Memorial University.

Thank-you for volunteering to participate in this research study and focus group. This
study will examine the role of anti-oppressive social work practice in child protection
work within Nova Scotia. Participation is voluntary and you may withdraw at any time.
Choosing not to participate or desire to withdraw from the study will carry no
consequences.

/  information received from participants will be kept confidential. Confidentiality
will be maintained by the researcher by ensuring that the list of focus group participants
will not be released to any other researcher or outside party. Also, the names of
participants will not appear anywhere in the report. The researcher will strive to maintain
anonymity (if desired) but it cannot be guaranteed. It is important to note, that while the
researc r can maintain confidentiality and anonymity concerning data collection and the
research report, he can not ensure that confidentiality of individual participants will be
mai1 iined by the other members of the focus group. However, members of the focus
group will be reminded about the importance of confidentiality. Participants will not be
paid for their participation in this study. Each focus group will be audio-recorded by the
rese: cher. This is necessary to ensure that accurate data is collected and can be
transcribed later. Only the principle researcher, Sean Tobin, will have access to these
au -t es. These tapes will be locked in a secure place and will be used only for the
purp e of this study. After the study is completed, the tapes will be destroyed.

1) P1 »sose of the study

T : purpose of this study is to examine what role, if any, anti-oppressive social work
prac ¢ as in the field of front-line child protection work. Individuals recruited for this
study w  participate in a focus group to discuss issues pertaining to anti-oppressive
soci work practice as it relates to child protection work. All participants will currently
be e1  oyed as front-line child protection social workers.

2)D n of Participant’s Involvement

E dividual will participate in one focus group. The focus groups will be

sche for approximately 1.5 to 2 hours in duration and will take place at the offices
of th ldren’s Aid Society. The focus groups will be conducted on April 28" 2005.
The ocus group will be conducted at 10:00am at the (office name deleted) for

Par ipant’s Initials
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participants working from that site. The second focus group will be conducted at 1:30pm
at the (office name deleted) for participants working from that site.

3) Liability Statement

Your signature indicates consent for your participation in this study. It also indicates
that you have read and understood the information regarding the research study. In no
way does this consent waive legal rights, nor does it release the investigator from legal
and professional responsibility.

4) Additional Information

If you wish to discuss implications of participating in this research study with the
supervisor, you may contact Dr. Ken Barter, School of Social Work, Memorial
University of Newfoundland at 709-737-2030. The proposal for this research has been
approved by the Interdisciplinary Committee for Ethics in Human Research (ICEHR) at
Memorial University of Newfoundland. If you have any ethical concerns about the
research, you may contact the Chairperson of ICEHR at icehr@mun.ca or by telephone at
737-8368.

Participant’s Initials
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Signature Page

I, , agree to participate in the research study entitled:

Social Work and Child Protection: Is anti-oppressive social work practice relevant and
applied in child protection practice?

I understand that my participation is completely voluntary, that I may withdraw at any
time, that my participation will be kept confidential and I will not be identified in any
way in the study. I agree to maintain confidentiality as a focus group participant. I also
agree to the focus group discussion being audio-recorded. I understand that this research
has been approved by the ICEHR committee at Memorial University of Newfoundland.
The purpose of this research has been fully explained to me and I have read the attached

consent form. I acknowledge that a copy of this form has been given to me.

Participant’s Signature Date

To the best of my ability, I have fully explained the nature of this research study. I have
invited questions and provided answers. I believe that this participant fully understands
the implications and voluntary nature of the study.

Investigator’s Signature




Appendix D 87
Focus Group Discussion Questions

How would you define anti-oppressive social work practice?

Do you think that you’re able to practice from an anti-oppressive perspective as a child
protection worker?

What are some of the challenges of practicing from an anti-oppressive perspective in
child protection work?

Do you think your agency supports an anti-oppressive approach to child protection work?

In your experience, do you see anti-oppressive practice as being in conflict with child
protection work?

Do you think child protection practice can sometimes place social workers in a violation
of their professional Code of Ethics?

The Children’s Aid Societies in Nova Scotia are privately operated non-profit agencies.
Do you think child protection workers employed within Government agencies would
have a different experience with the application of the anti-oppressive perspective to
child protection work than you have had working with the Children’s Aid Society?

Do you think that child welfare clients view child welfare agencies and workers as being
part of an oppressive system? If so, how do we change that perception?

Do you think the general public views child welfare agencies and workers as being part
of an oppressive system? If so, how do we change that perception?
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Anti-Oppressive Practice Definition

“A form of social work practice which addresses social divisions and structural
inequalities in the work that is done with ‘clients’ (users) or workers. Anti-oppressive
practice aims to provide more appropriate and sensitive services by responding to
people’s needs regardless of their social status. Anti-oppressive practice embodies a
person-centered philosophy, an egalitarian value system concerned with reducing the
deleterious effects of structural inequalities uponl people’s lives; a methodology focusing
on both process and outcome; and a way of structuring relationships between individuals
that aims to empower users by reducing the negative effects of hierarchy in their

immediate interaction and the work they do together” (Dominelli, 1998, p. 6).

Dominelli, L. (1998). Anti-oppressive practice in context. In R. Adams, L. Dominelli and
M. Payne. (Eds.), Social Work: Themes, Issues and Critical Debates (pp. 3-22).
Houndmills: MacMillan Press Ltd.
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ICEHR Approval Letter

Memorial

5 University of Newfoundland
Oftfice of Research
March 8, 2005

ICEHR No. 2004/05-052-SW

Mr. Sean Tobin
School of Social Work
Memorial University of Newfoundland

Dear Mr. Tobin:

Thank you for your correspondence of March 4, 2005 addressing the issues raised by the
Interdisciplinary Committee on Ethics in Human Research (ICEHR) concerning your research
project: “Social work and child protection: is anti-oppressive social work practice relevant and
applied in child protection work?”.

ICEHR has reviewed your response and is satisfied that the concemns raised by the
Committee have been adequately addressed. The Committee grants full approval for the conduct
of this research in accordance with the proposal and revisions submitted.

The Commuttee is appreciative of the ongoing efforts to ensure the protection and rights
of research participants. If you should make any other changes either in the planning or during the
conduct of the research that may affect ethical relations with human participants, these should be
reported to the ICEHR in writing for further review.

This approval is valid for one year from the date on this letter: if the research should carry
on for a longer period, it will be necessary for you to present to the Committee annual reports by
the anniversaries of this date, descnbing the progress of the research and any changes that may
affect ethical relations with human participants.

We wish you well with your research.

Y ours sincerely,

T. Seifert, Ph.D.
Chair, Interdisciplinary Committee on
Ethics in Human Research
TS/en
cc Supervisor

St. john's. NL. Canada AlB 3X5 = Tel.. (7091 737-8251 » Fax: (7091 737-4612 * http://www mun.ca/research
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Child Protection Questionnaire

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: Thank-you for participating in this research study. Before
we begin the focus group, I would appreciate it if you could take a couple of moments to
complete the questions in the survey below. As with other information collected during
the focus group, your answers below will be kept confidential. Only the principle
researcher, Sean Tobin will have access to the demographic information collected below.
This demographic information is necessary in interpreting the data collected throughout
the focus group. As with your participation in the focus group, you are under no
obligation to complete any of the questions below. I appreciate your time in this matter.

Please circle the answer that is most appropriate.

1. How old are you?

20-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-50 Over 50

2. What is the highest level of social work education that you have?

Bachelor’s Degree Master’s Degree Ph.D. Other Degree

3. How many years have you worked as a front-line child protection social worker?
0-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 Over 20
4. Have you worked in any social work position(s) other than as a child protection

worker?

Yes Specify? No

5. Have you ever been employed as a manager with a child protection agency?
Yes No

Thank-you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire !












