Revamping Family Preservation Services
for Native Families

Heather Coleman
Yvonne A. Unrau
Brenda Manyfingers

ABSTRACT. Family Preservation Services(FPS) have becomewide-

spread among child protectionagen ciestopreventtheunnecessary re

moval of chil drenfromtheirfamiliesandfamily homes. Nativechil dren,
whoareover-representedinpublic caresystems, arelargely ab sent from

reportseval uatingtheef fectivenessof FPS. Thispaper examinesthe FPS
philosophyandprogram structuresinthecontext of Nativecul ture. The
authors provide practical suggestionsfor chang ing FPS in hopes that
such programswill im prove suc cessin serv ing and preserv ing Native

familieswithchildprotectionconcerns. [Article copies avail able for a fee
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INTRODUCTION

Family Preser vation Ser vice (FPS) entered the child wel farearenainthe
late 1970s and early 1980s in re sponseto the grow ing num ber of chil dren
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placedinfoster carebecauseof inad equateor harmful careintheir ownhomes.
Itsmajor goa was prevent ing large num bersof chil drenfromunnecessarily
entering and “drifting” through public systemsof child place ment (Fraser,
Pecora, & Haapala, 1991), aswell as curb ing the grow ing costsin curred by
such systems (Calard & Morin, 1979). FPS, which was once hailed as “the
moststrategic program option” in social services (Yuan & Rivest, 1990),
spread rap idly across North Amer icadur ing the 1980s and 1990s. It did not,
how ever, ap pear toreach Nativefami lies.

Atthesametimethat FPSwasprolif er at ing acrossNorth Amer ica, Native
children were being re moved from their homes and com mu ni tiesin re cord
num bers (Weaver, 1999). In the United States, Native chil dren were counted
as3per cent of thetotal out-of-homecarepop ulation, but lessthan 1 per cent of
itstotal childpopulation(Mannes, 1993). Simi larly, Canadianreportsof Native
children in care ranged from 5 (Pimento, 1985) to 25 per cent (Thomlison &
Foote, 1987), withtheWest ern Prov incesand NorthWest Ter ri toriesreaching
close to 50 per cent (Pi mento, 1985). Y et, lessthan 5 per cent of chil drenin
Can adaareNative (Thomlison & Foote, 1987).

Itisoddthat FPSnever tar geted Nativefami liesasapri or ity cli ent group,
particularly sincetheprolif er ation of FPSpro gramsfol lowed ontheheel sof
the1978Indian ChildWel fare Act, whichman dated placement of America’ s
Nativechil drenin Native homesand preser vation of thefamily unit when
possi ble (George, 1997; Wares, Wedel, Rosenthal, & Dobrec, 1994). Given
the disproportionately high rates of placement for Native children, it is
worthwhiletorevisittheorigi nal goal of FPS; that is, to pre vent large num-
bers of chil dren, andinthiscaseNativechil dren, fromunnecessarily enter-
ing and“drifting” through public systemsof child place ment. If FPSisto be
ef fectivewithNativefami lies, how ever, thenitsser vicesmust betai loredto
becul turallyresponsive to Native waysof liv ing and being (Bending, 1997,
Cross, 1986).

Af ter two decadesof ap plied research ef forts, pol icy mak ersand FPS pro-
vidershaveac cepted that FPSisnot thepanaceainter ventionto safely deflect
chil dren from pub lic care place ments. At present, FPSis ac cepted as one of
many strat egiestoassist fami lieswith childwel fareand child protectioncon-
cerns (Weber, 1996), but it has not yet been “tried and tested” for Nativefami-
liesl Program evaluations consistently show that minority groups are
underrepresented in FPS cli ent pools (e.g., Fraser, Pecora, & Haapala, 1991;
Wells& Whittington, 1993; Unrau, 1995a). A sur vey of 248family preser va
tionwork ers, for ex ample, reportedthat only four (1.6%) programsserved Na
tive clients as their primary service population (Denby, Curtis, & Alford,
1998). The goals of fam ily pres er vation would seem a good fit with Native
fami lies, that isto pre vent there moval of Native chil dren from their homes.
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While the need for FPS among Nativefami lieswith child wel farecon cerns
may beevi dent, simply applying“mainstream” FPStoNativefami liesisinad-
visable. Todo sowouldlikely resultin more harm than good, especialy since
FPS has been criticized for being less successful for minority families
(AuClaire & Shwartz, 1987).

This paper ex aminesthedesign of FPSintermsof how pro gramscan be
adapted to best fit with Native cul ture and needs. FPS has been the sub ject of
many research ef fortsdur ingitstimeof growth, giving somepracti cal hints
asto what works and with whom. (Fra ser, Pecora, & Haapala, 1991). At the
sametime, liter atureabout cul tur ally sensi tivepracticewithNativepopula
tionshasex panded (seefor ex am ple, Weaver, 1997b). Thispaper aimstoin-
creasegen eral awarenessand ap preci ation of di ver sity whenwork ingwith
Nativefami liesand to provide prac ti cal hintsfor FPS work ers who work
withNativefamilies. Recommendationsfor or ganizingser vicesaround pro-
gramprinci plesarealsoprovided. Giventhedi ver sity within Nativepeople,
thispaper isdesigned to stim ulate think ing about best prac ticesfor Native
people, ratherthanimparta’' cook book’ ap proachtopreserving Nativefami-
lies.

A BEGINNING NOTE ON CULTURAL COMPETENCE

Thediscussion of how FPS might better be adapted in terms of cul tural fit
for Nativefami lieswith child wel fareand child pro tec tion con cernsbegins
withafew gen eral consid er ationsabout cul tural com petencewith re spect to
doingchildwel farework with Nativepeople.

First, this paper does not de bate whether non-Nativework ers should work
with Nativefami lies, but ar guestheim por tanceof cul tural com petence. The
redl ity isthat there are not enough Native peo pledo ing child wel farework.
Un til there are, non-Native work ers will con tinue to be pri mary agents of
changein Native child wel fare. Native and non-Native peo ple can work to-
gethertoimprovethequal ity of lifeforfamilieslivinginNativecommuni ties.
FPSmust beredesignedtoad dressthecontext of Nativefami lies,recognizing
that the best way to help chil drenisto helptheir fami lies, and an ef fectiveway
of helpingfami liesistoensurethat social re sourcesareavail ableto en hance
successful parenthood(Garbarino, 1987).

Sec ond, with over 550 rec og nized Native nationsin the United States and
over 1000 reservesin Can ada, agreat deal of het er ogeneity existswithinNa
tivecul ture(Weaver, 1997b; Weaver, 1999; Thomason, 1991). Pro posing that
a singlepro gram can meet the needs of allNativefamiliesrisksstereotyping,
aswell asreducing Nativecul tureto asin gleentity (Gross, 1998). FPS pro-
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gramsandwork ersalikemust ac knowl edgethe dan gersof over look ing or ig-
noringspiritual,language, social structure, andgov ernmentdif fer encesacross
tribal com muni tiesor risk overgeneralizing cul tural knowl edge or using this
knowledge inappropriately and ineffectively with Native families (Sue &
Zane, 1987; Weaver, 1997b). Programscan not berigidly ap plied so that in di-
vidual dif fer encesareover looked. Inthewordsof Gross(1998), “ all the study
intheworld about agiven cul ture or sub cul ture might not lend ahint of ex pla
nationof thebehavior or at ti tudesof asinglemem ber of that cul tureor sub cul-
ture” (p. 9).

Third, helpingfami lieswithinthecontext of cul turenec essar ily meansthat
work ersmust under standcli entsonbothasoci etal andindi vidual level . Gross
(1998) discussestheim por tanceof under standing “ grand nar ratives’ of acul-
turefromtheper spectiveof indi viduals, or “ micronarratives,” withinthat cul-
ture. Grand nar ratives of Native peo plein cludere spect for peo ple, land and
creatures, giv ing high esteemto El ders; noninterferenceinto thelives of oth-
ers,includinginchildrearingef forts; and, inter connected nessandinter depen
dency (Weaver 1997h). Such grand nar rativestell astory of peo plewhovalue
cooperationandgroup har mony. Thisstory, how ever, hasbeenmisunder stood
by cul tural out sidersasbeingco-dependent rather thaninter dependentanden-
meshed rather than in ter con nected (Weaver, 1997a).

Moreover, work ersmust relatetofami liesontwolev els-based on cul tural
grand nar rativesand mi cro nar ratives. Mi cro nar rativesde serve their own
placeininter vention, andthey canonly beun cov ered, not by read ing about di-
ver sity, but fromlistening (Gross, 1998). Thus, work ersneedtolistentoeach
clientfamily, usingthegrand nar rativesasacul tural back droptoworkingwith
any onefamily. Becauseitisim possi bleto know ev ery thing about aspecific
cul tural group or family, FPSwork erscan useassessment andin ter view ing
skills to find out essential information about each (Weaver & Wodarski,
1995).

Fourth, under standingthehistory of Native peopleis as impor tant asac-
ceptingdi ver sity withinNativecul ture(Weaver, 1999). Thehistory of Native
peo pleismarked by peri odsof intensepressureto assimi latewith thedomi-
nant cul ture, and Nativeways of living have been un der siege for al most two
centuries. Colonial ismandnon-Nativedomi nationdisruptedtradi tional life,
displaced child-rearing practices, andtoreNativepeo plefromtradi tional help-
ing net works (Cross, 1986). Indiscrimi nate place ment of Native chil drenin
resi dential schools, foster and adop tive homes sev ered par ent-childlearning
and deprived Nativechil drenof their cul tural and spiri tual her i tage. Gov ern-
ment pol i ciesand practicesin both Can adaand the United Statesall but elimi-
nated family and com munity frominvolvementinchildrearing.
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This historica trauma has implicationsfor how Nativepeople to day re-
spondtohelping ser vices(Weaver & Y el low HorseBraveHeart, 1999). Many
Nativepeo plehaveadeep-rooted distrust for so cial work ers, view ingthemas
coercive authority figures (Miller & Pylpa, 1995; Schacht, Tafoya, &
Mirabala, 1989; Thomason, 1991; Weaver, 1997b). Native peo ple may hold
negativeopinionsof socia work ers, in part becauseof ahistory of socia work
inter ventionsthat havebeen cul tur ally in sensi tiveand dam agingto Native
peo pleandtheir tradi tions(Weaver, 1997a).

Finaly, not all Native peo ple are con nected to their cul tural her i tageinthe
sameway (Joe& Malach, 1998; Weaver, 1999). Factorssuch aslocation of resi-
dence (reservationor nonreservation,rura or urban), inter-tribal marriages,
inter-racial marriages, andinvol untary placement of Nativechil dreninboarding
orresi dential schoolsmay helptoex plainvaryingdegreesof connectiontotradi
tional Native ways. More over, it iscom mon for Native peo pleto day to have
blended traditional and nontraditional practices in their daily living (Joe &
Malach, 1998), andevenfor very tradi tional Nativepeople, practicessuchasthe
Sundancedo not comeinto play ev ery day. For ex am ple, whileNativefami lies
par tici patein themain streamworkforceand send their chil drento main stream
schools, many engageindaily smudgingrituals(i.e., prayer). Still othersmay re
frainfrom eat ing cer tain foods as pre scribed by their clan customs (or, asinthe
case of reli gious/spiritual member ship, may refrainfromparticularactivities).
Accul tur ation can be seenasamo saic, blending tradi tional Nativewayswith
dominant cultural ways (Williams & Ellison, 1996; Joe & Malach, 1998;
McPherson, 1997; Morrissette, McKenzie & Morrissette, 1993; Red Horse,
Lewis, Feit & Decker, 1978; Weaver, 1996). Whileit might betempt ingto char-
acterizedl fami liesby thewhole nessof themo saic, or afavored part of it, the
richnessof amosaicisinthemul ti pleper spectivesit of fers.

FAMILY PRESERVATION SERVICES AND NATIVE FAMILIES

Homebuildersis one of the old est and best de fined mod els of FPS. Its de-
scrip tion of treat ment, how ever, isbroad (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-
proachestohelpfamily membersresolvedif fi cult problems(Kinney, Haapala, &
Booth, 1991). Theassumptionisthat awiderange of the oriesof ferswork ers
flexibility to talor interventions to the unique needs of each family.
Homebuilders uses an eclectic ap proach to treat ment that in cor po rates psy-
cho-educational, social learningandcogni tivebehavioral theories.

General descriptionsof FPSpresent potential dangers for Nativefamilies
receivingsuch ser vices. FPSwork erswholack cul tural com petencerisk mis-
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understanding Native family dynamics, or worse, labeling these dynamics
pathologi cal or dysfunctional. Moreover, if “mainstream” FPSinter ventions
areappliedtoNativefamilies, and subsequentlyfail, thenfami liesareat risk of
beinglabeled” untreat able” andtheir child(ren) beingremoved.

Totai lor FPSto Nativefami lieswith child wel farecon cerns, FPSmust be
re-ex amined onphilosophi cal andprogrammaticlev els. Unrau (1995b) helps

usunder standthedif fer ence:

...thereisanim por tant distinction betweentheideaof family preser va
tionandtheim plementation of such ser vices. Family preser vation, asa
philosophy of child protectionpractice, isaset of princi plesand beliefs
that guide practice stuations, but do not necessarily offer specific
knowl edge about how tointer venewith cli ent, apro gram, agency, or de
part ment can hold the belief of keeping fami liesto gether, but not have
thenecessaryinter ventiontechnol ogy, resources, or politi cal supportto
carry theideatofruition. Ontheother hand, family preser vation asapro-
gram,namely FPS, iscom prised of anor ganized planof ad ministrative,
politi cal,andclini cal activity thataimstoful fill thedouble-edged social
goal of al levi ating cri sesthat lead to child placement whilemaintaining
the safety of chil drenin their own homes. . . . (pp. 51-52)

If FPSistohaveachanceat being ef fectivefor Nativefami lies, thenadjust

ments must be made not only to how we think about FPS, but also what ad di-
tional (or dif fer ent) struc turesare needed to sup port the“ new” mode of cli ent

servicedelivery.Intheremainder of thispaper, key conceptsandprogramfea
turesthat arecentral to FPSand how they must bechangedin or der toprop erly
serveNativefamilieswith childwel fareconcernsareex amined.

Chal lengingKeyBeliefsof FPSfor theBen efit of NativeFamilies

Thephi loso phies, or beliefs, that guidefamily lifewithin Native cul tures
are unique from those guid ing non-Native cul tures. In this sec tion, four key

con ceptsrelated to FPS and Native cul turesare pre sented: family, child rear
ing, spiritual ity, andtime. Each con cept isdiscussed by com par ing and con.-

trastinggeneral nar rativesthat ex plain Nativecustomsand cul turestogeneral
nar rativesof thedomi nant, or main stream, cul ture.

Family

Oneof thefirst con ceptsto rethink beforedevel oping FPSfor Nativefami-
liesisthefamilyitself. Thedomi nant West erncul tureval uesindi vidual ism

andthenuclear family, afo custhat neatly definesthetar get group of indi vidu-
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aseligibletoreceive FPS. Tradi tional Nativepeo pletendto havelarger fam
ily networksascomparedtonon-Nativepeopleraisedinthedomi nant cul ture.
Theimmedi atefamily, for ex ample, growswhen achild mar riesbe causethe
con cept of “in-law” does not ex ist. Rather, those mar ry ing into afamily be-
come full family mem bers (Sutton & Bro ken Nose, 1996). Ex tended family
can reach beyond blood rel ativestoin clude El dersand neigh bors. In part,
theselarger family systemsarereflective of Native peo ple’ svaluefor group
ori entationandinterconnectedness. | nterconnectednessinvolves aset of re la-
tion ships, start ing withthefamily, ex panding to oth ers (McCormick, 1996).
Community member shipisval uedamongNativepeople, reflectingtheimpor
tanceof col lat eral relationshipsrather thanindi vidual ism. Thisvalueisap par
entsincegroup consensusisamajor valueindeci sion-mak ing (Joe& Malach,
1998).

Ex tendedfamily playsacentral roleinraising Nativechil dren. Theim por-
tance of extended family is realized when one considers that the primary
child-adult relation ship may not be between child and par entinaNativefam
ily (Cross, 1986; Pi mento, 1985; Red Horse, Lewis, Feit & Decker, 1978).
Grand par entsand com mu nity El dersare con sid ered po tent sourcesof influ-
encefor chil dren, fami lies, and the com mu nity asawhole. It iscom mon for
grand par entstowill ingly assumechild-careresponsi bil i tiesfor their grand-
chil drenandfor par entsto seek ad vicefrom community El ders. FPSwork ers
must take thetimeto map out thefamily net work for afamily and then be pre-
pared to work with aunts, un cles, cousins, grand par ents, and possi bly neigh-
bors as al ter native child care pro vid ers (Red Horse, Lewis, Feit & Decker,
1978).

Theavail abil ity of ex tended family may depend onwherethefamilyisliv-
ing.Nativefamilieslivinginreservationcommunities,forexample,will likely
have more con nec tions with ex tended fam ily than those who have moved to
thecity. Nativefami liesliving in ur ban ar eastend to adopt anu clear family
struc ture, but may wishto re con nect with family net worksintheir tribal com
munities.

Throughout thework withNativefami lies, work ersneedto becog ni zant of
thedef i ni tionof family asit per tainsto Nativecul ture, aswell asthespecific
worldviewthat Nativefami liesholdintermsof their relationshipswithothers.
Red Horse (1980) fur ther sug geststhat so cial work ers must adapt ser vicesto
reflecttheincli nationof Nativefami liestointegrategener ations. Genograms
provideacon cretestrat egy for bridging cul tural gapsbetweenaworker anda
family. When usedwith Nativefami lies, how ever, genogramsshould capture
the“broad” def i ni tion of ex tended family and span threeor moregen er ations
inor dertodepicttradi tional clansystems.
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Child Rearing

Giventheex panded def i ni tion of family among Nativepeople, itfol lows
that Native peo ple valueshared responsi hil ity for raising chil dren; anideal
that stemsfrom the Native per spective of wholenessand con nectionwiththe
world (Assembly of First Nations, 1994). Asprevi ously discussed, it may be
commonfor rel ativesto assumethepri mary childcarerole. Itisalso possi ble
for childcareresponsi bil i tiestobedi videdamongfamily members. For ex am
ple, anuncleor aunt might assumethepri mary roleasdisci pli nar ian, whereas
grand par entsmight berelied uponfor spir i tual guid ance.

Modelingisanim por tant method of child rear ing (Brant, 1990). Thismeans
that chil dren areshown, rather than told how to be have. Aswith many other
cul tures, many Nativepeo plelearn parenting skillsthroughimi tation, but for
many Native par ents, board ing schools, foster care, and adop tion disrupted
learning about cul tural tradi tionsand parenting prac tices (Assem bly of First
Nations, 1994; Fischler, 1985). Sim ply put, some par ents have had no role
model for their own parenting (Weaver, 1999). Thisleaves the FPS worker to
seek out mod elswithin the Native com mu nity that may help with parenting
skills.

Another parenting tradition among Native people is that children ae
viewedashavingprivileged posi tionsinNativesoci ety. Adultswithchil dren
are con sid ered wealthy, and Nativetradi tion en cour ages adultsto treat chil-
dren with kindness and gentleness. As such, parenting styles are typically
non-coer civeandaimtofoster self-deter mi nationof chil dren, unencumbered
by ex pectationsabout devel opmental timing (Pi mento, 1985). Physi cal pun-
ishmentisnot part of tradi tional Native parenting practices. Thisstyleof Na
tive parenting hasbeeninter preted as” per missive’ or “paci fist” by West ern
stan dards (Fischler, 1985).

While main stream cul ture tends to value the “take-charge” ap proach to a
situation, Nativechil drenaretaught that thereisanat ural or dertolifeandthat
onemust beac cepting of nat ural and non-nat ural events(Joe& Malach, 1998).
Respectforothers independencemakesinstruction, coercion, or attemptingto
persuade another person undesirable (Brant, 1990; Schacht, Tafoya, &
Mirabala, 1989). Ad viceasoisper ceived astak ing power away from some-
oneand can even beasign of disre spect (Thomason, 1991). If childrearingis
suc cessful, then chil drenwill have learned to ac cept both the good and the bad
thingsthat hap peninlife. Family preser vation work ersmust un der stand this
andavoidusingintrusiveapproacheswithfamiliesandbesensitivetoindivid-
ual autonomy.

Inaddi tiontoacceptance, Nativepeopleva ueself-reli anceand autonomy
for their chil dren, more so than other cul tures. Native chil dren, for ex am ple,
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reach devel op mental milestonessuch asdressingthemselves, doingregular
chores, goingdowntown aone, and being left aloneintheevening, ear lier than
their White and African American counterparts (Miller, 1979, in Joe &
Malach, 1998). Inad di tion, Nativechil drenmay beplacedinchargeof carefor
youn ger sib lings a ayoun ger age than other cul tures (Fischler, 1985; Joe &
Malach, 1998).

Atapracti cal level, FPSser vicedeliv ery shouldidentify ex tended family
mem berswho have had suc cesswith parenting. Thesefam ily mem berscould
beincludedintheser viceplanwhereparentingisanissue. TheNativecommu-
nity canalsobeinvolvedintheplanningandim plementation of theinter ven-
tion (Wil liams & Ellison, 1996). Par ents, how ever, should be ableto de cide
whom they want to in clude in meet ings with a FPS worker (Joe & Malach,
1998; Schacht, Tafoya, & Mirabala, 1989). Another optionistodeter mine
whether cul tur ally ap pro pri ate parenting sessionsarebeing of fered by acom
mu nity agency. Cul turally-specific parenting classesarepar ticularly im por-
tant giventhedisruptionin parenting created by resi dential schools(Fischler,
1985). For ex am ple, therecent Head Start move ment in Can adahasopenedthe
door to unique ap proachesto parenting ini tiatives. In Lethbridge, Al berta, the
Aborigi nal Head Start Pro gram uti lizesEl derstoteachtradi tional parenting
phi losophies. Variousaspectsof parentingarediscussedingroupfor mat, of ten
withtheaid of themedi cinewhedl (i.e., physi cal, emotiona, mental and spir i-
tual el ementsof devel opment). Itiscommonfor par entsto sharestoriesabout
how they strengthen emo tional devel op ment withtheir chil dren (i.e., through
hugging, cuddling, praise, play ing catch, or sim ply being present). Simi larly,
storiesare shared about how emotional devel op mentisstunted(i.e.,inappro-
pri ateex pressionof anger; family vi olence; ex cessive dcohol consumption).
El dersareof ten part of theseinfor mal group discussions. Fur ther, group dis-
cussion can aso take the form of comparing past histories (i.e., boarding
school ex peri ences) and how they dif fer from healthy practices.

Time

Therearefundamental dif fer encesinhow West ernand Nativecul turesex-
peri encetime. Intradi tional Nativecul ture, timeisnot lin ear and ap proaches
totime-man age ment may bedif fer ent than how timeisun der stood in main-
stream FPS where a central organizingprinci pleisbrief intervention. Most
notewor thy isthefour-week timelimital lot ted for Homebuildersser vices. The
idea is that a sin gleworker en tersafam ily home and worksin ten sively, but
briefly, withthefamily to help cre ate con crete change asquickly aspossi ble.
Incontrast, Native peo plehaveintuitive, per sonal, and flex i ble con cepts of
timewhichareingredi entsfor har moni ousliving (Brant, 1990).
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On paper, thetimeprin ci plesof Homebuilders, such asther apist avail abil-
ity, ap pear to be agood match for Nativefami lies. Firt, cli ent needsdic tate
work ers' sched ulesfor any givenfamily. Workersareavail ableto spendtime
with fami liesdur ingtimesof dif fi culty, fromearly morningtolate night. Sec-
ond, work ersareavail abletofami liesby telephone. Ar rangementsaremadeso
cli entsareableto contact their work ers 24 hoursaday. When pri mary work ers
are not reach able, backup staff mem bersare avail able. Third, work ers meet
with cli entsface-to-face within 24 hours of refer ral to the pro gram.

Uponcloser ex ami nation, how ever, thetimefeaturesof Homebuilders' ser-
vicesthat arecentered on princi plesof cri sis,immedi acy, and action may not
bein har mony with beliefsabout timein Native cul ture. Workers stand ready
tointer veneat amo ment’ s no tice when called upon by afamily. How ever,
what if thefamily doesnot call or doesnot mobi lizefor action? With out sen si-
tivity to therolethat time playsin Native cul ture, thereisdan ger that work ers
will superimposeupon Nativefami liesatimesched ulethat will resultinmis.
under standingsandcul tural insensi tivity. InNativecul ture, timeisnotinter-
preted asarate of speed. Rather, itisamo ment in which something oc curs; the
present being rootedinthepast and branching out tothefuture. Nativepeople
aremorelikely tothink of rit ualsor eventsasim por tant mark ersof time, rather
thantimeit self (Joe& Malach, 1998). Workersshould, therefore, takethelead
fromtheir cli entswithregardtotime-related ser viceissues. Thiswill necessar-
ily involveopen discussion about how timefactorsareper ceived by fami lies
duringservicedelivery.

The action-orientedand fast mov ing pace of FPSinter vention, whichis
based on quick assessmentandstructuredinter vention,isincongruentwith
Nativeval ues. Native custom al lowsfor timeto feel com fort able with new
peo pleuntil all par ties get to know one an other (Harper & Lantz, 1996; Joe &
Malach, 1998). Inaddi tion, non-di rectiveap proachessuchasstory tell ingand
useof metaphorsmay bemost appro pri atewhenworkingwithNativefami lies
(Sutton & Bro ken Nose, 1996). Y et, to be ef fec tive, these ap proaches take
time, somethinglack ingintradi tional mod elsof FPS.

FPS needs to be struc tured around a time frame unique to the cul ture, in-
cludingflexi bil ity regarding ap point menttimesandavail abil ity torespondto
cri ses. Workerswill need to get asense of fam ily time aswell as com mu nity
timeif thefamily livesonareser vationtofind out im por tant“timemark ers’
for the family apart from cal endartime. Identifying markers will help the
worker learn about the fam ily’ s rhythms apart from cal en dar times. Workers
must taketimeto learn about thefamily, to build atrust ingwork ing relation-
ship, to move at the pace of the family, tak ing anoninterference ap proach
(Schacht, Tafoya, & Mirabaa, 1989). For in stance, one ap proach may be to
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formacir clewhichincludesthefamily, extendedfamily, El ders, and signif i-
cant commu nity peo pletoassistinthecasemanagement pro cess.

Spirituality

Spiritua ity playsanimpor tant rolein Nativecul ture. Gen erally speaking,
familieswithspiritual practicesa sohavemoretradi tional Nativebeliefs. Nev-
ertheless, many Nativefamilieskeeptradi tiona beliefsassoci atedwithhistoric
customsthatincluderit ual ceremoniesand symbol ism, someof whichacknowl-
edgethecloseasso ci ation betweenill nessand the Spirit (McCormick, 1996).

Homebuilders identifies21 training mod ulesto help work erswith par ticu-
lar cli ent prob lems (Kinney, Haapalaand Booth, 1991). Eachtraining mod ule
focusesheavily onskills, behavior, and cog ni tion, but nonegivead equatecon-
siderationtospiritual ity, whichisintegral toNativewell-being. Spiritual inter
ventionamongNativepeoplemay includesweats, smudgeor pipeceremonies,
and Sundances, which are not typ i cally part of FPStrain ing. This meansthat
FPS work ersmay befaced withinter ventionsthat they do not know or under-
stand. Theremay bedif fi cul tiesinincor porating spiri tual ity into FPSmodel.
Workerswould bead vised tolearn about spir i tual practiceswithin Nativecul-
tureandthespecia meaningsof ceremonies.

Moreover, acquiringspiritua servicesistypi cally theresponsi bil ity of fam-
ily members. Familieswho engageintradi tional spiri tual practicesareof ten
con nected to anum ber of El derswho per form such cer emonies. If thisisnot
the case, there are of ten com mu nity op por tu ni ties (such asthe Sundance) in
whichfami liesen gage. Itisnot un com mon for Nativefami liestotravel to
other Native com mu ni tiesto seek the ser vices of El ders. Some cer emo nies
may involveactivi tiesthat requirepartingwith per sonal belongingsor money.
Ex tendedfamily membersmay al so sharetheir possessionswithindividuals
under goingsuchcer emonies. Insomecases, itisaccept ableforwork erstopar-
tici pateinthe shar ing of giftsasagesture of helping. Thegiv ing of giftsisa
cul tural norm and, depending on the con text, may even beviewed ashelping
fami liesby vir tueof havingacloserelation shipwiththat family.

Whether or not a family practices such intervention may be reveded
throughtheassessment pro cess. How ever, work ersmust berespect ful of fam
ily wishestokeeptradi tional cer emoniesconfi dentia (Joe& Malach, 1998).
Congruent with the Homebuilder’'s model, workers must be authentic and
show re spect and con cern (Kinney & Haapal a, 1990).

ProgramCon sider ationsfor FPSwith NativeFamilies

Given that Nativeand main stream cul turehavefundamentally dif fer ent
phi losophiesaboutfamily, childrearing, time,andspiritual ity,itisreasonable
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to ex pect FPS pro gramswill be defined by dif fer ent struc tures so that cli ent
ser vicedeliv ery can becar ried outinaman ner that iscon sistent with thesebe
liefs. Existingtem platesof programsneedtomodi fied sothat Nativefami lies
arenot ex posedto* pre-fabri cated” ser vice.

Becausepov ertyissuchasignifi cantfactor among many Nativefamilies, it
may beuseful for theFPSagency toini ti atepart ner shipsininter ventionat the
macro/community level. For example, historically, communities/clans/ex-
tendedfami lieswould or ganizevariousactivitiestohelpal levi atehard ship,
suchashunting par ties(wherewild gamewasdistrib uted among family mem
bers) and berry pick ing/preserving groups. Through part ner ingwithlo cal ser-
vices(i.e., health ser vices, com mu nity groups, ex tended fami lies), per haps
someof thesehistor i cal waysof enduring hard ship could berenewed, making
roomforfamily empow er ment/competence.

Onanempiri cal note, Nativefami lieswith chil drenat risk for place ment
havedif fer ent needsthantheir non-Native counter parts. That is, more Native
chil drenenter placement for reasonsof al cohol abuse and ne glect than com-
paredtonon-Nativechil dren. Al cohol abusewithinNativecommuni tiesisre
lated to unemployment and powerlessness (Pimento, 1985). The type of
neglectfoundwithinNativecommuni tiesstemsfromdepri vation, pov erty and
child-rear ing beliefs, rather than will ful acts of disre gard or aban don ment of
chil dren (Thomlison & Foote, 1987). These two risk fac torsareim por tant to
consider sinceCourtney (1997) hascalledinto questionhow typi cal FPSdeals
with existingsocial condi tionssuchaspov erty, racism, sub stanceabuse, and
inadequate housing. They are also important since the Native vaue of
noninterferencemay bemisinter preted by non-Nativepeopleasneglect or lack
of guid ance (Weaver, 1997a). Inad di tion, Native pop u lationsareamong the
poor est of the poor (Horejsi, Heavy Run ner Craig, & Pablo, 1992). In Can ada,
for example, thean nual incomesof Nativepeo pleisabout half of theCanadian
national av er age. In the United States, pov erty ratesfor Nativesare two and
threetimes higher than Asian and White non-His panic pop u lations, re spec-
tively (Staveteig & Wigton, 2000).

FPS programs and work ers must be at tuned to the prob lemsthat Native
fami liesface, if they aretobesuc cessful inpreservingthem. FPShasthebasic
ingredi entstoef fectively serveNativefami liessuchasone-on-oneat tention,
in-homeser vice, and uniquely tai loredinter ventions. Programscan befur ther
adapted ac cord ing to the unique cus toms of each fam ily, band, or and tribe.
Fol lowingarefiveim por tant programstructuresthat must bepart of FPSinor-
dertoproperly prepareand sup port FPSwork ersto help Nativefami lies.

First, FPShir ing prac ticesmust as sesswhether work ershaveasin cerein-
ter estinlearning and ac cept ing Native cul ture. Workerswith suchin ter ests
have a better chance of evening out power differences that exist within
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helper-clientrelationshipsformed un der the um brellaof child wel fare. Once
hired, FPS workers must feel collegial supporttoadmitcul tural ignorance
whenit oc curs. Inturn, pro gram sup portsought to assist work ersto develop
strategies to learn about the cli entfamily withoutcompromisingservice o
safety.

Second, work ersmust betrained and will ingto chal lengetheir ethnocentric
beliefsasongoingpart of practice. Su per vi sioncan helptoun cover work ers
uni ver sal assumptionsregarding“normal” or “ healthy” families. Additionally,
supervi sionoughttoincludeex ami nationof theories regularly used in FPS
programsintermsof their fit with Native cul tureand ex pec tationsof change.
Theseincludesuchtheoriesascri sisinter vention, behavioral par enttraining,
andecologi cal inter vention. For example, themodel ing component of behav-
ioral par enttraining ap pearsto becon gruent with practicesin Nativecul ture.

Workingwithfami liesinacul tural context necessarily mustincludereflec-
tion in prac tice (Schacht, Tafoya, & Mirabala, 1989; Weaver, 1999). Reflec-
tion involves the ahil ity of work ers to be self criti cal and aware of their
practice, and can helpwork ersun der stand cli entsascul tural beings(Weaver,
1999). It alsoreducestherisk of im posing unwanted val uesoncli entsand fur-
ther op pressing cli entsdur ing vul ner abletimes(Weaver & Wodarski, 1995).
Moreover, reflectioncanbeaway of demonstratingthat work ersarewill ingto
learn about Nativecul ture, an act that Nativefami lieswill ap preci ate (Joe &
Malach, 1998). Multi cul tural sensi tivity isanecessary part of social work ed u-
cationandaccredi tationstandardsfor social work programsrequirethat grad -
atesbeknowl edgeabl eabout humandi ver sity anddevelopandapply cul turally
competentpractice.

Third, work ersmust been cour aged to ex pressopen nesstocol laborating
and shar ing their work with tradi tional heal ers, commu 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
strengthfor Nativepeopleasshownby theinter connected nessbetweenpeople
(Weaver, 1997b). Abandoning FPS' sfamil iar single-worker ap proachinplace
of unfamil iar helping strat egiesisenoughto moveany FPSworker well out of
their practice”comfort zone.” How ever, if Nativefami liesareto besuc cess-
fully preserved, then FPSwork ersmust sup port family choicesaboutindig e
noussourcesof helpthat par al lel, sup plement or replaceinter ventionsthat are
more com mon (Weaver, 1997b). Nat ural help ersin com mu ni tiesshould be
part of the ser vicedeliv ery system, if only for thereason that they areim por-
tant role mod els (Cross, 1986; Thomason, 1991). FPS pro grams, there fore,
havearoleandresponsi bil ity to sup port and assist work erstread ing through
unfamiliar cultural territory to avoid poor decision-making that can result
whenwork ersmisun der stand cli ent sit u ations. FPSwork ers should be com
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mit ted to estab lishing relation shipswith thefam ily and the com mu nity in
whichthefamily lives.

Fourth, itiscriti cal that FPSwork ersunder stand and useex istingcli ent sup-
port systems. When seek ingadvice, ex per tise, or ser vicesof anEl der, vari ous
protocolsmusttypically be fol lowed and dif fer be tween and within Native
communi ties. Tribal pol i ticscanbechal lenging and work ersmust be* tuned
in” to how best to pro ceed. Those not famil 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 teefor
guidanceand/ortomedi ateand ensureprotocolsarefol lowed. El dershavedif-
ferentroles(e.g., doctors, counsel ors, spiri tual ists, histori ans, andteach ers)
and pro to colsmay vary with thetype of ser vicethat isneeded. Itisim por tant
for FPSwork ersto spendtimeinthecommunity, beingawarethat thecommu-
nity hasto de cidewhether or not to ac cept apar tic u lar worker. When seek ing
spiritual guidance, for example, itiscustomary inmany communi tiesfor indi-
vidu asto of fer to bacco to El derswho then usetheto bacco in smudging and
prayerforindividuals.

Fifth, the teach ing skills used by FPS work ers must be adapted to Native
cul tures. Skill-focusedbehavioral inter ventionscommonto FPS(Barth, 1990)
may be onereason for thelow num bersof Nativefami liesreferred to FPSto
date. By and large, Native parenting skills are acquired through imitation.
Thus, teach ing parenting skills might be less valu able than hav ing par ents
model ac cept ablebehav ior totheir chil dren. Fischler (1985) referstotwo spe
cific IndianPar ent Training programsand moremateri alsareavail ableonthe
web. Other curricula are available on the internet (see for example,
<http://www.nicwa.org/catal og/catal ogu.htm>).

How do FPSwork ers*model’ healthy parenting skillsat therisk of vi o lat-
ing cul tural normssuch asnoninterference?Con sid er ation of afew pointsmay
help clar ify thisissue. FPSwork ersmust be clear on why involve mentisnec
essary. If thefamily isreferredfor problemsof neglect (i.e., pov erty), how will
“parenting skills’ a levi atepov erty?Simi larly, if thefamily isinvolved with
childprotection because of substance abuse, it is unlikely that improved
parenting will a levi atethisprob lem. Onthe other hand, if thefamily isre-
ferred for physi cal abuseand FPSisinvolvedtoteach thefamily d ter native
meth odsof disci pline, thiswill involveboth philo sophi cal and practi cal ap-
proaches.

SomeEl dersspecial izeintheteaching of parenting. Inclusionof their ser-
vicesonthecaseplanmay bebenefi cial. Whenever possi ble, mod el ing should
occur aspart of thenat ural discourse. Whether the FPSworker contractswith
anEl der or ex tendedfamily mem ber whoissuc cessful inparenting, model ing
canoccur nat urally asex peri encesarisein*teach ablemoments.” Thekeyis



Coleman, Unrau, and Manyfingers 63

that thefamilyiscommittedtopracticingal ter nativemeth odsof disci plinefor
thewell being of their chil dren/family.

Fifth, training of FPSwork ersmust cover cul tural knowl edge, whichincludes
knowledge of communication pat terns, worldviews, belief systemsand val ues
(Weaver, 1999). Communicationpatterns are key because miscommunication
leadstomisunder standingor mislabel ing. Thefol lowingisabrief listof commu-
ni cationdif ferencesbetweenNativeand domi nant cul tures.

= Communi cationinNativecul turegener allyinvolvespatience, abil ity to
tol er atesi lenceandlistening (Weaver, 1999). Si lenceisnot only ac cept
ableamong Native peo ple; it also dem on stratesre spect for an other per
son (Sutton & Bro ken Nose, 1996; Tafoya, 1989). Simi lar si lencesin
mainstreamcul turesuggestresi stance.

= Di rect eyecontact may sug gest that oneisrespect ful and at tentiveinthe
domi nant cul ture, yetin someNativecul tures, di rect eyecontactiscorn
sidereddisrespectful (Tafoya, 1989). For ex am ple, intradi tional Black
footfami lies,itiscustomary that afather refrainsfrom speak ing di rectly
tohisdaughter-in-law. Simi larly, mothersrefrainfromconversingwith
sons-in-law andin stead speak to athird party. Whilethisisgen der based,
itisalso custom that cer tain bound aries ex ist per tain ing to type of cor
ver sationbetween peopleandtheir par ent-in-law, regardlessof gender.

= It may bedisrespect ful to ask per sonal questionsinthe Nativecul ture,
yet main stream FPS assessment and inter vention strat egiesrequireat
least someintrusivequestioning. It may be of ben efit to FPSwork ersto
redi rect thesetypesof questionsto athird party (i.e., aspouse, par ent, or
ex tended family). Fur ther, theman nerinwhichinfor mationissoughtis
important. For example, asking a mother’s relative to describe
“strengths” isdif fer ent from ask ing her to tell you * how” sheteachesher
chil drenright fromwrong (i.e., ex peri enceintheformof story tell ing).
Another method of solicitingthisinfor mationisby presentingascenario
and ask ing how it would be played out inthat par ticu lar family.

= Nativecul turegener ally doesnotrely solely onver bal communi cation.
Moreover, Native language and knowledge not written is passed on
through story tell ing, which caninvolvegestures, ritu as, symbols, and
words. Forexample,insomeNativecul tures, di rectver bal confrontation
isavi olation of famil ial and com mu nity norms. Inthe case of afamily
dispute, aFPSworker may feel it necessary togather family membersto
dis cuss the dis pute; how ever, this plan of ac tion may fur ther aien ate
family mem bers. The FPS worker would be wiseto deter mine cul tural
customs regardingsettlingdisputes, particularlyif reconcil i ationcon
trib utesto thewell-being and re sourceful nessof family functioning. In
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somecul tures, disputesareini tially handledindi rectly, by a third party
prior tothedisputing par tiescoming to gether. Thispreservestheinteg
rity of the par tiesaswell asredi recting potentially hostilebehavior.

* Tradi tional Nativepeopledonottypi cally discussper sonal strengthsas
thiscanbeinter preted asbragging. Consequently, Nativepeoplemay be
foreign to ideas of praise, reward, and reinforcement (Brant, 1990;
Thomason, 1991). It may be nec es sary for FPSwork ersto frame ques
tionstoavoid misinter pretation aswell astoidentify strengthsthrough
assessment and ob ser vation. Workersmust also behumbleand ex pressa
will ing nesstolearn (Weaver, 1999). Praise can beworded subrtly.

* |nNativecommuni ties, emotional restraintisen cour aged (Brant, 1990;
Pi mento, 1985). Workersare at tuned to sub tle com mu ni cation dif fer

ences, lan guage bar ri ersmay im pedework and lead to misun der stand
ing. Workers must take timeto learn about the com mu ni cation styles of
Nativefami lies(Joe& Malach, 1998). For ex am ple, work ersmay some
times no tice that when visit ing a Native family, they may be of fered

somethingto eat (or sim ply given something). Thisof feringisagesture
of hospi tal ity, aswell asrelationshipbuildingthatisreciprocated by the

simpleact of ac ceptingthemeal/food. Torefusetheof fering, regardless
of how gently thisis done, can in sult the fam ily and the value of what
they have to of fer. Thereisastory about ayoung boy visit ing afriend.
Hisfriend’ sfamily waseat ing raw kid ney, which isatradi tional food
and of feredthevisi tor aplaceat thetable. Asmuchasthevisi tor disliked
raw kid ney, hesat at thetable. Whilehewaseat ing, hecarefully 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
teasing him), thevisi tor smiled and said “ mmm, good.” It was moreinr
por tant for himto graciously ac cept the of fer and maintainthefamily’s
respect, thantoinsultthemand potentially damagetheir relationship or
toem bar rasshisgood friend’ sfamily.

* Most FPS inter ventionisbased ona“talk ing cure.” How ever, among
sometribessuch asthe Sioux Indian, talkingisfor bid denincer tainfam
ilyrelationships. Without under standingsuchspecial relationships, the
worker may imposethedomi nant cul ture’ sbeliefsonfami lies. Reduced
em phasisonver bal ex pressionfreesNativefami liesfor other kinds of
experiences such as working with concrete services (McGoldrick &
Giordano, 1996).

= Workingwith cli entsaround con creteissuesisoneway for so cial work.
erstobegintoestablishtrust (Weaver, 1999).
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Finally, the importance of agency responsibility for supporting workers
throughcul tur aly sensi tiveed u cation, training, and su per vi sionneedsto be
highlighted. Administrators of agencies should take the lead in providing
cross-cul tural learning ex peri encesfor FPSstaff. I n assessing parenting tech-
niques, forinstance, it may bemoreef fectiveif work ersmeet with com munity
members(i.e., El ders, nat ural help ers) beforework ingwithfami liestolearn
about cul tural val uesand how they mani festinto behav ioral norms. L earning
about cul tural val ues can be built into the agency ori en tation to pre pare the
family preser vationwork ers, andregular super vi sioncanfo cusonthework-
ers’ transcultural com petence.

Theagency canalsoinsist that their work erslearnabout andestablishare-
lationshipwiththecommunity beforeworkingwithfamilies. Additionally,ad-
ministratorsmust beprepared to sanctionand sup port deci sionsthat al low for
service flexibility. If for ex am ple, an FPS pro gram is bound by time con-
straints(e.g., 4 weeks), then FPSad ministratorsmust bewill ingtowaivesuch
restrictionswhenthey conflict withex pectationsof another cul ture.

SUMMARY

FPS, tobeef fective, must demonstratecul tural sensi tiv ity by adapting ser-
vicestomul ti plelay ersof thehelping pro cess, including val uesand beliefs,
community contextandrelationships. Thispaper hasexamined FPS sphilosa
phy and programstructuresinthecontext of providingser vicesto Nativefami-
lies with child welfare and child protection issues. It has explored the
important conceptsof (1) family, (2) childrearing, (3) time,and (4) spiritual ity
andprovided ex amplesof how Nativeandnon-Nativecul turesat tributedif fer-
ent meaningsand under standingsto each. Giventhat therearemany subtleand
not-so-subtledifferencesbetween Native and non-Native cul tures, FPS pro-
grams must change how they are struc tured in or der to pro vide work erswith
thenecessary sup port andtraining needed to better serveNativefamilies. FPS
canbereconfiguredtobecomemorecul tur ally responsivetoNativefami lies
whilemaintaining many of itsfundamental philosophi cal princi ples. Thisef-
fort, how ever, takessensi tivity, cul tural awareness, and consciousef fortif pro-
grams expect to be of service to Native families and their communities.
Sometimesthephi loso phieswill beinconflict, inthesensethat child wel fare
programsnecessarilyinvolvethetensionbetweenpreservingtheintegrity ofa
family andachild’ srightto protection. Conflictscanbemini mizedif FPScan
beflexi bleand adjust tovari ationsin cul ture. Workersneedto stretch past their
own “time zone” and concept of “family” and “parenting.” So cial work ers
need to be re a istic about what they hope to achieve if they do not ad dress
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larger issuesfaced by Nativepeople. Focusingex clusively onthefamily with-
out ad dressing larger social concernsper pet uatesnotionsof pathol ogy. The
phi loso phy of FPSfitswiththeneedto deal withecologi cal issues.

NOTE

1. Other mi nor ity groupshaveal so been ab sent from FPSand de servespecial at tert
tion. See, for ex am ple, Fong (1994) for adiscussion of FPSwith Asianfami lies, and
Carter (1997) for Afri can-Ameri canfamilies.
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