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ABSTRACT. Fam ily Pres er va tion Ser vices (FPS) have be come wide -
spread among child pro tec tion agen cies to pre vent the un nec es sary re -
moval of chil dren from their fam i lies and fam ily homes. Na tive chil dren, 
who are over-rep re sented in pub lic care sys tems, are largely ab sent from
re ports eval u at ing the ef fec tive ness of FPS. This pa per ex am ines the FPS 
phi los o phy and pro gram struc tures in the con text of Na tive cul ture. The
au thors pro vide prac ti cal sug ges tions for chang ing FPS in hopes that
such pro grams will im prove suc cess in serv ing and pre serv ing Na tive
fam i lies with child pro tec tion con cerns. [Ar ti cle cop ies avail able for a fee
from The Haworth Doc u ment De liv ery Ser vice: 1-800-342-9678. E-mail ad dress:
<getinfo@haworthpressinc.com> Website: <http://www.HaworthPress.com> © 2001 
by The Haworth Press, Inc. All rights re served.]
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INTRODUCTION

Fam ily Pres er va tion Ser vice (FPS) en tered the child wel fare arena in the
late 1970s and early 1980s in re sponse to the grow ing num ber of chil dren
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placed in fos ter care be cause of in ad e quate or harm ful care in their own homes. 
Its ma jor goal was pre vent ing large num bers of chil dren from un nec es sar ily
en ter ing and “drift ing” through pub lic sys tems of child place ment (Fra ser,
Pecora, & Haapala, 1991), as well as curb ing the grow ing costs in curred by
such sys tems (Callard & Morin, 1979). FPS, which was once hailed as “the
most stra te gic pro gram op tion” in so cial ser vices (Yuan & Rivest, 1990),
spread rap idly across North Amer ica dur ing the 1980s and 1990s. It did not,
how ever, ap pear to reach Na tive fam i lies.

At the same time that FPS was pro lif er at ing across North Amer ica, Na tive
chil dren were be ing re moved from their homes and com mu ni ties in re cord
num bers (Weaver, 1999). In the United States, Na tive chil dren were counted
as 3 per cent of the to tal out-of-home care pop u la tion, but less than 1 per cent of
its to tal child pop u la tion (Mannes, 1993). Sim i larly, Ca na dian re ports of Na tive
chil dren in care ranged from 5 (Pi mento, 1985) to 25 per cent (Thomlison &
Foote, 1987), with the West ern Prov inces and North West Ter ri tories reach ing
close to 50 per cent (Pi mento, 1985). Yet, less than 5 per cent of chil dren in
Can ada are Na tive (Thomlison & Foote, 1987).

It is odd that FPS never tar geted Na tive fam i lies as a pri or ity cli ent group,
par tic u larly since the pro lif er a tion of FPS pro grams fol lowed on the heels of
the 1978 In dian Child Wel fare Act, which man dated place ment of Amer ica’s 
Na tive chil dren in Na tive homes and pres er va tion of the fam ily unit when
pos si ble (George, 1997; Wares, Wedel, Rosenthal, & Dobrec, 1994). Given
the dis pro por tion ately high rates of place ment for Na tive chil dren, it is
worth while to re visit the orig i nal goal of FPS; that is, to pre vent large num -
bers of chil dren, and in this case Na tive chil dren, from un nec es sar ily en ter -
ing and “drift ing” through pub lic sys tems of child place ment. If FPS is to be
ef fec tive with Na tive fam i lies, how ever, then its ser vices must be tai lored to
be cul tur ally re spon sive to Na tive ways of liv ing and be ing (Bending, 1997;
Cross, 1986).

Af ter two de cades of ap plied re search ef forts, pol icy mak ers and FPS pro -
vid ers have ac cepted that FPS is not the pan a cea in ter ven tion to safely de flect
chil dren from pub lic care place ments. At pres ent, FPS is ac cepted as one of
many strat e gies to as sist fam i lies with child wel fare and child pro tec tion con -
cerns (Weber, 1996), but it has not yet been “tried and tested” for Na tive fam i -
lies.1  Pro gram eval u a tions con sis tently show that mi nor ity groups are
underrepresented in FPS cli ent pools (e.g., Fra ser, Pecora, & Haapala, 1991;
Wells & Whit ting ton, 1993; Unrau, 1995a). A sur vey of 248 fam ily pres er va -
tion work ers, for ex am ple, re ported that only four (1.6%) pro grams served Na -
tive cli ents as their pri mary ser vice pop u la tion (Denby, Curtis, & Al ford,
1998). The goals of fam ily pres er va tion would seem a good fit with Na tive
fam i lies, that is to pre vent the re moval of Na tive chil dren from their homes.
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While the need for FPS among Na tive fam i lies with child wel fare con cerns
may be ev i dent, sim ply ap ply ing “main stream” FPS to Na tive fam i lies is in ad -
vis able. To do so would likely re sult in more harm than good, es pe cially since
FPS has been crit i cized for be ing less suc cess ful for mi nor ity fam i lies
(AuClaire & Shwartz, 1987). 

This pa per ex am ines the de sign of FPS in terms of how pro grams can be
adapted to best fit with Na tive cul ture and needs. FPS has been the sub ject of
many re search ef forts dur ing its time of growth, giv ing some prac ti cal hints
as to what works and with whom. (Fra ser, Pecora, & Haapala, 1991). At the
same time, lit er a ture about cul tur ally sen si tive prac tice with Na tive pop u la -
tions has ex panded (see for ex am ple, Weaver, 1997b). This pa per aims to in -
crease gen eral aware ness and ap pre ci a tion of di ver sity when work ing with
Na tive fam i lies and to pro vide prac ti cal hints for FPS work ers who work
with Na tive fam i lies. Rec om men da tions for or ga niz ing ser vices around pro -
gram prin ci ples are also pro vided. Given the di ver sity within Na tive peo ple,
this pa per is de signed to stim u late think ing about best prac tices for Na tive
peo ple, rather than im part a ‘cook book’ ap proach to pre serv ing Na tive fam i -
lies.

A BEGINNING NOTE ON CULTURAL COMPETENCE

The dis cus sion of how FPS might better be adapted in terms of cul tural fit
for Na tive fam i lies with child wel fare and child pro tec tion con cerns be gins
with a few gen eral con sid er ations about cul tural com pe tence with re spect to
do ing child wel fare work with Na tive peo ple.

First, this pa per does not de bate whether non-Na tive work ers should work
with Na tive fam i lies, but ar gues the im por tance of cul tural com pe tence. The
re al ity is that there are not enough Na tive peo ple do ing child wel fare work.
Un til there are, non-Na tive work ers will con tinue to be pri mary agents of
change in Na tive child wel fare. Na tive and non-Na tive peo ple can work to -
gether to im prove the qual ity of life for fam i lies liv ing in Na tive com mu ni ties.
FPS must be re de signed to ad dress the con text of Na tive fam i lies, rec og niz ing
that the best way to help chil dren is to help their fam i lies, and an ef fec tive way
of help ing fam i lies is to en sure that so cial re sources are avail able to en hance
suc cess ful par ent hood (Garbarino, 1987).

Sec ond, with over 550 rec og nized Na tive na tions in the United States and
over 1000 re serves in Can ada, a great deal of het er o ge ne ity ex ists within Na -
tive cul ture (Weaver, 1997b; Weaver, 1999; Thomason, 1991). Pro posing that
a sin gle pro gram can meet the needs of all Na tive fam i lies risks ste reo typ ing,
as well as re duc ing Na tive cul ture to a sin gle en tity (Gross, 1998). FPS pro -
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grams and work ers alike must ac knowl edge the dan gers of over look ing or ig -
nor ing spir i tual, lan guage, so cial struc ture, and gov ern ment dif fer ences across
tribal com mu ni ties or risk overgeneralizing cul tural knowl edge or us ing this
knowl edge in ap pro pri ately and in ef fec tively with Na tive fam i lies (Sue &
Zane, 1987; Weaver, 1997b). Pro grams can not be rig idly ap plied so that in di -
vid ual dif fer ences are over looked. In the words of Gross (1998), “all the study
in the world about a given cul ture or sub cul ture might not lend a hint of ex pla -
na tion of the be hav ior or at ti tudes of a sin gle mem ber of that cul ture or sub cul -
ture” (p. 9).

Third, help ing fam i lies within the con text of cul ture nec es sar ily means that
work ers must un der stand cli ents on both a so ci etal and in di vid ual level. Gross
(1998) dis cusses the im por tance of un der stand ing “grand nar ra tives” of a cul -
ture from the per spec tive of in di vid u als, or “micronarratives,” within that cul -
ture. Grand nar ra tives of Na tive peo ple in clude re spect for peo ple, land and
crea tures; giv ing high es teem to El ders; noninterference into the lives of oth -
ers, in clud ing in child rear ing ef forts; and, in ter con nec ted ness and in ter de pen -
dency (Weaver 1997b). Such grand nar ra tives tell a story of peo ple who value
co op er a tion and group har mony. This story, how ever, has been mis un der stood 
by cul tural out sid ers as be ing co-de pend ent rather than in ter de pen dent and en -
meshed rather than in ter con nected (Weaver, 1997a).

More over, work ers must re late to fam i lies on two lev els–based on cul tural
grand nar ra tives and mi cro nar ra tives. Mi cro nar ra tives de serve their own
place in in ter ven tion, and they can only be un cov ered, not by read ing about di -
ver sity, but from lis ten ing (Gross, 1998). Thus, work ers need to lis ten to each
cli ent fam ily, us ing the grand nar ra tives as a cul tural back drop to work ing with 
any one fam ily. Be cause it is im pos si ble to know ev ery thing about a spe cific
cul tural group or fam ily, FPS work ers can use as sess ment and in ter view ing
skills to find out es sen tial in for ma tion about each (Weaver & Wodarski,
1995).

Fourth, un der stand ing the his tory of Na tive peo ple is as im por tant as ac -
cept ing di ver sity within Na tive cul ture (Weaver, 1999). The his tory of Na tive
peo ple is marked by pe ri ods of in tense pres sure to as sim i late with the dom i -
nant cul ture, and Na tive ways of liv ing have been un der siege for al most two
cen tu ries. Co lo nial ism and non-Na tive dom i na tion dis rupted tra di tional life,
dis placed child-rear ing prac tices, and tore Na tive peo ple from tra di tional help -
ing net works (Cross, 1986). In dis crim i nate place ment of Na tive chil dren in
res i den tial schools, fos ter and adop tive homes sev ered par ent-child learn ing
and de prived Na tive chil dren of their cul tural and spir i tual her i tage. Gov ern -
ment pol i cies and prac tices in both Can ada and the United States all but elim i -
nated fam ily and com mu nity from in volve ment in child rear ing.
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This his tor i cal trauma has im pli ca tions for how Na tive peo ple to day re -
spond to help ing ser vices (Weaver & Yel low Horse Brave Heart, 1999). Many
Na tive peo ple have a deep-rooted dis trust for so cial work ers, view ing them as
co er cive au thor ity fig ures (Miller & Pylpa, 1995; Schacht, Tafoya, &
Mirabala, 1989; Thomason, 1991; Weaver, 1997b). Na tive peo ple may hold
neg a tive opin ions of so cial work ers, in part be cause of a his tory of so cial work
in ter ven tions that have been cul tur ally in sen si tive and dam ag ing to Na tive
peo ple and their tra di tions (Weaver, 1997a).

Finally, not all Na tive peo ple are con nected to their cul tural her i tage in the
same way (Joe & Malach, 1998; Weaver, 1999). Fac tors such as lo ca tion of res i -
dence (res er va tion or non res er va tion, ru ral or ur ban), inter-tribal mar riages,
inter-ra cial mar riages, and in vol un tary place ment of Na tive chil dren in board ing 
or res i den tial schools may help to ex plain vary ing de grees of con nec tion to tra di -
tional Na tive ways. More over, it is com mon for Na tive peo ple to day to have
blended tra di tional and non tra di tional prac tices in their daily liv ing (Joe &
Malach, 1998), and even for very tra di tional Na tive peo ple, prac tices such as the
Sundance do not come into play ev ery day. For ex am ple, while Na tive fam i lies
par tic i pate in the main stream workforce and send their chil dren to main stream
schools, many en gage in daily smudg ing rit u als (i.e., prayer). Still oth ers may re -
frain from eat ing cer tain foods as pre scribed by their clan cus toms (or, as in the
case of re li gious/spir i tual mem ber ship, may re frain from par tic u lar ac tiv i ties).
Ac cul tur a tion can be seen as a mo saic, blend ing tra di tional Na tive ways with
dom i nant cul tural ways (Wil liams & Ellison, 1996; Joe & Malach, 1998;
McPherson, 1997; Morrissette, McKenzie & Morrissette, 1993; Red Horse,
Lewis, Feit & Decker, 1978; Weaver, 1996). While it might be tempt ing to char -
ac ter ize all fam i lies by the whole ness of the mo saic, or a fa vored part of it, the
rich ness of a mo saic is in the mul ti ple per spec tives it of fers.

FAMILY PRESERVATION SERVICES AND NATIVE FAMILIES

Homebuilders is one of the old est and best de fined mod els of FPS. Its de -
scrip tion of treat ment, how ever, is broad (Lewis, 1991). The de vel op ers of
Homebuilders ar gue that work ers must be pre pared to use many dif fer ent ap -
proaches to help fam ily mem bers re solve dif fi cult prob lems (Kinney, Haapala, &
Booth, 1991). The as sump tion is that a wide range of the o ries of fers work ers
flex i bil ity to tai lor in ter ven tions to the unique needs of each fam ily.
Homebuilders uses an eclec tic ap proach to treat ment that in cor po rates psy -
cho-ed u ca tional, so cial learn ing and cog ni tive be hav ioral the o ries.

Gen eral de scrip tions of FPS pres ent po ten tial dan gers for Na tive fam i lies
re ceiv ing such ser vices. FPS work ers who lack cul tural com pe tence risk mis -
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un der stand ing Na tive fam ily dy nam ics, or worse, la bel ing these dy nam ics
patho log i cal or dys func tional. More over, if “main stream” FPS in ter ven tions
are ap plied to Na tive fam i lies, and sub se quently fail, then fam i lies are at risk of 
be ing la beled “un treat able” and their child(ren) be ing re moved.

To tai lor FPS to Na tive fam i lies with child wel fare con cerns, FPS must be
re-ex am ined on philo soph i cal and pro gram matic lev els. Unrau (1995b) helps
us un der stand the dif fer ence:

 . . . there is an im por tant dis tinc tion be tween the idea of fam ily pres er va -
tion and the im ple men ta tion of such ser vices. Fam ily pres er va tion, as a
phi los o phy  of child pro tec tion prac tice, is a set of prin ci ples and be liefs
that guide prac tice sit u a tions, but do not nec es sar ily of fer spe cific
knowl edge about how to in ter vene with cli ent, a pro gram, agency, or de -
part ment can hold the be lief of keep ing fam i lies to gether, but not have
the nec es sary in ter ven tion tech nol ogy, re sources, or po lit i cal sup port to
carry the idea to fru ition. On the other hand, fam ily pres er va tion as a pro -
gram, namely FPS, is com prised of an or ga nized plan of ad min is tra tive,
po lit i cal, and clin i cal ac tiv ity that aims to ful fill the dou ble-edged so cial
goal of al le vi at ing cri ses that lead to child place ment while main tain ing
the safety of chil dren in their own homes. . . . (pp. 51-52)

If FPS is to have a chance at be ing ef fec tive for Na tive fam i lies, then ad just -
ments must be made not only to how we think about FPS, but also what ad di -
tional (or dif fer ent) struc tures are needed to sup port the “new” mode of cli ent
ser vice de liv ery. In the re main der of this pa per, key con cepts and pro gram fea -
tures that are cen tral to FPS and how they must be changed in or der to prop erly
serve Na tive fam i lies with child wel fare con cerns are ex am ined.

Chal leng ing Key Be liefs of FPS for the Ben e fit of Na tive Fam ilies

The phi los o phies, or be liefs, that guide fam ily life within Na tive cul tures
are unique from those guid ing non-Na tive cul tures. In this sec tion, four key
con cepts re lated to FPS and Na tive cul tures are pre sented: fam ily, child rear -
ing, spir i tu al ity, and time. Each con cept is dis cussed by com par ing and con -
trast ing gen eral nar ra tives that ex plain Na tive cus toms and cul tures to gen eral
nar ra tives of the dom i nant, or main stream, cul ture.

Fam ily

One of the first con cepts to re think be fore de vel op ing FPS for Na tive fam i -
lies is the fam ily it self. The dom i nant West ern cul ture val ues in di vid u al ism
and the nu clear fam ily, a fo cus that neatly de fines the tar get group of in di vid u -
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als el i gi ble to re ceive FPS. Tra di tional Na tive peo ple tend to have larger fam -
ily net works as com pared to non-Na tive peo ple raised in the dom i nant cul ture.
The im me di ate fam ily, for ex am ple, grows when a child mar ries be cause the
con cept of “in-law” does not ex ist. Rather, those mar ry ing into a fam ily be -
come full fam ily mem bers (Sutton & Bro ken Nose, 1996). Ex tended fam ily
can reach be yond blood rel a tives to in clude El ders and neigh bors. In part,
these larger fam ily sys tems are re flec tive of Na tive peo ple’s value for group
ori en ta tion and in ter con nec ted ness. In ter con nec ted ness in volves a set of re la -
tion ships, start ing with the fam ily, ex pand ing to oth ers (McCormick, 1996).
Com mu nity mem ber ship is val ued among Na tive peo ple, re flect ing the im por -
tance of col lat eral re la tion ships rather than in di vid u al ism. This value is ap par -
ent since group con sen sus is a ma jor value in de ci sion-mak ing (Joe & Malach,
1998).

Ex tended fam ily plays a cen tral role in rais ing Na tive chil dren. The im por -
tance of ex tended fam ily is re al ized when one con sid ers that the pri mary
child-adult re la tion ship may not be be tween child and par ent in a Na tive fam -
ily (Cross, 1986; Pi mento, 1985; Red Horse, Lewis, Feit & Decker, 1978).
Grand par ents and com mu nity El ders are con sid ered po tent sources of in flu -
ence for chil dren, fam i lies, and the com mu nity as a whole. It is com mon for
grand par ents to will ingly as sume child-care re spon si bil i ties for their grand -
chil dren and for par ents to seek ad vice from com mu nity El ders. FPS work ers
must take the time to map out the fam ily net work for a fam ily and then be pre -
pared to work with aunts, un cles, cous ins, grand par ents, and pos si bly neigh -
bors as al ter na tive child care pro vid ers (Red Horse, Lewis, Feit & Decker,
1978).

The avail abil ity of ex tended fam ily may de pend on where the fam ily is liv -
ing. Na tive fam i lies liv ing in res er va tion com mu ni ties, for ex am ple, will likely 
have more con nec tions with ex tended fam ily than those who have moved to
the city. Na tive fam i lies liv ing in ur ban ar eas tend to adopt a nu clear fam ily
struc ture, but may wish to re con nect with fam ily net works in their tribal com -
mu ni ties.

Through out the work with Na tive fam i lies, work ers need to be cog ni zant of
the def i ni tion of fam ily as it per tains to Na tive cul ture, as well as the spe cific
worldview that Na tive fam i lies hold in terms of their re la tion ships with oth ers.
Red Horse (1980) fur ther sug gests that so cial work ers must adapt ser vices to
re flect the in cli na tion of Na tive fam i lies to in te grate gen er a tions. Genograms
pro vide a con crete strat egy for bridg ing cul tural gaps be tween a worker and a
fam ily. When used with Na tive fam i lies, how ever, genograms should cap ture
the “broad” def i ni tion of ex tended fam ily and span three or more gen er a tions
in or der to de pict tra di tional clan sys tems. 
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Child Rearing

Given the ex panded def i ni tion of fam ily among Na tive peo ple, it fol lows
that Na tive peo ple value shared re spon si bil ity for rais ing chil dren; an ideal
that stems from the Na tive per spec tive of whole ness and con nec tion with the
world (As sem bly of First Na tions, 1994). As pre vi ously dis cussed, it may be
com mon for rel a tives to as sume the pri mary childcare role. It is also pos si ble
for childcare re spon si bil i ties to be di vided among fam ily mem bers. For ex am -
ple, an un cle or aunt might as sume the pri mary role as dis ci pli nar ian, whereas
grand par ents might be re lied upon for spir i tual guid ance.

Modeling is an im por tant method of child rear ing (Brant, 1990). This means 
that chil dren are shown, rather than told how to be have. As with many other
cul tures, many Na tive peo ple learn parenting skills through im i ta tion, but for
many Na tive par ents, board ing schools, fos ter care, and adop tion dis rupted
learn ing about cul tural tra di tions and parenting prac tices (As sem bly of First
Na tions, 1994; Fischler, 1985). Sim ply put, some par ents have had no role
model for their own parenting (Weaver, 1999). This leaves the FPS worker to
seek out mod els within the Na tive com mu nity that may help with parenting
skills.

An other parenting tra di tion among Na tive peo ple is that chil dren are
viewed as hav ing priv i leged po si tions in Na tive so ci ety. Adults with chil dren
are con sid ered wealthy, and Na tive tra di tion en cour ages adults to treat chil -
dren with kind ness and gen tle ness. As such, parenting styles are typ i cally
non-co er cive and aim to fos ter self-de ter mi na tion of chil dren, un en cum bered
by ex pec ta tions about de vel op men tal tim ing (Pi mento, 1985). Phys i cal pun -
ish ment is not part of tra di tional Na tive parenting prac tices. This style of Na -
tive parenting has been in ter preted as “per mis sive” or “pac i fist” by West ern
stan dards (Fischler, 1985).

While main stream cul ture tends to value the “take-charge” ap proach to a
sit u a tion, Na tive chil dren are taught that there is a nat u ral or der to life and that
one must be ac cept ing of nat u ral and non-nat u ral events (Joe & Malach, 1998). 
Re spect for oth ers’ in de pend ence makes in struc tion, co er cion, or at tempt ing to 
per suade an other per son un de sir able (Brant, 1990; Schacht, Tafoya, &
Mirabala, 1989). Ad vice also is per ceived as tak ing power away from some -
one and can even be a sign of dis re spect (Thomason, 1991). If child rear ing is
suc cess ful, then chil dren will have learned to ac cept both the good and the bad
things that hap pen in life. Fam ily pres er va tion work ers must un der stand this
and avoid us ing in tru sive ap proaches with fam i lies and be sen si tive to in di vid -
ual au ton omy.

In ad di tion to ac cep tance, Na tive peo ple value self-re li ance and au ton omy
for their chil dren, more so than other cul tures. Na tive chil dren, for ex am ple,

56 JOURNAL OF ETHNIC & CULTURAL DIVERSITY IN SOCIAL WORK



reach de vel op men tal mile stones such as dress ing them selves, do ing reg u lar
chores, go ing down town alone, and be ing left alone in the eve ning, ear lier than 
their White and Af ri can Amer i can coun ter parts (Miller, 1979, in Joe &
Malach, 1998). In ad di tion, Na tive chil dren may be placed in charge of care for 
youn ger sib lings at a youn ger age than other cul tures (Fischler, 1985; Joe &
Malach, 1998).

At a prac ti cal level, FPS ser vice de liv ery should iden tify ex tended fam ily
mem bers who have had suc cess with parenting. These fam ily mem bers could
be in cluded in the ser vice plan where parenting is an is sue. The Na tive com mu -
nity can also be in volved in the plan ning and im ple men ta tion of the in ter ven -
tion (Wil liams & Ellison, 1996). Par ents, how ever, should be able to de cide
whom they want to in clude in meet ings with a FPS worker (Joe & Malach,
1998; Schacht, Tafoya, & Mirabala, 1989). An other op tion is to de ter mine
whether cul tur ally ap pro pri ate parenting ses sions are be ing of fered by a com -
mu nity agency. Cul turally-spe cific parenting classes are par tic u larly im por -
tant given the dis rup tion in parenting cre ated by res i den tial schools (Fischler,
1985). For ex am ple, the re cent Head Start move ment in Can ada has opened the 
door to unique ap proaches to parenting ini tia tives. In Lethbridge, Al berta, the
Ab orig i nal Head Start Pro gram uti lizes El ders to teach tra di tional parenting
phi los o phies. Var i ous as pects of parenting are dis cussed in group for mat, of ten 
with the aid of the med i cine wheel (i.e., phys i cal, emo tional, men tal and spir i -
tual el e ments of de vel op ment). It is com mon for par ents to share sto ries about
how they strengthen emo tional de vel op ment with their chil dren (i.e., through
hug ging, cud dling, praise, play ing catch, or sim ply be ing pres ent). Sim i larly,
sto ries are shared about how emo tional de vel op ment is stunted (i.e., in ap pro -
pri ate ex pres sion of an ger; fam ily vi o lence; ex ces sive al co hol con sump tion).
El ders are of ten part of these in for mal group dis cus sions. Fur ther, group dis -
cus sion can also take the form of com par ing past his to ries (i.e., board ing
school ex pe ri ences) and how they dif fer from healthy prac tices.

Time

There are fun da men tal dif fer ences in how West ern and Na tive cul tures ex -
pe ri ence time. In tra di tional Na tive cul ture, time is not lin ear and ap proaches
to time-man age ment may be dif fer ent than how time is un der stood in main -
stream FPS where a cen tral or ga niz ing prin ci ple is brief in ter ven tion. Most
note wor thy is the four-week time limit al lot ted for Homebuilders ser vices. The 
idea is that a sin gle worker en ters a fam ily home and works in ten sively, but
briefly, with the fam ily to help cre ate con crete change as quickly as pos si ble.
In con trast, Na tive peo ple have in tu itive, per sonal, and flex i ble con cepts of
time which are in gre di ents for har mo ni ous liv ing (Brant, 1990).
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On pa per, the time prin ci ples of Homebuilders, such as ther a pist avail abil -
ity, ap pear to be a good match for Na tive fam i lies. First, cli ent needs dic tate
work ers’ sched ules for any given fam ily. Workers are avail able to spend time
with fam i lies dur ing times of dif fi culty, from early morn ing to late night. Sec -
ond, work ers are avail able to fam i lies by tele phone. Ar range ments are made so 
cli ents are able to con tact their work ers 24 hours a day. When pri mary work ers
are not reach able, backup staff mem bers are avail able. Third, work ers meet
with cli ents face-to-face within 24 hours of re fer ral to the pro gram.

Upon closer ex am i na tion, how ever, the time fea tures of Homebuilders’ ser -
vices that are cen tered on prin ci ples of cri sis, im me di acy, and ac tion may not
be in har mony with be liefs about time in Na tive cul ture. Workers stand ready
to in ter vene at a mo ment’s no tice when called upon by a fam ily. How ever,
what if the fam ily does not call or does not mo bi lize for ac tion? With out sen si -
tiv ity to the role that time plays in Na tive cul ture, there is dan ger that work ers
will su per im pose upon Na tive fam i lies a time sched ule that will re sult in mis -
un der stand ings and cul tural in sen si tiv ity. In Na tive cul ture, time is not in ter -
preted as a rate of speed. Rather, it is a mo ment in which some thing oc curs; the
pres ent be ing rooted in the past and branch ing out to the fu ture. Na tive peo ple
are more likely to think of rit u als or events as im por tant mark ers of time, rather 
than time it self (Joe & Malach, 1998). Workers should, there fore, take the lead
from their cli ents with re gard to time-re lated ser vice is sues. This will nec es sar -
ily in volve open dis cus sion about how time fac tors are per ceived by fam i lies
dur ing ser vice de liv ery.

The ac tion-ori ented and fast mov ing pace of FPS in ter ven tion, which is
based on quick as sess ment and struc tured in ter ven tion, is in con gru ent with
Na tive val ues. Na tive cus tom al lows for time to feel com fort able with new
peo ple un til all par ties get to know one an other (Harper & Lantz, 1996; Joe &
Malach, 1998). In ad di tion, non-di rec tive ap proaches such as sto ry tell ing and
use of met a phors may be most ap pro pri ate when work ing with Na tive fam i lies
(Sutton & Bro ken Nose, 1996). Yet, to be ef fec tive, these ap proaches take
time, some thing lack ing in tra di tional mod els of FPS.

FPS needs to be struc tured around a time frame unique to the cul ture, in -
clud ing flex i bil ity re gard ing ap point ment times and avail abil ity to re spond to
cri ses. Workers will need to get a sense of fam ily time as well as com mu nity
time if the fam ily lives on a res er va tion to find out im por tant “time mark ers”
for the fam ily apart from cal en dar time. Iden tifying mark ers will help the
worker learn about the fam ily’s rhythms apart from cal en dar times. Workers
must take time to learn about the fam ily, to build a trust ing work ing re la tion -
ship, to move at the pace of the fam ily, tak ing a noninterference ap proach
(Schacht, Tafoya, & Mirabala, 1989). For in stance, one ap proach may be to
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form a cir cle which in cludes the fam ily, ex tended fam ily, El ders, and sig nif i -
cant com mu nity peo ple to as sist in the case man age ment pro cess.

Spir i tu al ity

Spir i tu al ity plays an im por tant role in Na tive cul ture. Gen erally speak ing,
fam i lies with spir i tual prac tices also have more tra di tional Na tive be liefs. Nev -
er the less, many Na tive fam i lies keep tra di tional be liefs as so ci ated with his toric
cus toms that in clude rit ual cer e mo nies and sym bol ism, some of which ac knowl -
edge the close as so ci a tion be tween ill ness and the Spirit (McCormick, 1996).

Homebuilders iden ti fies 21 train ing mod ules to help work ers with par tic u -
lar cli ent prob lems (Kinney, Haapala and Booth, 1991). Each train ing mod ule
fo cuses heavily on skills, be hav ior, and cog ni tion, but none give ad e quate con -
sid er ation to spir i tu al ity, which is in te gral to Na tive well-be ing. Spir i tual in ter -
ven tion among Na tive peo ple may in clude sweats, smudge or pipe cer e mo nies, 
and Sundances, which are not typ i cally part of FPS train ing. This means that
FPS work ers may be faced with in ter ven tions that they do not know or un der -
stand. There may be dif fi cul ties in in cor po rat ing spir i tu al ity into FPS model.
Workers would be ad vised to learn about spir i tual prac tices within Na tive cul -
ture and the spe cial mean ings of cer e mo nies.

More over, ac quir ing spir i tual ser vices is typ i cally the re spon si bil ity of fam -
ily mem bers. Fam ilies who en gage in tra di tional spir i tual prac tices are of ten
con nected to a num ber of El ders who per form such cer e mo nies. If this is not
the case, there are of ten com mu nity op por tu ni ties (such as the Sundance) in
which fam i lies en gage. It is not un com mon for Na tive fam i lies to travel to
other Na tive com mu ni ties to seek the ser vices of El ders. Some cer e mo nies
may in volve ac tiv i ties that re quire part ing with per sonal be long ings or money.
Ex tended fam ily mem bers may also share their pos ses sions with in di vid u als
un der go ing such cer e mo nies. In some cases, it is ac cept able for work ers to par -
tic i pate in the shar ing of gifts as a ges ture of help ing. The giv ing of gifts is a
cul tural norm and, de pend ing on the con text, may even be viewed as help ing
fam i lies by vir tue of hav ing a close re la tion ship with that fam ily.

Whether or not a fam ily prac tices such in ter ven tion may be re vealed
through the as sess ment pro cess. How ever, work ers must be re spect ful of fam -
ily wishes to keep tra di tional cer e mo nies con fi den tial (Joe & Malach, 1998).
Con gru ent with the Homebuilder’s model, work ers must be au then tic and
show re spect and con cern (Kinney & Haapala, 1990).

Pro gram Con sid er ations for FPS with Na tive Fam ilies

Given that Na tive and main stream cul ture have fun da men tally dif fer ent
phi los o phies about fam ily, child rear ing, time, and spir i tu al ity, it is rea son able
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to ex pect FPS pro grams will be de fined by dif fer ent struc tures so that cli ent
ser vice de liv ery can be car ried out in a man ner that is con sis tent with these be -
liefs. Ex isting tem plates of pro grams need to mod i fied so that Na tive fam i lies
are not ex posed to “pre-fab ri cated”ser vice.

Be cause pov erty is such a sig nif i cant fac tor among many Na tive fam i lies, it
may be use ful for the FPS agency to ini ti ate part ner ships in in ter ven tion at the
macro/com mu nity level. For ex am ple, his tor i cally, com mu ni ties/clans/ex -
tended fam i lies would or ga nize var i ous ac tiv i ties to help al le vi ate hard ship,
such as hunt ing par ties (where wild game was dis trib uted among fam ily mem -
bers) and berry pick ing/pre serv ing groups. Through part ner ing with lo cal ser -
vices (i.e., health ser vices, com mu nity groups, ex tended fam i lies), per haps
some of these his tor i cal ways of en dur ing hard ship could be re newed, mak ing
room for fam ily em pow er ment/com pe tence.

On an em pir i cal note, Na tive fam i lies with chil dren at risk for place ment
have dif fer ent needs than their non-Na tive coun ter parts. That is, more Na tive
chil dren en ter place ment for rea sons of al co hol abuse and ne glect than com -
pared to non-Na tive chil dren. Al co hol abuse within Na tive com mu ni ties is re -
lated to un em ploy ment and pow er less ness (Pi mento, 1985). The type of
ne glect found within Na tive com mu ni ties stems from de pri va tion, pov erty and 
child-rear ing be liefs, rather than will ful acts of dis re gard or aban don ment of
chil dren (Thomlison & Foote, 1987). These two risk fac tors are im por tant to
con sider since Courtney (1997) has called into ques tion how typ i cal FPS deals
with ex ist ing so cial con di tions such as pov erty, rac ism, sub stance abuse, and
in ad e quate hous ing. They are also im por tant since the Na tive value of
noninterference may be mis in ter preted by non-Na tive peo ple as ne glect or lack 
of guid ance (Weaver, 1997a). In ad di tion, Na tive pop u la tions are among the
poor est of the poor (Horejsi, Heavy Run ner Craig, & Pablo, 1992). In Can ada,
for ex am ple, the an nual in comes of Na tive peo ple is about half of the Ca na dian 
na tional av er age. In the United States, pov erty rates for Na tives are two and
three times higher than Asian and White non-His panic pop u la tions, re spec -
tively (Staveteig & Wigton, 2000).

FPS pro grams and work ers must be at tuned to the prob lems that Na tive
fam i lies face, if they are to be suc cess ful in pre serv ing them. FPS has the ba sic
in gre di ents to ef fec tively serve Na tive fam i lies such as one-on-one at ten tion,
in-home ser vice, and uniquely tai lored in ter ven tions. Pro grams can be fur ther
adapted ac cord ing to the unique cus toms of each fam ily, band, or and tribe.
Fol low ing are five im por tant pro gram struc tures that must be part of FPS in or -
der to prop erly pre pare and sup port FPS work ers to help Na tive fam i lies.

First, FPS hir ing prac tices must as sess whether work ers have a sin cere in -
ter est in learn ing and ac cept ing Na tive cul ture. Workers with such in ter ests
have a better chance of eve ning out power dif fer ences that ex ist within
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helper-cli ent re la tion ships formed un der the um brella of child wel fare. Once
hired, FPS work ers must feel col le gial sup port to ad mit cul tural ig no rance
when it oc curs. In turn, pro gram sup ports ought to as sist work ers to de velop
strat e gies to learn about the cli ent fam ily with out com pro mis ing ser vice or
safety.

Sec ond, work ers must be trained and will ing to chal lenge their ethnocentric
be liefs as on go ing part of prac tice. Su per vi sion can help to un cover work ers’
uni ver sal as sump tions re gard ing “nor mal” or “healthy” fam i lies. Ad di tionally, 
su per vi sion ought to in clude ex am i na tion of the o ries reg u larly used in FPS
pro grams in terms of their fit with Na tive cul ture and ex pec ta tions of change.
These in clude such the o ries as cri sis in ter ven tion, be hav ioral par ent train ing,
and eco log i cal in ter ven tion. For ex am ple, the mod el ing com po nent of be hav -
ioral par ent train ing ap pears to be con gru ent with prac tices in Na tive cul ture.

Working with fam i lies in a cul tural con text nec es sar ily must in clude re flec -
tion in prac tice (Schacht, Tafoya, & Mirabala, 1989; Weaver, 1999). Re flec -
tion in volves the abil ity of work ers to be self crit i cal and aware of their
prac tice, and can help work ers un der stand cli ents as cul tural be ings (Weaver,
1999). It also re duces the risk of im pos ing un wanted val ues on cli ents and fur -
ther op press ing cli ents dur ing vul ner a ble times (Weaver & Wodarski, 1995).
More over, re flec tion can be a way of dem on strat ing that work ers are will ing to
learn about Na tive cul ture, an act that Na tive fam i lies will ap pre ci ate (Joe &
Malach, 1998). Multi cul tural sen si tiv ity is a nec es sary part of so cial work ed u -
ca tion and ac cred i ta tion stan dards for so cial work pro grams re quire that grad u -
ates be knowl edge able about hu man di ver sity and de velop and ap ply cul tur ally 
com pe tent prac tice.

Third, work ers must be en cour aged to ex press open ness to col lab o rat ing
and shar ing their work with tra di tional heal ers, com mu nity peo ple, ex tended
kin, and El ders. In dig e nous help ing sys tems can be a source of sup port and
strength for Na tive peo ple as shown by the in ter con nec ted ness be tween peo ple 
(Weaver, 1997b). Aban doning FPS’s fa mil iar sin gle-worker ap proach in place 
of un fa mil iar help ing strat e gies is enough to move any FPS worker well out of
their prac tice “com fort zone.” How ever, if Na tive fam i lies are to be suc cess -
fully pre served, then FPS work ers must sup port fam ily choices about in dig e -
nous sources of help that par al lel, sup ple ment or re place in ter ven tions that are
more com mon (Weaver, 1997b). Nat u ral help ers in com mu ni ties should be
part of the ser vice de liv ery sys tem, if only for the rea son that they are im por -
tant role mod els (Cross, 1986; Thomason, 1991). FPS pro grams, there fore,
have a role and re spon si bil ity to sup port and as sist work ers tread ing through
un fa mil iar cul tural ter ri tory to avoid poor de ci sion-mak ing that can re sult
when work ers mis un der stand cli ent sit u a tions. FPS work ers should be com -
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mit ted to es tab lish ing re la tion ships with the fam ily and the com mu nity in
which the fam ily lives.

Fourth, it is crit i cal that FPS work ers un der stand and use ex ist ing cli ent sup -
port sys tems. When seek ing ad vice, ex per tise, or ser vices of an El der, var i ous
pro to cols must typ i cally be fol lowed and dif fer be tween and within Na tive
com mu ni ties. Tribal pol i tics can be chal leng ing and work ers must be “tuned
in” to how best to pro ceed. Those not fa mil iar with seek ing the aid of El ders
may con sider ap proach ing the band man ager or in ter agency com mit tee for
guid ance and/or to me di ate and en sure pro to cols are fol lowed. El ders have dif -
fer ent roles (e.g., doc tors, coun sel ors, spir i tu al ists, his to ri ans, and teach ers)
and pro to cols may vary with the type of ser vice that is needed. It is im por tant
for FPS work ers to spend time in the com mu nity, be ing aware that the com mu -
nity has to de cide whether or not to ac cept a par tic u lar worker. When seek ing
spir i tual guid ance, for ex am ple, it is cus tom ary in many com mu ni ties for in di -
vid u als to of fer to bacco to El ders who then use the to bacco in smudg ing and
prayer for in di vid u als.

Fifth, the teach ing skills used by FPS work ers must be adapted to Na tive
cul tures. Skill-fo cused be hav ioral in ter ven tions com mon to FPS (Barth, 1990)
may be one rea son for the low num bers of Na tive fam i lies re ferred to FPS to
date. By and large, Na tive parenting skills are ac quired through im i ta tion.
Thus, teach ing parenting skills might be less valu able than hav ing par ents
model ac cept able be hav ior to their chil dren. Fischler (1985) re fers to two spe -
cific In dian Par ent Training pro grams and more ma te ri als are avail able on the
web. Other cur ric ula are avail able on the in ternet (see for ex am ple,
<http://www.nicwa.org/cat a log/catalogu.htm>).

How do FPS work ers ‘model’ healthy parenting skills at the risk of vi o lat -
ing cul tural norms such as noninterference? Con sid er ation of a few points may 
help clar ify this is sue. FPS work ers must be clear on why in volve ment is nec -
es sary. If the fam ily is re ferred for prob lems of ne glect (i.e., pov erty), how will 
“parenting skills” al le vi ate pov erty? Sim i larly, if the fam ily is in volved with
child pro tec tion be cause of sub stance abuse, it is un likely that im proved
parenting will al le vi ate this prob lem. On the other hand, if the fam ily is re -
ferred for phys i cal abuse and FPS is in volved to teach the fam ily al ter na tive
meth ods of dis ci pline, this will in volve both philo soph i cal and prac ti cal ap -
proaches.

Some El ders spe cial ize in the teach ing of parenting. In clu sion of their ser -
vices on the case plan may be ben e fi cial. When ever pos si ble, mod el ing should
oc cur as part of the nat u ral dis course. Whether the FPS worker con tracts with
an El der or ex tended fam ily mem ber who is suc cess ful in parenting, mod el ing
can oc cur nat u rally as ex pe ri ences arise in “teach able mo ments.” The key is
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that the fam ily is com mit ted to prac tic ing al ter na tive meth ods of dis ci pline for
the well be ing of their chil dren/fam ily. 

Fifth, train ing of FPS work ers must cover cul tural knowl edge, which in cludes
knowl edge of com mu ni ca tion pat terns, worldviews, be lief sys tems and val ues
(Weaver, 1999). Com mu ni ca tion pat terns are key be cause miscommunication
leads to mis un der stand ing or mis la bel ing. The fol low ing is a brief list of com mu -
ni ca tion dif fer ences be tween Na tive and dom i nant cul tures.

• Com mu ni ca tion in Na tive cul ture gen er ally in volves pa tience, abil ity to
tol er ate si lence and lis ten ing (Weaver, 1999). Si lence is not only ac cept -
able among Na tive peo ple; it also dem on strates re spect for an other per -
son (Sutton & Bro ken Nose, 1996; Tafoya, 1989). Sim i lar si lences in
main stream cul ture sug gest re sis tance.

• Di rect eye con tact may sug gest that one is re spect ful and at ten tive in the
dom i nant cul ture, yet in some Na tive cul tures, di rect eye con tact is con -
sid ered dis re spect ful (Tafoya, 1989). For ex am ple, in tra di tional Black -
foot fam i lies, it is cus tom ary that a fa ther re frains from speak ing di rectly
to his daugh ter-in-law. Sim i larly, moth ers re frain from con vers ing with
sons-in-law and in stead speak to a third party. While this is gen der based, 
it is also cus tom that cer tain bound aries ex ist per tain ing to type of con -
ver sa tion be tween peo ple and their par ent-in-law, re gard less of gen der.

• It may be dis re spect ful to ask per sonal ques tions in the Na tive cul ture,
yet main stream FPS as sess ment and in ter ven tion strat e gies re quire at
least some in tru sive ques tion ing. It may be of ben e fit to FPS work ers to
re di rect these types of ques tions to a third party (i.e., a spouse, par ent, or
ex tended fam ily). Fur ther, the man ner in which in for ma tion is sought is
im por tant. For ex am ple, ask ing a mother’s rel a tive to de scribe
“strengths” is dif fer ent from ask ing her to tell you “how” she teaches her
chil dren right from wrong (i.e., ex pe ri ence in the form of sto ry tell ing).
An other method of so lic it ing this in for ma tion is by pre sent ing a sce nario
and ask ing how it would be played out in that par tic u lar fam ily.

• Na tive cul ture gen er ally does not rely solely on ver bal com mu ni ca tion.
More over, Na tive lan guage and knowl edge not writ ten is passed on
through story tell ing, which can in volve ges tures, rit u als, sym bols, and
words. For ex am ple, in some Na tive cul tures, di rect ver bal con fron ta tion
is a vi o la tion of fa mil ial and com mu nity norms. In the case of a fam ily
dis pute, a FPS worker may feel it nec es sary to gather fam ily mem bers to
dis cuss the dis pute; how ever, this plan of ac tion may fur ther alien ate
fam ily mem bers. The FPS worker would be wise to de ter mine cul tural
cus toms re gard ing set tling dis putes, par tic u larly if rec on cil i a tion con -
trib utes to the well-be ing and re source ful ness of fam ily func tion ing. In
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some cul tures, dis putes are ini tially han dled in di rectly, by a third party
prior to the dis put ing par ties com ing to gether. This pre serves the in teg -
rity of the par ties as well as re di rect ing po ten tially hos tile be hav ior.

• Tra di tional Na tive peo ple do not typ i cally dis cuss per sonal strengths as
this can be in ter preted as brag ging. Con se quently, Na tive peo ple may be
for eign to ideas of praise, re ward, and re in force ment (Brant, 1990;
Thomason, 1991). It may be nec es sary for FPS work ers to frame ques -
tions to avoid mis in ter pre ta tion as well as to iden tify strengths through
as sess ment and ob ser va tion. Workers must also be hum ble and ex press a
will ing ness to learn (Weaver, 1999). Praise can be worded sub tly.

• In Na tive com mu ni ties, emo tional re straint is en cour aged (Brant, 1990;
Pi mento, 1985). Workers are at tuned to sub tle com mu ni ca tion dif fer -
ences; lan guage bar ri ers may im pede work and lead to mis un der stand -
ing. Workers must take time to learn about the com mu ni ca tion styles of
Na tive fam i lies (Joe & Malach, 1998). For ex am ple, work ers may some -
times no tice that when vis it ing a Na tive fam ily, they may be of fered
some thing to eat (or sim ply given some thing). This of fer ing is a ges ture
of hos pi tal ity, as well as re la tion ship build ing that is re cip ro cated by the
sim ple act of ac cept ing the meal/food. To re fuse the of fer ing, re gard less
of how gently this is done, can in sult the fam ily and the value of what
they have to of fer. There is a story about a young boy vis it ing a friend.
His friend’s fam ily was eat ing raw kid ney, which is a tra di tional food
and of fered the vis i tor a place at the ta ble. As much as the vis i tor dis liked
raw kid ney, he sat at the ta ble. While he was eat ing, he care fully took the
kid ney out of his mouth and hid it in his jacket pocket. When he was
asked how his meal was (the old man knew what he was do ing and was
teas ing him), the vis i tor smiled and said “mmm, good.” It was more im -
por tant for him to gra ciously ac cept the of fer and main tain the fam ily’s
re spect, than to in sult them and po ten tially dam age their re la tion ship or
to em bar rass his good friend’s fam ily.

• Most FPS in ter ven tion is based on a “talk ing cure.” How ever, among
some tribes such as the Sioux In dian, talk ing is for bid den in cer tain fam -
ily re la tion ships. With out un der stand ing such spe cial re la tion ships, the
worker may im pose the dom i nant cul ture’s be liefs on fam i lies. Re duced
em pha sis on ver bal ex pres sion frees Na tive fam i lies for other kinds of
ex pe ri ences such as work ing with con crete ser vices (McGoldrick &
Giordano, 1996).

• Working with cli ents around con crete is sues is one way for so cial work -
ers to be gin to es tab lish trust (Weaver, 1999).
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Finally, the im por tance of agency re spon si bil ity for sup port ing work ers
through cul tur ally sen si tive ed u ca tion, train ing, and su per vi sion needs to be
high lighted. Ad min is tra tors of agen cies should take the lead in pro vid ing
cross-cul tural learn ing ex pe ri ences for FPS staff. In as sess ing parenting tech -
niques, for in stance, it may be more ef fec tive if work ers meet with com mu nity
mem bers (i.e., El ders, nat u ral help ers) be fore work ing with fam i lies to learn
about cul tural val ues and how they man i fest into be hav ioral norms. Learning
about cul tural val ues can be built into the agency ori en ta tion to pre pare the
fam ily pres er va tion work ers, and reg u lar su per vi sion can fo cus on the work -
ers’ transcultural com pe tence.

The agency can also in sist that their work ers learn about and es tab lish a re -
la tion ship with the com mu nity be fore work ing with fam i lies. Ad di tionally, ad -
min is tra tors must be pre pared to sanc tion and sup port de ci sions that al low for
ser vice flex i bil ity. If for ex am ple, an FPS pro gram is bound by time con -
straints (e.g., 4 weeks), then FPS ad min is tra tors must be will ing to waive such
re stric tions when they con flict with ex pec ta tions of an other cul ture.

S UMMARY

FPS, to be ef fec tive, must dem on strate cul tural sen si tiv ity by adapt ing ser -
vices to mul ti ple lay ers of the help ing pro cess, in clud ing val ues and be liefs,
com mu nity con text and re la tion ships. This pa per has ex am ined FPS’s phi los o -
phy and pro gram struc tures in the con text of pro vid ing ser vices to Na tive fam i -
lies with child wel fare and child pro tec tion is sues. It has ex plored the
im por tant con cepts of (1) fam ily, (2) child rear ing, (3) time, and (4) spir i tu al ity 
and pro vided ex am ples of how Na tive and non-Na tive cul tures at trib ute dif fer -
ent mean ings and un der stand ings to each. Given that there are many sub tle and 
not-so-sub tle dif fer ences be tween Na tive and non-Na tive cul tures, FPS pro -
grams must change how they are struc tured in or der to pro vide work ers with
the nec es sary sup port and train ing needed to better serve Na tive fam i lies. FPS
can be re con fig ured to be come more cul tur ally re spon sive to Na tive fam i lies
while main tain ing many of its fun da men tal philo soph i cal prin ci ples. This ef -
fort, how ever, takes sen si tiv ity, cul tural aware ness, and con scious ef fort if pro -
grams ex pect to be of ser vice to Na tive fam i lies and their com mu ni ties.
Some times the phi los o phies will be in con flict, in the sense that child wel fare
pro grams nec es sar ily in volve the ten sion be tween pre serv ing the in teg rity of a
fam ily and a child’s right to pro tec tion. Con flicts can be min i mized if FPS can
be flex i ble and ad just to vari a tions in cul ture. Workers need to stretch past their 
own “time zone” and con cept of “fam ily” and “parenting.” So cial work ers
need to be re al is tic about what they hope to achieve if they do not ad dress
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larger is sues faced by Na tive peo ple. Fo cusing ex clu sively on the fam ily with -
out ad dress ing larger so cial con cerns per pet u ates no tions of pa thol ogy. The
phi los o phy of FPS fits with the need to deal with eco log i cal is sues.

NOTE

1. Other mi nor ity groups have also been ab sent from FPS and de serve spe cial at ten -
tion. See, for ex am ple, Fong (1994) for a dis cus sion of FPS with Asian fam i lies, and
Carter (1997) for Af ri can-Amer i can fam i lies.
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