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As society progressively alters its attitudes to children and theglfare, expectations of parents are reviewed

and redefined. Unacceptable standards of caEeNareAdefin,edA, which warrant state intervention . . . being atrisk
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Reder, Duncan and Gray, 1993.

If I had said my dog was blue, | would have meant it was sad, but they would have thought | painted it.

Melbourne mother on her experience of child protection investigators

Do we just see risk or do we risk seeing?
Nicki Weld, Child Protection Social Worker, New Zealand

In March 2010 | interviewed two Danish workers Rikke Ludvigsen and Maria Jensen who work in the
Osterbro/City social services office in Copenhagen?, about a piece of work they were proud of. The
practice that Rikke and Maria described involved the assessment and safety planning work their team
undertook that enabled the caseworker Barbro Lundqvist to reunite infant twins back into the care of a
mother who had previously lost custody of her first three children because of neglect. The story of the
AAOCAxT OE xAO OAOU ET O 1 OAA EI xAOGAOnh OEA & O1 AAGEIT A
help were able to review and synthesise a considerable volume of reports and assessments and think
through the danger they believed the mother and her current partner (a recently arrived migrant, deemed
to be violent toward the mother) posed to the twins. They then distilled that down into several simple
language statements that the mother and her partner could understand. The statements read:

Barbro and Osterbro/Cityteam social services are worried that if the twins are returned to mother that ghe

will not feed, cloth, play with and cuddle them, and make sure they get the medical care they need. Barlo and
city-team are worried about ttf © AAAAOOA 11 OEAO x A Olo-da) cafehér Airst iiee] D OT OE A
children Jan, Edith and Per needed which was why they were placed into permanent foster care.

Barbro and Osterbor/Cityteam social services are worried that if the twins are rehed to mother and
father, father will continue to hit and hurt mother and the babies could be hurt or mother and father will o
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Maria described that this seemingly simple task took Barbro a week of reflection to arrive at these
statements. The effort was well worth it because presenting the danger statements to the mother
provided the initial breakthrough in the case that enabled the professionals and the parents to start
talking honestly with each other. The mother told Barbro that this was the first time that she actually
understood what the professionals were worried about and as a result of this meeting the mother stopped
abusing and attacking the social workers and committed to working with Barbro to try and get her twins
home.

By the time the twins were two months old, and with the support of a safety network of three extended
family members and two friends, the babies were reunited into the care of the mother and father. Since

'With this subtitle | 6dips my |idoé as wSchuhackset rali ans say to radic
2 For more information about this group see http://signsofsafety-stuff.s3.amazonaws.com/Sikkerhedsplaner.pdf
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has always maintained focus on keeping the children safe and well cared for.

Child protection professionals, including academics, researchers and policy experts who design and refine
formal assessment tools, administrators who implement them and frontline social workers who use them
invest an enormous amount of time and energy seeking to arrive at the most accurate assessment process
and decision. However, as | have observed throughout this book, the foundation for creating good
outcomes for vulnerable children in open child protection cases depends on establishing the sort of
straight-talking working relationship that Barbro was able to create between the professionals and family
members (Bell, 2002; Cashmore, 2002; Department of Health, 1995; Dore and Alexander, 1996;
MacKinnon, 1998; Maiter, Palmer, and Manji, 2006; Reder, Duncan and Grey, 1993; Trotter 2002; 2006;
Yatchmenoff, 2005). Time and again in my experience, formal child protection assessment frameworks of
all types become so specialized, that the then tools draw and manufacture about themselves an aura of
unchallengable authority that becomes intimidating for practitioners, which in turn leads practitioners
down a road of paternalism toward the parents and children they are working with. Ultimately, any child
protection assessment tool must be judged by whether it enables frontline practitioners and family
members togetherOT OOEET E OEAE O 3thAhighl¥Econiplex situbtins that @dkeug dvdry
situation of child abuse or neglect. If vulnerable children are to stay in their families of origin or return
home (this is the outcome in the vast majority of child protection cases) and this is to happen safely we
need to always remember that the parents and children, and the friends and family network that have a
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circumstances in which the child is placed at risk.
Assessment: The Basics Steps

By whatever tool or method a helping professional chooses to undertake an assessment there are three
fundamental steps to the process, these are:

1 Gathering information,
2 Analyzing the information
3 Reaching a judgment

Assessment tools or frameworks are therefore designed to guide or prescribe the information the
practitioner should gather, then provide an analysis structure for that information and finally lead the
worker to, or provide the worker with, a judgment of the situation.

Human Judgment and Decision -making

A new idea comes suddenly and in a rather intuitiw@y, but, intuition is nothing but the outcome of earlier

intellectual experience.
Albert Einstein in Isaacson, 2007, p. 113.

You need to know the father is a pathological liar and has a severe boalider personality disorder. We
EAOAT 60 OBOOAEEAOOEOA AAAAOOA xA Ai180 xAlT O OI
Child protection social worker consulting with Andrew Turnell, 2005

Whatever the assessment system, used in whatever context of human activity, whether that be sending
rockets to the moon or making sense of violence, assessment systems are designed to shape and guide
human decision-making. To explore the issue of assessment meaningfully therefore, requires careful
consideration about how human beings arrive at judgments. This is the territory of the theory of human
decision-making and has mostly been navigated in child protection assessment literature by drawing on a
distinction between intuitive and analytical decision-making (for example see Munro 2008). Hammond
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*The description of assessment as o6thiakéenghgowosesfoiniol aedBohf a

colleague from Melbourne, Australia. Julie was the principle architect of the Victorian Risk Framework (DHS 2000; Boffa and
Podesta 2004). Much of my thinking about assessment was initially forged in many long, wonderful conversations about risk
with Julie through the |l ate 19906s.
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decision-making were particularly brought into the helping professions through the work of Michael

Polyani (1967) and Donald 3AEET h j pwgon pwwuvh OET OCE o011 UATE OOAA
than intuition.

Every human being makes assessments every day. When we look outside each morning, all of us, with

little conscious thought, take in and synthesise a considerable amount of information to quickly arrive at a

judgment about whether we can go outside, for how long and what we should wear. Closer to child

protection decision-making is the process of meeting someone new to us, perhaps at a party. In the first

few minutes of this meeting, every human being processes an enormous amount of verbal and non-verbal

information, again without much conscious thought, and in a very short period of time, usually within two

minutes, the neurons in the decision-i AEET ¢ PAOOO 1 £ OEA AOAET AEEOA AT A x
our new acquaintance. The interesting thing about these instinctive | O OET OOEOEOAS AOOAOO
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the brain fire human beings have a strong tendency to organize all future information about that person

(or situation) through the lens of the initial judgment. Con artists depend on this human trait and it also

goes a long way to explaining the lemming-like behaviour of human decision-making around investment

and the stock market (Haigh, 2009).

This is a crucial insight in child protection work because whatever type of formal assessment framework

an agency might adopt the fact is that by the time that tool is brought to bear in any particular case,

practitioners (and service recipients on their side of the equation) have already formed their initial,

instinctive judgments about the situation. A complication in all this arises because it is a cherished maxim

Al O 1100 EAIPEITC DPOI £ZAOGOEI 1T A1 O OIEORICARI OAT A8AAI KA @A /
anyone claimingtobenon-E OACi AT OAl EO ET A OAOU OAAIT OAT OA AAOOAI
since every human being is hard wired to make intuitive judgments and make them quickly. This is a key

part of the reason that in chapter three | stake a claim for an underlying professional stance of humility

about what professionals think they know, rather than assert a position of non-judgment.

In child protection the decision-making stakes are very high, all judgments are made in a highly anxious
environment about vulnerable children, which adult humans instinctively and naturally see as precious.
Child protection judgments therefore will inevitably tend to be made quicker, more strongly and be more
resistant to change than the average judgment humans will make in more normal situations.

Intuitive decision-making is as necessary in the helping professions as it is in everyday life since it enables

professionals to quickly process and synthesis a considerable amount of information, make a judgment

and take action. CEE1T A DOT OAAOEI 1T AAAEOEI T O AOA Al xAUO 1 AAA EI
schend O OAOI q T £ AOAOU Ak And in BeriksAidankeitheylare AlwakshaRdn Infuitively.

The purpose not just of assessment systems but also of training and supervision is to bring this decision-

making and thinking out into the open. This is vital for many reasons, possibly the most critical reason

being the issue of natural justice issue. Child protection professionals are constantly making judgments

that impinge on the rights of parents to be with and relate to their children and the parallel rights of

children to their parents. The stakes are high, and child protection decision-making needs to be as explicit

as possible and be available for review and scrutiny.

There are however many difficulties in bringing explicit rationality to intuitive decision-making including

OEA OAAIT EOU OEAO OEAOA AOA Al xAuO 1 EIEOO O1 ATUII
intuitive thinking and action. This is a key point of Polyani and 3AEET 08 AOCOi AT 66hn O
professional decision-making and action in real-life situations resists complete explanation even in
seemingly technically precise professions as architecture. Within the complex territory in which helping
professionals make decisions, not matter what professional tools and expert systems are brought to bear
AOAOU OEOOAOGEIT AiI T A0 xEOE EOOAAOQOAEAI A OO1T AAOOAET OU |
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professions and particularly social work have overplayed the argument. Social work, which is the

dominant profession in the child protection field, brings a range of problematic habits to the explicit

rendering of decision-making in practice:
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E Social work, tends to do most of its theorizing abstractly, very little of its conceptual work is
directed at what social workers actually do on an everyday basis (Ferguson, 2004; Gilgun, 1994;
Marsh, 2003;0si T T A AT A / & #\vdick, 2000). Begausetaf this social workers are rarely
trained either in the academy or on-the-job to explicate their thinking in a phenomenological or
behaviourally precise manner.

E The social work profession tends to default toward one-to-one, I-thou relationships whether in the
helping relationship or in supervision (Clark 2000; Healy, 2000). Social work does not have a
culture of explicit collective decision-making that is an embedded part of the habits and disciplines
of professions such as the medicine and law. As Rob Sawyer, a US child protection social worker
AT A AAI ET EOOOAOI O EO &EITA T &£ OAUEICh O.13¢L
making is collective decision-making, but this is not the usual way of doing business for social
xI OEAOOG 8

72 It is not that uncommon that social workers when asked to explain their actions will respond with a
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There is about almost every social worker a tendency to wear this sort of perspective as a badge of
honour and as an argument against having to make explicit their thinking and judgments. At worst,
this sort of thinking can slide toward seeing intuition as something unchallengable and almost
mystical.

The whole purpose of every child protection assessment system is to direct judgment and render the
decisions made about complex situations, explicit and available for review. The decisions child protection
social workers make can impinge dramatically on the intimate relationships between children and their
parents, who tell us in a considerable volume of research they consistently do not understand why social
workers have intervened in their lives (see for example, Dale, 2004; de Boer and Coady, 2007; Cleaver and
Freeman 1995; Farmer and Owen, 1995; Freymond, 20034). Principles of natural justice demand that
social workers use assessment frameworks that make their thinking accessible not only to other
professionals but most importantly to service recipients. A real-world example of doing exactly this is
AATT1T OOOAOAA ET " AOAOT AT A - A QiededdOmmdndandudgel dadger
statements in the case example that leads this chapter.

Administrators and policy makers in the helping professions have long recognized the problems of
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for the biases and potential injustice of intuitive decision-making. It is vital however that those leading
child protection agencies understand that it is never possible to exclude intuitive decision-making and in
fact this instinctive human facility will always be the primary vehicle by which decisions are made and
action taken in every case in every agency. No tool or expert system will erase this reality. Rather than
seeing intuitive and analytical decision-making as functioning in two different hemispheres | believe
intuitive thinking must be embraced and incorporated into expert decision-making processes if these
systems are to have significant impact on everyday practice. | take great heart and inspiration in this
OACAOA A&EOT T %ET O6 Aeilidd@aCcomiesAs@idedl) dnd thialrdiher dntuitive way, but,
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simultaneously locates intuition as a hopeful, essential part of human decision-making and also stakes a
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To restate then, the purpose of assessment is to simultaneously to educate, inform and guide those in the
thick of the child protection action (both professionals and family members) and to help make intuitive
thinking and judgment explicit, accessible, transparent and accountable. While most people would agree
with this perspective, saying it is one thing, but quite another to enact. Seeking to make explicit the
complex, pressurized decisions made by practitioners in the anxious environment of child protection, is
almost always both threatening and painful. Enabling practitioners to do this careful intellectual work

* A comprehensive listing of child protection service recipient research is available at
http://lwww.signsofsafety.net/servicerecipients
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requires the sort of supportive, compassionate organizational environment discussed in the previous
chapter.

Two ways of viewing child protection assessment

Assessment became a hot topic in the child protection world by the early to mid-1980s, primarily because
child protection systems around the world were facing dramatically increasing caseloads (Corby, 2000;
Tomison, 1995; US Department of Health and Human Services, 1997). The need for consistent
assessments to guide practice and target limited resources became a major concern for administrators.
The momentum toward formalized assessment processes became even stronger when researchers began
finding significant inconsistencies in professional assessment and decision-making in child maltreatment
cases (Giovannoni and Becerra, 1979; Birchall and Hallett, 1995). By-and-large, most of the assessment
frameworks that the international child protection field uses have had their genesis in the different
sensibilities that America and England bring to the child protection task.

American focus on risk

In the US, researchers and policy makers looking at the issue of child protection assessment have
primarily focused on developing formal risk assessment instruments that usually provide judgments in
the form of a numerical score or level of risk such as low, moderate, high, very high. (See CWLA 2005;
Schene, 1996; Johnson, 1996; Wald and Wolverton, 1993 for a more detailed exploration of the US journey
with risk assessment.) Since unaided professional judgment has been shown to vary widely and be
significantly influenced by the biases and dispositions of the particular professionals undertaking the
assessment (Munro, 1996; 1999 and 2008), risk assessment tools are designed to compensate for the
limitations of professional judgment. In general terms, two types of risk assessment tool have been
developed: actuarial and consensus-based.

Consensus-based tools of which two well known examples include the Washington Assessment of Risk
Matrix (available as an attachment in English et. al., 2002) and the Manitoba Risk Estimation System
(Sigurdson, and Reid, 1996) seek to integrate a combination of professional expertise and experience
alongside research findings. Actuarial tools are developed through strict statistical procedures, analysing
child protection cases to see which characteristics give the most consistent and accurate prediction of

abuse recurrence and only use these risk factors predict likelihood of maltreatment (see # EE1 AOAT 8 O

Research Center, 2008). While the ongoing debate about the different approaches has been so contested it
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the dominant paradigm in the field primarily because of evaluative research which asserts that these tools
are significantly more accurate than professional judgment (Baird, et. al., 1999; Baird, and Wagner, 2000;
Grove and Meehl, 1996). The intensity of the debate is well reflected by Scottye Cash in her dismissive

2001 statement about consensus-AAOAA ET 00001 AT 60 OA @diltaged oA @PiAcaloi AT O
A
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research findings that support actuarial tools are persuasive and those that advocate for them compelling,
the findings and arguments are contested and the significance of the research evidence for actual practice
is not as clear-cut as it might seem (see for example, BASSC, 2005; Baumann et. al., 2005 and 2006; CLWA
2005; DOCS 2006; English et. al., 1998; Hughes and Rycus, 2007; Rittner, 2002).

While the research promoting actuarial risk assessment contrasts the use of actuarial tools against
professional judgment the fact is that both actuarial and consensus-based tools are very formal in
structure and design and both are designed to guide and direct professional judgment. Child protection

E
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work based solely upon the professional experience of those who were involved in the case.

The literature debates about the relative merits of respective formal risk assessment approaches and tools
are complex, it is difficult to fully understand all the issues let alone retain and distill the significance.
Critical issues include:

E Whether assessment tools can actually predict maltreatment, or simply classify levels of risk,
(Baird & Wagner, 2000; DePanfilis and Zuravin, 2001; English and Graham, 2000; Shlonsky and
Wagner, 2005). 4 EA #EEI AOAT 80 2AO0AAO0AE #AT GWOin dhild
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(Park, 2010).

72 Whether these tools are useful for and intersect with the issue of substantiation (English et. al.,
2002, Pecora 1991).

E What any given level of identified risk actually signifies, (Wald and Woolverton, 1990).

E Judgments generated by formal tools tend to be highly fixed and often change little during the

timeframe a case will be open to child protection services because they are draw on relatively or
Al i bl AGAT U Ei il OOAAT A EAAOI OO OOAE AO DPAOAT 6860 A
intensity of drug/alcohol use, (Hart 1998; Doyle and Dolan, 2002).
72 What actually counts in building a comprehensive child protection risk assessment is broader
than the factors that have been demonstrated to count by research (Ansay and Perkins, 2001,
Munro, 2004 and 2008).
E Tools generate significant and even unacceptably high rates of false positive and negative
findings (Ansay & Perkins 2001; Child Death Review Team, 2004; Munro 2004; Parton, Thorpe
and Wattam, 1997; Pecora 1991; Ruscio 1998; Wilczynski, 1997).
F Risk assessment tools tend to privatize the problem of child abuse risk, focusing almost
exclusively on the attributes and behaviours of parents or caregivers in the nuclear family. This
EO PAOOEAOI AOI U DPOT Al Ai AGEA &£ O OOAAEOETT AT AOQI O
takesa OET 1 ACA O1 N2GVESOIA96alandoESEamnlel, 8997; Stanley, 1999). It also
overlooks the reality that risk is not simply located within the family or parents it is always
contextual. In one family context who are involved with experienced child protection workers,
well resourced services, a strong community and naturally occurring network around the family
it is very possible to leave children in the care of problematic parents but in another equivalent
family where the child protection staff are inexperienced, have limited resources and little to no
service support and the family is isolated the children will probably have to be immediately
removed into care.

I would add an additional issue to this list that in my experience formal tools seem to subsume or overlook
the sin qua nonof child maltreatment risk assessment namely the fact that the best predictor of future
maltreatment is a detailed description of past maltreatment.

Finally the issue of implementation has to be mentioned. In the 19918 Oh AO OEOE AOOAOOI Al
being created and implemented, it was often very difficult to get practitioners to use the tool at all, let

ATTTA AT 1 OEOCOAT O U AT A xEAT OEAU xAOA T AAT O Ois 10 7
goodifpel D1 A AT 1k& isdEikimpiieénting any child protection assessment approach or tool

is that an agency will almost inevitably establish the task of timely caseworker completion as a key

performance indicator. When this occurs there is a tendency for the significance and utility of the

assessment process to be subsumed within proceduralisation. There is also broad consensus in the

literature that, whatever the approach adopted, its efficacy in practice is dependent on skilled, well-
trainedandsub b1 OOAA OOCAAELE j $1 OAAE A0O8 Al 8h pwwo $T OAAER %l
Abs Al 8h ¢mmnmuvgs8 )i OEEO 1 EOAOAOOOA OEA x1 OA OITCIEI
jurisdictions implementing any form of assessment usually develop effective training and support

programmes in the early years. The difficulty arises when the momentum and enthusiasm of the initial
implementation wanes, the training, support and supervision tends to diminish significantly as other

organizational priorities are taken up and the use of formal assessment tools then tends to become far

more procedural than informed and skillful.

y i D1 Al AT OAOGET 1T EOOOAO ¢i EOOOEAO OEAT OEiIiBPIU xEAOQE,
assessment system. | have had the privilege of being able to closely observe the implementation of a
consensus-based risk assessment tool, the Risk Estimation System (CYFS, 2002) into Child Youth and
Family Services in New Zealand. As the RES was rolled out across New Zealand it was met with
considerable protest from practitioners who were worried that their professionalism was being
questioned and they were being turned into form filling automatons. This lead to trainers and
i ATACAI AT O AOAAOEIT ¢ OEA 1 AT OOA GOAHITITG G 1104 AR QX0 6ihA AR U
about forcing practitioners to simply complete the assessment system but to use the tool skillfully and
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need to be targeted at growing the practice depth and intelligence of practitioners and all those in the
organization.

The literature explores the same issue and the point is made repeatedly that, professional judgment can
never be eliminated from any risk assessment process within a child protection system and that there is a
need to integrate formal tools with professional judgment (Shlonsky & Wagner, 2005; 2003; Fuller et. al.,
2001; Munro, 1999; 2008). Perhaps the most critical reason for this is that formal risk assessment tools
tend to be created at a significant remove from everyday child protection case work and there is a
tendency to frame assessment as a fairly static if not a set-piece undertaking. English child protection and
social work academic, Anne Hollows makes the following observation:

My concern about risk assessment has always been the ongoing management of risk and the
integration of wider practice within it. | have long held the view that assessment is not a discrete
phase of work but something akin to continual monitoring, (quoted in Dalgleish, 1998, p. 5).

Although there is considerable debate about the efficacy of different risk assessment approaches and tools
the international professional child protection community owe North American child protection
academics, researchers, peak bodies and jurisdictions a huge vote of thanks for the sustained focus they
have given to the issue of risk over more than 25 years. The North American research and development
work, the debate and consequent intellectual journey has brought a critical depth of focus and
01 AROOOAT AET ¢ O OEA EOOOA 1T £ AEEI A | AdldBOykats@do. AT O OE OE

It is important to always remember that North American risk assessment tools were in the first instance

designed to efficiently address the systems issue of classifying case seriousness and to enable the most

effective allocation of agency and community resources to the highest risk cases. In my experience when

any of the well-designed North American risk assessment tools are implemented alongside good ongoing

staff training and support, backed by intelligent management these tools make a significant contribution

to delivering an effective, well-targeted child protection system. The need for an efficacious line through

OEA A1 OEOAOU 1T &£ Al ACAT AUsO AAOGAITTAA EO EIT OAl OAAT A A
implement the tight concurrent planning mandates that apply in the USA (AFCARS 2005).

However, assessment tools designed at the very least to classify child abuse risk, are not at all the same
thing as mechanisms that will assist frontline practitioners and the family members they are working
with, to think their way into and through the everyday complexities of trying to resolve situations of
actual or suspected maltreatment most especially decisions about removal or reunification. As this
chapter unfolds | will seek to articulate a different approach to risk assessment that draws upon the best
thinking of the North American discourse and takes the issue of significantly further. The approach | will
describes seeks to revision and rethink the risk assessment task, significantly shifting the paradigm of
how risk is theorized and operationalised so that it responds more directly and rigorously to the needs of
the most important people in the child protection enterprise, the service deliverers and recipients. Before
I do this however it is important to shift to the other side of the Atlantic where the thinking and framing of
child protection assessment is entirely different.

English focus on needs

English academics and policy makers have traditionally been wary of risk assessment, believing it to be
reductionist and too incident-focused. On the British side of the Atlantic the North American emphasis on
risk is seen to privatise the problem child abuse locating the cause of, and by consequence blame for the
problem, solely with individual parents and care-givers, ignoring the broader social context and causes of
child abuse such as poverty and social disadvantage. Though England and other European countries seek
to operationalise this perspective in their child protection systems, probably the most well-known
advocate of this ecological approach is in fact American, James Garbarino (see Garbarino 1977; Garbarino
and Eckenrode, 1997). For an English treatment of the subject see, Sidebotham (2001) and Gill and Jack,
(2007).

Just as the international child protection community is in the debt of the North Americans who have
developed such professional acuity around the issue of ch\ild abuse ri’sk,A the,Eng[isAh government apd\ o
academics have undoubtedly lead the way in researchingchii A AAAOEO AT A OEA OUOOAI 08

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 7
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au




these occurrences (see for example Department of Health, 2002). The English acuity toward context and

ecology around child protection matters was captured by Peter Dale, Tony Morrison and their colleagues

manU UAAOO Aci xEAT OEAU EAAT OEZXZEAA OEA EOOOA 1 &£ 0ODPOI
further reason the English are cautious about North American risk assessment tools, since those tools

completely ignore the danger that quickly accrues and escalates around high-risk cases when many

professionals become involved but are not communicating and working purposively. Drawing on this

OA1T OEAEI EOUh OEA %l ¢l EOE EAOA AOAAOGAA xEAGcEAU T £0/
welfaresUOOAT ET OEA xi1 O1 Ad8 3AAIT U OEAOA EO CiT A AOEAAT A/
Ol AT 1006i AA xEOE DOl £ZAOOGEI T AT O x1 OEET ¢ OI CAOGEAO AT A
practitioners have little time the to give to direct work with families (Audit Commission, 2002; Ferguson,

2004; McKeigue, and Beckett, 2004; Munro, 2004b). This itself constitutes systemic professional

dangerousness.

The ecological perspective which has had longstanding currency in England led to framing the child

welfare problem in terms of children-in-need, rather than children-at-risk and the resultant creation of

the Framework for Assessment of Children in Need and their Fam{lispartment of Health, 2000). The

0. AAAO AEOAI Ax1 OE8 AO E® ED@OATAIAININTIICE ART T >AIGIO AICIOA RO A C
OOEI EUET ¢ ¢m AOEOEAAI ET &£ Oi ACETT CAOEAOEI ¢ EOAI O ¢cO
and family and environmental factors.

xl
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have 35 days to complete a core (needs) assessment. One of my long-standing concerns with the needs
framework is that English child protection workers, already pressed for time, have to gather such an
extensive body of family-needs information that they are at risk of losing focus on the purpose of their

ET O1T 1 OAI AT 68 4A0O0OU - OOPEU jc¢nmgq AOI i 4AAOCEAA 51 EOAOC
and elegance of the needs framework has to be respected, but using this framework in our social services o
OUOOAI EO AEET O bDOOOEIC A 211106 21 UAA AT CcCeET A ET O1T

AAPAAEOU OI EATAI A EO ATA EO AO OEOE 1 £ Aificwityef OEAEAT
placing such a massive assessment task at the front-end of British child welfare services is that
practitioners come to view the assessment process as an end in itself, as if completing a detailed

assessment equates to delivering a service to the family.

'T EiI DT OOAT O ci OAOT 1 AT OA1 AOPEOAOEIT EIT EIT OOI AOGAET ¢ (
more holistic frame for child welfare practice it was hoped that this would create better collaboration
between professionals and families AT A 1 AAA Ol | AOO OOAOHO0T OU ET OAOO

Unfortunately, the evidence suggests the reverse has occurred (McKeigue, and Beckett, 2004).

Many frontline English practitioners are dismayed by the amount of time it takes to complete the core
assessment. Practitioners have described to me how their dismay with the needs framework turns to
exasperation during the case conference that follows the completion of the core assessment when

SAEACOAOAET ¢ #EEI AOAT 60 "1 Af@adiively dell agide Qhk icopleted eddE OO OA AT
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assessment because it contains too much information to integrate into the conferencing process. The vast

AT 1010 1T4&# ET £ Oi AGEIT OEA TAAAO A&EOAI AxT OE AAI 1 O &I O
where practitioners under time pressures, use cut and paste functions to import the same or similar

information from one assessment to the next.

More seriously still, the needs assessment process can also obscure the day-to-day reality that workers

constantly need to make assessments about the likelihood of a child being maltreated. The holistic focus of

the needs framework can leave English workers adrift, trying to determine how they should go about the

risk assessment task. As Gateshead child protection referral and assessment social worker Sharon Elliot,

I AGAOOGAAR OxA EAOGAT 60 OAAITT U EAA A OEOE AOOAOOI A1 O
situations, while you have your skills, without something to really focus your thought you can be left in

quiteA AAT CAOI 60 bPiI AAAG j400T AT T h %I 1TETO ATA (1TGCh c¢mmt
Climbié, the largest and most expensive inquiry of its type the world has seen, made precisely the same

point, recommending that as a minimum, a careful chronology of past abuse should be standard risk

assessment practice in all cases of serious abuse (House of Commons Health Commitee, 2003). The 2007

death of Baby Peter and the sexual abuse of his two older sisters 3 and 5 and the subsequent inquiry

(Lambing 2009), created enormous distress in England. Peter was killed and the sisters were abused in

the same London borough as that in which Victoria Climbié died 7 years previously. As Sharon Shoesmith,

Haringey Head of Service quickly and ironically (though she was in no way trying to be ironic) pointed out

to the media all the procedures and protocols were followed in this case. The English wanted to believe

the Laming inquiry had made a difference, that safeguarding organisation and practice had changed for

thA AAOOAO AOO OEA OEOOAOEITT 1T &£/ 0AOAOGO AAOA OOCCAOOAA

My experience and the data from child protection systems around the world says that child protection
work is becoming more and more reactive, more families are caught in heavier-handed statutory
interventions, more children are taken into care for longer. Child protection systems are becoming
increasingly expensive, alongside worsening outcomes for children, frontline staff are increasingly
dissatisfied in their work, morale is low and turnover high. It is my contention that at the heart of this
problem is a fundamental error, the child protection task has been dehumanized. The core of child
protection work is risk assessment. Creating constructive change in child protection, practice and
organization that goes beyond the latest fashions in models, data, tools policy and guidance requires a
fundamental revisioning of both how we think about assessment and how we think about risk, and a
unambiguous reclaiming and relocating of guided professional judgment at the heart of child protection
decision-making.

What is Actually Reckonable in Child Protection Assessment? Or . . .
How to Minimise Anxiety and Learn to Love the Child Protection Life-university of Irreducible
Uncertainty

Frontline child protection practitioners will regularly describe the daily experience of worrying whether

OEAU EAOA O¢i O EO OEGCEOS68 )& OEAU OAITOAA A AEEI A £&O
able to do more to keep the family together, if they return a child they worry what if | got it wrong and the

child is hurt again? Child protection work is riddled with anxiety, much of it gets focused on the notion

OEAO xA AAl OCAO EO OECEOS8 xEAOE Ay egifdtidh@nd Bukdantei A OOAO
#EEI A POl OAAOETT EOh AO OEA 1T AOA 4717TU -1TOO0EOIT jpuwe
inevitably seek to blame an individual when something is perceived retrospectively to have gone wrong.

In the risk averse, blame ascribing and increasingly litigious, sound-bite societies we live in, the pressure o .
AT 1 O0AT 01 U | 01 OEPI AO O1 AAI EAOGA OEAO Oi i AET x xA AAT (

Whether or not we think there are absolute perpetrators and absolute victims in child abuse cases,

AT A xEAOEAO T0 1106 xA AAIT EAOGA ET A OEITCI A O1ATTOAIE
forces pull us towards enacting a script, which offers us these parts and these endings. (Cooper
1995: vi)
Beyogd,vyhelt i§ \rec,kqngble,vthere i§ a}lwaysAmuch ip chi,ld,pArotectign and philq weljare casework thatis o
ET AAT AOI AAT Ah AOAxET C ACAET 11 (AITTTTA jpwweqh OEOOAA
work.
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This reality of the irreducible uncertainty at the heart of child protection practice is obvious to almost
ATUiTA xEAT OEAU OAmEI AAO OPiI1T OEA AiipliAgEOU
vulnerable children who inevitably live in disadvantage and at the margins of our societies. But while this
is obvious, the propensity to try and erase this reality or somehow pretend this is not at the core of child
protection is disingenuous and crazy-making for practitioners and only serves to escalate their anxiety.
Before proceeding further | want to land the abstract idea of irreducible uncertainty in the child
protection reality of a typical high-risk case.

£ xI
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thinking of involves a pregnant 17 year-old teenage mother-to-be, we shall call Annie, in her second
trimester. Annie was raised in the care system, having been removed from her own mother in her younger
years. She has moved through many foster care homes and most recently has been living on and off in
instituOET T O AAAAOOA 11 A& OO0AO0 AAT EI U AAT 11T x AA

mild developmental delay and/or there are concerns about mental illness of some type and certainly she

has not succeeded in her schooling. If Annieworksat AT 1 h EO EO ET 11 x PDPAUE]|

able to keep. Annie has been running away from the institutions where professionals have been trying to
stabilize her. Mostly she is living an itinerant lifestyle and is regularly using drugs or drinking to excess.
Annie has had a series of brief casual relationship with men with problematic histories of their own,
several have been violent to her. Annie has been in a relationship with a 20 year-old young man, Benji for
about the same duration as her pregnancy and they both believe Benji is the father. Benji is a diagnosed
schizophrenic and mostly itinerant and has a history of violence, including being imprisoned twice, once
for assaulting a professional the other for domestic assault. The workers have never seen Annie happier,
she says Benji has never been violent to her. The couple both say they love each other and want to settle
down and have the baby.

The probability that this baby could suffer from unexplained injuries (often called shaken baby syndrome)
is vastly higher than a baby born to the average family and the probability that this baby will be neglected
in some significant way, i.e., not properly clothed, fed, stimulated and have its health needs met are even
higher than the likelihood of unexplained physical injuries. Any child protection tool (actuarial or
consensus) worth its title will tell the same story but when the professionals run the risk assessment
OEAUSI 1T DHOT AAAT U OAIl UT O OEA O 11 AN Ale oribical @dinit
though, is that neither the outcomes of physical abuse nor neglect is in any way certain. Professionals can
say without question that this baby is at high risk, but cannot say with certainty this baby will definitely be
physically injured or neglected. More than that, professionals have very limited capacity to predicting the
severity of any abuse or neglect that might happen, though none would be very surprised if this baby was
severely neglected, hurt or even killed. At the same time, every experienced child protection worker can
also tell you case histories of parents like Annie and Benji who turned their lives around and made a go of
successfully raising a child.

Though virtually every formal risk assessment tool assesses this situation as if risk is solely generated by
the attributes of the parents-to-be, the risk equation also shifts significantly, depending on factors that are
beyond the individual characteristics of the mother and father. The risk equation shifts significantly
depending on just some of the following types of contextual factors:

E Whether there are professionals who have good working relationships with couple and have the
time, skill and confidence to work with them on the child protection issues.

E Whether there is a good home-visiting, health nurse service that will work with the couple.

E Whether the social services agency can help access appropriate housing for the couple and/or
whether they could pay for it.

E Whether there is a 24 hour residential support and monitoring facility where the couple could live
£l O OEA £EO0O0O 1T1TA Oi OEOAA 1110EO0 T &£ OEA
whether they can deliver the requisite care.

E Whether the child protection agency has the capacity and uses their authority to utilize some sort
of pre-birth family group conferencing process to gather a network of informed, supportive friends
and extended family around the couple to deal with the challenges they will face.

A

*As Len Dalgleish, alingeautloofitiesrony chitd pratection risldassedsneeat often observed when he still
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worked in Australia; high risk cases are almost always very obvi ol
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The point here is that both the Americans and the English are right but neither is exclusively so z risk is
both located in the parents and the context, and a genuinely comprehensive risk assessment must
incorporate both. To focus on one and not the other is an exercise in professional dangerousness.
However, throughout the life of this case and whatever professionals and the parents do, everyone is
AAAT ET ¢ xEOE O1 AAOOAET Ous )& '1TTEA AT A "ATEEGO
used, the professionals are doing so because the baby is at risk, not because they know with certainty the
infant will be injured or neglected. In like manner, irreducible uncertainty is enmeshed and embedded in

every child protection case.

Exploring the notion of risk as a social and political phenomenon, Nigel Parton (1998) argues that
uncertainty and ambiguity is inherent in all assessment and proposes that rather than inducing anxiety,
this recognition can serve as a cornerstone for creativity in response to risky situations. Parton writes:

Rather than seeing uncertainty as undermining and lying at the margins of practice, | would suggest
it lies at the heart, and that this recognition provides an opportunity for valuing practice,
practitioners and the people with whom they work. Notions of ambiguity, complexity and
uncertainty are the core of social work and should be built upon, not defined out. (p. 23).

In the assessment literature on both sides of the Atlantic over the past 30 years professional or clinical
judgment has come to be framed as something hugely problematic and seemingly relegated to a bygone
era of social work. The reality though is that no matter what legislation, policy, model of practice or
assessment system child protection systems adopt, irreducible uncertainty is always at the heart of the
work and practitioners will always make their primary case management judgments through instinctive,
intuitive decision-making. To deal with this, to make a meaningful change in child protection organization,
culture and practice requires that policy makers, administrators, supervisors, academics and frontline
practitioners to not just accept this as a difficult problem but actively embrace this reality, since it reflects
exactly what life and child protection practice always is z a risky business.

The Signs of Safety risk assessment framework and system | will describe is grounded in the reality that
professionals constantly traffick in and negotiate uncertainty (Teoh et. al., 2003). This approach to risk
assessment revisions and reclaims the task as a constructive, solution-building undertaking, a process that
incorporates the idea of a win, as well as loss. This is an approach that embraces and negotiates
uncertainty aiming to create a simultaneously hopeful and rigorous engagement with risk. The approach
incorporates the best North American thinking and knowledges about parental and caregiver risk and the
ecological factors clearly demonstrated by the British. The Signs of Safetgpproach does not set problems
in opposition to a strengths and solution-focus, nor does it frame forensic, rigourous professional inquiry
as something that diminishes or erases the possibility of collaborative practice. Quite simply, the best
child protection assessment practice is always both forensic and collaborative. It demands that
professionals are sensitised to and draw upon every scintilla of strength, hope and human capacity they
AAT EET A xEOEET OEA Oci U AEOAOI OOAT ARG xEAOA
operate as a steel trap for all the typical indicators of danger and they need to do all this from a stance of
humility about what they think they know and can achieve. The Signs of Safety approach reclaims and
relocates disciplined professional judgment at the core of the assessment task because ultimately this is
the only thing that can navigate the level of complexity child protection cases always bring.

Revisioning Assessment

Louise Wallskog, a child protection worker from Olmsted County Child and Family and Services (OCCFS),
Rochester, Minnesota, made a home visit to a family she had previously worked with. The case involved
ongoing exposure of young children to incidents of domestic violence. / # # &&t8a@al risk assessment
tool had been used previously to analysA OEA AAOAh EAAT OEAUET ¢ OEA (¢
but not sufficiently so to require ongoing involvement given that the parents had refused services.

In the latest incident, the father had become angry, brandishing a gun in the family home. In the presence
of his two preschool children, the father had pointed the weapon first at his wife, then he placed the gun in

his own mouth, saying he was going to kill himself. The mother (who we will call Gayle), pleaded with him

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 11
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au

>
p
>
c
m

AEEIT AO.

EOOAOQOE



not to shoot himself. After a short time the man pointed the gun at the floor between Gayle and the
children and fired the weapon twice, then hurled it against the wall and left. A neighbour came to comfort
Gayle and the children, and also called the police. The police in turn contacted OCCFS.

"AUT A xAO OAOU AAEAT OEOGA ET OAODPITOA O ,10EO
problematic this, and the previous incidents, must be for the children. As she had experienced on previous
visits, Louise found herself becoming very frustrated with Gayle, who deflected and dismissed the idea
that the children were affected by the incident. Louise was aware that as her frustration heightened she
became more forceful in trying to convince Gayle of the rightness of her perspective. The more she tried to

"""" " AUT Ah OEA COAAOAO OEA OAOGEOOAT AA ' AU
see herself returning to her office and writing a report that would document her concerns in a similar
manner to her earlier reports. Louise could envision that her agency would offer counseling and anger
management to the parents z that perhaps the court would make attendance at these services mandatory
- but that essentially nothing much would change to protect the children.

Feeling she needed to change direction, Louise asked Gayle to retell the story. While Gayle expressed
annoyance at having to describe the incident again, she revisited some of the details of the situation. After
listening as carefully asshecouldh , T OEOA AOEAA ' AUl Ag O0&OI 1 AAEI]
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placed the gun in his mouth, telling her to stay back and that if she came near him he would pull the
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Louise was further heartened and a little surprised when Gayle suddenly changed direction and began to
talk about never wanting to marry her husband. She felt she was forced into the marriage because she was
pregnant. Louise described how, as the conversation continued to open up, she began to feel she was in a
completely different relationship with Gayle. By listening more carefully and focusing on asking questions
rather than trying to convince Gayle of her professional judgment, Louise had initiated a change in their
xI OEET ¢ OAlI AOET 1 OEEDP8 ,1 OEOA8O OAT OA 1T &£ Ai1TAAO
of her own concernsabl ©0 EAO DPAOOI AO AT A EAO AEEI AOAT 8 |1
were not nearly as far apart as she had earlier believed. Louise felt that the risk levels reduced further
when, in response to additional questions, Gayle began to articulate her own ideas about dealing with her
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Assessment as Naturalistic Inquiry

0 A1 AgobAOEAT AAA AEEI A POI OAAOEIT x1 OEAOh ,10
tool was used to provide various case management thresholds. Beyond this, Louise felt the assessment
had limited relevance to the situation she faced. One of my chief concerns about most child protection
assessment approaches is that they primarily reflect policy makers, researchA OO AT A
perspectives about what the assessment task should be and about how it should be undertaken. By this
sort of process, assessment is usually constructed as a professionalized undertaking, generally presented
in expert language, primarily for professionalized audiences and contexts and carried out at some
distance from those who are being assessed.

By contrast, the case example we have just followed points toward the dynamic and interactional nature
of assessment as it is undertaken in the field. While there is a strong tendency to view assessment as an
objective, scientised process, | see assessment is better and more constructively seen as a process of
naturalistic inquiry (this term was brought to prominence by Lincoln and Guba, 1985, and Rodwell, 1987
also linked it with assessment). | am using the term naturalistic inquiry to point to the idea of assessment
as an ongoing, working practice, that is undertaken together with the service recipient, often in naturally
occurring settings of cil EAT 008 1 EOAO AT A xEAOA | AATHdetivegn thel
professional and service recipient.
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defensiveness between them, reinforcing the view that Gayle was unprotective. In this way, the

professional view of the risk worsened. When Louise stepped away from trying to impose her assessment,

and changed the direction of her discussions with Gayle, this allowed space for Gayle to find her own voice

about the problems. With Louise inviting Gayle to reconsider the incident and to offer her own assessment

about the impact of the violence on the children, the relationship took a more constructive turn and the

possibility of positive action increased. In this way, the risk in the situation diminished slightly (its

Ei Bl OOAT O Oi AAA EI xAOAO OEAO EOBO0 110 O1OGEI " AUl A £
claim that the risk had diminished significantly).

Framing assessment as a relational, meaning-making process also brings centre stage the importance of

the worker-A1 EAT O OA1 AOET 1 OEED ET AOAAOET C GiITA AOOAOOI Al O
this chapter; by adopting an inquiring stance of listening and questioning, Louise not only saw risk, but

also risked hearing and seeing in ways that led to different responses from Gayle. This different way of

relating to Gayle changed the calculus and trajectory of the assessment, as worker and mother actively

inquired together into the situation.

Revisioning Risk Assessment

Child protection practice is probably the most demanding, contested and scrutinised of work within the

EAI PET ¢ POI ZAOOEI 1 Oh DOEI AOETI U AAAAOOA OEA AT AAAOGI 6O
In whatever way child protection practice is analysed, risk assessment is the cornerstone of the

professional role.0 OT AAOOCET T A1 O 1 600 Ai1 OO6AT 61 U AT 1 OEAAO AT A AA
safe enough for the child to stay within the family or whether the situation is so dangerous that the child

must be removed. If the child is in the care system, the practitioner must constantly review whether there

EO AT T OCE OAZAOU &£ O OEA AEEI A O OAOOOT EITTA ATATI O
family of origin has become so problematic that permanency arrangements should be pursued.

All of these decisions are risk assessments and these examples demonstrate that the task is not a one-off
event or periodic undertaking rather, it is something the worker must do constantly, after and during
every successive contact, with every case. Risk assessment is the defining motif of child protection
practice.

Reclaiming and re-visioning risk assessment as a constructive practice

One of the key reasons that more hopeful, relationally grounded approaches have often failed to make
significant headway within the child protection field is that they have failed to seriously engage with the
risk assessment task. Child protection risk assessment is often dismissed as too problematic an activity,
too judgmental, too forensic and too intrusive by proponents of strengths and solution-focused practice
(for example, see Berg and Kelly, 2000; Ryburn, 1991). This usually leaves the frontline practitioner who
hopes to practice collaboratively caught between strengths-based, support-focused aspirations and the
harsh, problem-saturated, forensic reality that they have ultimate responsibility for child safety. In this
situation a risk-averse interpretation of the forensic child protection imperative consistently leads to
defensive intervention and the escalation of a defensive case culture (Barber 2005).

Risk does not just define child protection work in isolation. It is in fact an increasingly defining motif of the

social life of western countries in the late 20" and early 21st centuries (Beck 1992; Giddens 1994;

Wilkinson 2001). The crucial issue in all this is that risk is almost always seen negatively, as something

that must be avoided. Put simply, everyone is worried about been blamed and sued for something. Thus

our institutions have become increasingly risk-averse to the point of risk-phobia. This was brought home

very firmly to me on an occasion when | was writing a case study together with a practitioner and

supervisor.) T A OAAT OAAA ET OAOOEAx OEA x1 OEAO EAA 1T AOAOOAA
I0 AlTiET¢ 16060 xA EAOGA O1 OAEA OEOEO ET OEEO ET A All
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thinking that it is possible to erase risk from the social interactions of human beings. Life is always risky. A

big part of the problem of the burgeoning climate of risk-phobia is that risk is almost always only seen in

terms of the BIG loss or the BIG failure, almost never in terms of the BIG win.
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If we change the lens to sport its easier to see things differently (sport being such a core part of the

I OOO0OAI EAT POUAEAQ8 21 CAO &AAAOAO AT AOI 80 001 &EOTIT 7
from the Olympics in Beijing and Tokyo. These players champ at the bit to get themselves into these

contexts because while they may fail spectacularly, on the biggest stage, in front of millions, it is also very

bl OOEAI A OEAU xEI1 OOAAAAA CI 1 @Ethebstpdréno dnEdieshthedl | CU E(
Olympics® and certainly not at Wimbledon and no matter how successful, the outcomes in a high-risk child

abuse case are rarely glorious. But in sport we can clearly see the vision of the BIG win. In child protection

work, that vision, the possibility of success, is so often extinguished. With the erasure of a vision of success

xEOEET OEA OEOE ANOAOGEITh A DPOI ZAOCOEITAI 60 111U EI DA
defaults to the oft-repeated maxim, ET T x1T OT AEEI A DBOI OAAQEITT x1 OEAOO
AOAOUOGEET ¢ch DOI OGAAO Ui OO0 1T x1 AAAEOEAAAG

Reclaiming (Guided) Professional Judgment as the Heart of Constructive Risk Assessment

The Signs of Safetgpproach seeks always to bring together the seeming disjunction between a problem
and solution focus within its practice framework by utilising a comprehensive approach to risk that:

E Is simultaneously forensic in exploring harm and danger while at the same time eliciting and
inquiring into strengths, existing and future safety.

E Brings forward clearly articulated professional knowledge while also equally eliciting and
drawing upon family knowledge and wisdom.

E Is designed to always undertake the risk assessment process with the full involvement of all

stakeholders, both professional and family; from the judge to the child, from the child protection
worker to the parents and grandparents.

E Is naturally holistic since it brings everyone, (both professional and family member) to the
assessment table.

This makes for a comprehensive, participatory, guided professional judgment approach to risk
assessment:
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Comprehensive Child Protection Risk Assessment

The Signs of Safetgpproach grounds these aspirations in a one-page assessment and planning protocol
that maps the harm, danger, complicating factors, strengths, existing and required safety and a safety
judgment in situations where children are vulnerable or have been maltreated. The Signs of Safety
assessment and planning protocol (and the questioning processes and inquiring stance that underpins it)

® The ultimate risk is of course embedded in sport as in life, at the time of writing Nodar Kumaritashvili, a Georgian luge
competitor died at the Vancouver Olympics.
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is designed to be the organising map for child protection intervention from case commencement to
closure.

{ Signs of Safety Assessment and Planning Form }

DANGER/HARM SAFETY

Safvy Scak: Given the danger and safoly Endormation, e the stuation o a scale of 01+ 10, whese 0 swans scursence of simifiar
e warse abuse/ neghct i corain and 10 means that there & sudliciont safty for the child to dose s case

Safety and Context Scale

Cordent Scade: Rade this case on & scak of 0« 10, where 10 mwans this is vot a situation whees any action
wowkd be taken and O mears this & the worst case of child abuse/ negloct that the agency has seen
Agency Goals what will the agency need Lo see oecur to be willing to close this case?

F.'Imil S GOﬂlS What does the family want generally and regarding safety?
) 5 5

Immediate Progress whatwould indicate o the agency that scene small progeess had boen made?

Signs of Safety Assessment and Planning Form @ 1999 Andrew Tumell and Steve Edwards

At its simplest this framework can be understood as containing four domains for inquiry:
What are we worried about? (Past harm, future danger and complicating factors)
What needs to happen? (Future safety)

Where are we on a scale of 0 to 10 where 10 means there is enough safety for child protection
authorities to close the case and 0 means it is certain that the child will be (re) abused (Judgment)”.

A WN P

In 2004/5 while working with Child Youth and Family New Zealand, the questions of the practitioners
there prompted me to more clearly identify the four domains operating in the Signs of Safetgssessment
AT A PIATTEI C AZOAI Ax1T OE8 4EEO ET O00OT 1 AA 1 A Ol

7 Zero on this safety scale is often also described as meaning the situation is so dangerous the child must be permanently
removed.
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When we think about the situation facing this family:
What are we Worried About? What's Working Well? What Needs to Happen?

On a scale of 0 to 10 where 10 means everyone knows the children are safe enough for the child protection
authorities to close the case and zero means things are so bad for the children they can't live at home, where do
we rate this situation? (If different judgments place different people’s number on the continuum).

4EEO OAAT 1T Ah OOEOAA AT 101108 Al GrAn@ivokkQdti Aarliererie@it A 11 O 2
is simply a different version of the same framework. The first provides a more formal structure and is
often more suited to court and other more formal contexts. It is also usually more impressive for
administrators and policy makers because it looks and is more formal when considering the sort of risk
assessment systems they might choose for organizing practice in their agency or jurisdiction. The three
columns variation however gets the vote with the majority of practitioners since this is the framework
most will use most easily in all jurisdictions that are implementing the approach across four continents.
The three column version has the added advantage that it functions well as a strategic planning tool
providing a very clear and focused map not only for reviewing case practice in supervision, case crises or
child deaths but also for strategizing any organizational strategic planning task®. Alongside these two
versions of the Signs of Safetframework, several additional versions of the same framework have been
created that are specifically designed to involve children and young people in assessment and planning
which will be explored in detail in the next chapter.

Case Example

The following example is an amalgamation of two fairly equivalent West Australian cases. In both cases
the Signs of Safety assessment was completed together with the mother while the infant was in hospital®.

In this case, the statutory child protection agency became involved for a second time whAT A AEET AOAT ¢
hospital social worker made a notification that John was hospitalised suffering from a fracture to the
cheek and severe bruising around the face and shoulder. This case had been previously investigated two

8 Where managers and directors use the three columns tool as a strategic planning framework within the broader organisation

this provides a powerful and compelling parallel process in implementing the Signs of Safety.

*Billig (1998) describes t he iviuabactersidentie$ aretethseg in theunbnaetofiobjective wher e i nd
professional writing. This | believe has a dehumanising impact on how the helping professions think and act. Seeking to

populate my writing, most case examples in this book identify the worker and agency, for various reasons, this is not possible in

this example

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 16
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au




months earlier, following contact from a neighbour, who had seen Mary hit John with sufficient force that
he was knocked to the ground. This first investigation, although it raised concerns for the agency, had
proved inconclusive and the case had been closed with no further action to be taken.

Following the latest notification by the hospital, a child protection worker (who we will call Richard) met
with Mary three times over several days and the following information was elicited. Mary acknowledged
injuring John when she had struck him with the back of her hand to the side of this face, knocking him

OAOAOAT &EAAO ETOT A xAll18 3EA AAOAOEAAA Ol i AOEI

became overwhelmed and frustrated. Mary also recalled four other such incidents where sEA  E A A
and struck John during the previous month. Further Mary, who was isolated from familial and other
supports, had also been diagnosed with depression for which she was under psychiatric care. However,
Mary often did not take the prescribed anti-depressants and also frequently avoided appointments with
the psychiatrist.

Of major concern was the fact that Mary was not acknowledging the seriousness the pediatrician saw in
the situation. The pediatrician had warned that another such incident might lead to John being
permanently brain damaged. Mary deflected this assertion each time the doctor and Richard had
AOOAI bOAA O OAEOA EO xEOE EAO8 &AAIEIC EA xAQ
had asked Mary what concernedheri T 00 AAT 6O O1 1 OET ¢ EO8 xEOE EA
upset her most was that after hitting John he became very scared of Mary and would recoil from her for
some time afterwards when she tried to go near him. This made her feel unbearably guilty.

From this information there are very clear indicators of danger and harm and a pattern of abuse that
OAAT © O AA AOAAI AOET ¢ ET EOO OAOAOEOU8 4EAOA
willingness to bring John to the hospital and her acknowledgement that she has injured John. The
relationship created between Mary and Richard that is allowing her to discuss her difficulties is also
another important sign of safety. When Richard had the chance to observe Mary with the toddler, he was

OOOOAE AU OEA AQAEOAT AT O 11 OEA U1 O1 COOA OGS OchibA A

interaction and that John seemed well fed and cared for.

At one point in the interviews, Richard decided to lead the conversation into an overt discussion of safety

AT A AOEAA - AOug O(AOA OEAOA AAAT OEI AO xEAT UI
AT A EEO EEIi AOO ET OOAAA Ui & AEA Oi i1 AOEET C AE EA
after Richard had repeated his question two more times, Mary described an incident during the previous
week. Mary had prepared some slices of cut fruit for John to eat at the kitchen table and she left him eating
while she went into the back yard to hang out some nappies (diapers). When she returned a few minutes
later she found the boy using a knife to stuff pieces of the fruit into the cavity in her video player and there
was juice dripping out of the machine onto the carpet. Mary said that at that moment she knew if she

(@]

wenO T AAO OEA AT U OEA x1OI A OOAAITT U 1 AU ETOT EEI

backyard and collapsed on the ground under the clothesline and cried. It is evident that in getting this
detailed and authentic answer to his question, Richard had discovered a little more safety that slightly
changed the overall assessment of the risk.

It is also worth noting that in identifying a time when Mary controlled her urge to lash out at her son, she
had simultaneously left the toddler unattended, in circumstances where he was at risk of electrification.
This poignantly underlines the frequent intertwining of strengths and dangers in day-to-day life where

strengths rarely are as clear-cut as they might appear in the strengths-based literature. It EO O 2E

AOAAEO OEAO EA | AETOAETAA A &£ AOGO 11 -A0OUBO 00O

Oi EAOA OAEAT -0 OGGORNOAGBOIONIOAT ET OEA Ai 1 OAOOAOE
do you leave John unsuperviO A A e 6

Richard went on in his discussions with Mary, asking her what led her to feel so frustrated that she would
lash out at John who she clearly loved? She described often feeling very alone and very sad and that she
would often wake up crying in the moOT ET ¢CO8 - AOU OOAOAA OEA xAOl
AADPOAOOAT 6O AT A OEA AEAT 60 OEETE OEA 1TAAAAA O
OO0PpbPi OAA OF OAA8 - AOU Al 01 OAOGAAI AA OE A Oalviays RookA

i AREAAOET 1O O1 AAAl xEOE EAO AAOEAOGO0 OEITIT AT AA
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feelings? After some further discussion, Mary stated that she needed someone to talk to that understood
EAO AT A AEAT 80 OO0 OAI1 EAO xEAO Ol

From this work Richard wrote up a first draft of the following Signs of Safety risk assessment and then
brought it to Mary and it was redrafted as follows:

{ Signs of Safety Assessment and Planning Form }

DANGER/HARM SAFETY
® We know of 5 times where Mary (19) has hit and hurt ® Mary open in talking to DCP social worker
John (18months) in the past 8 weeks.

® John needed hospital treatment for a fractured cheek * Mf?)r ecrlea:‘lzy '355&?22& Sr\eﬂgk;nhd%s f%eﬁ?mﬂt\)gnheugggg
and bruising fo head and shoulders after Mary hit him so iy ; P 9 up
hard he was knocked info a wall yesterday. * Mary admits hitting John at least 4-5 times in

8 weeks and that she caused the current injuries

® Mary is most concerned about her anger and
violence making her John afraid of her

® Mary describes one incident where she did not
hit John when easily could have ‘lost it’

® Mary doesnt want contact with her family or Gary’s and e John meets 'developmental milestones” for size,
she can think of no friends to help her weight, hes talking and active
® Mary has history of ‘depression” which she calls being sad ® Johns immediate safety is assured through
® Mary is not taking prescribed medications or hospitalisation and imminent alternative placement
aftending appointments with psychiafrist ® Mary wants someone to talk fo re sadness/an?er
* To make John safe 1x Mary had to leave him unsupervised sees this as a cause of the problem

e Mary describes a history of violence in her family ® Mary has separated from violent ex-partner Gary

Nadety Scale: the darget and “ h awleof 0+ U meaan securmace of similiar
gy Mg ALy A, RS U I BT R TS G

Safety and Context Scale

Agency Goals what will the agency need 1o see oceur 1o be willing to close this «

wert Scade: [ate this cone 00 a sande 0F 0 = L), where 10 medes thas i not & stustion where sny sction
abd be taken and () means this is the worst case of child abuse [neghest that the agency has ween

® DCP wants to return of John to Mary based on seeing that Mary has alternative strategies

she uses when could ‘lose it’ with John and does this every time over & months.

Family Goals what does the family want generally and regarding safety?
® Mary wants to meet with someone she can talk to about her problems.
® Mary wants this for herself and because she says that talking/counselling will make it less likely she will hit John.

Immediate Progress wht would mdicse to the sgency that some smal progsess had been made?
e Establish John in foster placement
® Contact visits established for Mary and John and focused on Mary doing something different under stress.

® Mary starts seeing someone she can falk to.
Signs of Safety Assessment and Planning Form @ 1999 Andrew Tumell and Steve Edwards

Indicators of safety and danger are both risk factors

When professionals think risk assessment, risk factors are almost always conceived of as negative
AOOOEAOOAO ET AEAAOGEOA T &£ AAT CAO AT A EAOI 8 4EEO EOAI EI
OAOBOOAOAAS j TEEI A AT A %POOITh pwwng O AAdGAE& Cc Al A
Drawing on a sporting analogy to underline again the point that the Signs of Safety approach draws upon a

OAOGEOET T AA Ai1TAADPO T £ OEOE 1 AO80 AI T OEAAO A CAI A1 AO
dream of assessing a horse on which they were about to risk money, solely on everything that was

problematic about the animal. The gambler knows well that their risk assessment must involve looking at

OEA TACAOEOAO | DbAOEADPO OEA EI OOA EOI dlbeaviBhdoWrafieA A 1 OAO
too many runs), but also the positives (the horse likes a heavy track, performs well with the jockey that is

riding it and has won it its last three starts).

To make a balanced assessment about the future likelihood of adverse or positive outcomes requires a
careful analysis of relevant negative and positive attributes in the past since the best predictor of future
behaviour arises from detailing the prior pattern of that same behaviour. In creating risk assessment
frameworks that canOA O BT OEOE OA AWEaAdAnQiGinirg gaciitiorerd o Eadefdlly inquire
AAT 66 OEAOA AEI AT OGEI 1O 1T £ 1 EZAh OEA 3ECI O 1 £ 3AZEZAOU ¢/
to problematic cases. When a child protection worker undertakes a careful inquiry into positive aspects of
OEAEO Al EAT 080 1 EOGAO AT A E£ET A0 OOA&EOI ET £ Oi AGET T OEA#
relative to the maltreatment is found, the risk estimation worsens. In either case a careful exploration of
strengths deepens the understanding of danger. Conceiving of the notion of risk as an estimation that

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 18
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au




exists somewhere on a continuum between total danger and complete safety, demonstrates that both
dangers and strengths are risk factors?O.

Local knowledges

The key attribute of constructive, comprehensive assessment involves the exploration and use of local
knowledges (Geertz, 1983 and 2000) alongsideprofessional knowledges, privileging and integrating both
into the assessment process. This is the cutting edge of developing assessment processes that are closer to
the practice experience and needs of front-line child protection workers. The extent to which the
assessment process and the worker focus on strengths, resources and future safety is interwoven with the
capacity to elicit the local knowledges of child protection clients within the assessment relationship.
Service recipient studies repeatedly find that child protection clients will much more readily engage with
the practitioner when they feel the professional is approaching them in a balanced way. This balance takes

Al Oi Al O OAOOGEAA OAAEDEAT 00 xEAI OEAU A@DAOEAT AA OEA

AO OEAEO OAAABh AT A xEAO 1T AAAO whdt weAtAwroAgArE theApash A

(Cashmore, 2002; Dale, 2004; McCallum, 1995; MacKinnon, 1998; Trotter, 2002).

Distilling professional knowledges and assessment down to simple straightforward language like that
presented in the Signs of Safety assessment above and all the earlier case examples is the key professional
discipline that structures professional judgment in this approach to risk assessment. Success in this
endeavour depends entirely on the professional communicating the seriousness of what they see without
minimizing the seriousness, while simultaneously creating the assessment so that parents and the
children understand the professional perspective, whether the service recipients agree or not.

Considering the Signs of Safety assessment presented in the case of Mary and John, the reader should see
that everything in the assessment is written in everyday language. While the above assessment looks
simple, it is a form of simplicity that synthesises considerable complexity! that demands skillfulness
rigour and considerable analytical discipline. Some of the key disciplines involved in creating this
assessment include:

E A clear and rigourous understanding of the distinction between, past harm (these are
shaded yellow in the above example), future dang er (shaded red) and complicating factors.

This way of analysing the danger information is informed by a significant body of research
regarding the factors that best predict the abuse and re-abuse of children considered earlier in this
chapter. The first focus in any child protection risk assessment must be actual harm/maltreatment
to the children under assessment since the best predictor of future abuse is past abuse. Clear
simple, behavioural descriptions of the harm is then used to inform and create the danger
statements. Danger statements articulate the worst outcomes the professionals believe could
realistically happen to the children if nothing changes in their family. Complicating factors are then
described, being the key aspects of parental, family and professional functioning that make the
situation more complicated to resolve. As is demonstrated in the Danish example that begins this
chapter, getting clear simple danger statements are the heart of the matter since they are the
guiding south star of the Signs of Safety risk assessment. Danger statements define the key issues
that the subsequent safety planning work must address.

Here are several other examples of danger statements from three different types of case:

Case of suspected Factitiolsduced lliness KlunchauserSyndrome by Proxy30 AOAT 6O O- AOCAS

O(11AOS

1 New Zealand Social Worker Craig Smith helped me clarify this framing of risk.

™ Oliver Wendell Holmes, an American Supreme Court Judge known for his pithy insights into complex situations, offers the
following idea that is particularly poignant in the child protection context; 61 woul dno6t give a fig for
of complexity, but | would give my right arm for the simplicity that can be found on the far side ofcomp | exi t y . o

2 This example drawn from casework of Tracee Bosch (supervisor), Sarah Brandt and Andrea Robideau, Carver County
Community Social Services, Minnesota
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Tracee and Sarah, Doctors Smith and Jones and Mary Black the Guardian-ad-Litem are worried that

Bart (6 months), Lisa (2) or future children will become seriously sick and/or not develop properly

AAAAOOA - AOCc AT AOG1 60O CEOA OEAI MAITA TO 1T AREAET AO O
that makes themiill.

Tracee and Cindy, Doctors SmitAh apd Jones aqd MaryABIack the GuaArdiag—qd—Lifem are v!orried that A
Homer will not recognizeorET OAOOAT A O1 DHOI OAAO OEA AEEI AOAT AEOT I
are making the children sick or hurting them.

Case involving couple with drug problems, mental illness and domestic violence. The father has
separated from mother and stopped usimtyugs. The girls have been in care for three ye#s.

Katrina (Department for Child Protection) is worried that when Jilly (5) and Jeni (7) come back to
live with Dad he may not be able to cope with the stress and challenges of looking after Jilly and Jeni
and that he will become very controlling maybe even get and angry and aggressive and then Jilly
and Jeni will become very, very scared and feel like they are trapped.

Kat and Kylie from DCP are worried that because of the past history of really bad fighting and
violence that lilly and Jeni saw three years ago and the foster parents have talked to them abouta )
I TO0h xA ATT1T80 ETTx xEAOEAO *EI 1T U AT A *ATE AT A $AA

Case involving mother Lucy who suffers frompmlar disorder, has had previous children removed
from her care and has recently separated from a long term violent relationghip

Glenda and Garry (OHF supervisor and Worker) are worried that Lucy will become so
I OAOxEAT T AA xEAT OEA EBEIAGCAIOA EAAKXNAHOMAEEGALI IOEEDA
that she will not be able to feed, clothe, cuddle, play with Bradley (6 months) like he needs.

Glenda and Garry (OHF supervisor and Worker) are worried that when Lucy feels really sad,
worried and useless, and that she will start thinking about killing Bradley again and may even hurt
or kill him.

GIeNnd~a and Garry (OHF super\fisor and Worker) are worried that Chris will keep coming back into
, OAU6O T EZA AT A T AEA EAO £AAIT venkiddnd hurt Herfegeimand | OOE A A
make it much harder for her to look after Bradley properly.

E Rendering all statements in straight -forward rather than professionalised language that can
be readily understood by service recipients.  This practice is based on an understanding that the
parents and children are the most crucial people to think themselves into and through (assess) the
situation and that the best chances of change arise when everyone (professionals and family) can
readily understand each other.

The significance of the seemingly simple discipline of rendering typical professional descriptions
into straightforward language that is meaningful to the parents can be seen in the following two
examplesis:

Example On®: Original Vague Danger Statemenfather and Teenagers Unlikely to Accept

BJZD is worried that Aaban and Aamir will go to prison if they continue threatening and humiliating
other children and adults.

BJZD is worried that father is hitting Aaban and Aamir so hard that they are getting seriously hurt
or even killed.

'3 Taken from the casework of Katrina Etherington, Department for Child Protection Western Australia

* Taken from the casework of Open Home Foundation New Zealand.

' An extensive list of typical simple language danger and some harm statements and other signs of safety mapping examples is
available at www.signofsafety.net/mapping

'® This example is drawn from the work of Miriam van Eijsden from Bureau Jeugdzorg Drenthe in the Netherlands.
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Revised Danger Statements that Family Accepted

Miriam from BJZD is worried because the father punched Aaban in the face and knocked him to the

ground in front of the police and told them that he will kill Aaban,16 if he is stealing and arrested

ACAET 8 4EEO |1 AEAO - EOEAI xi1 OOU OEAO &AOEAO Al AOT 8¢
hitting or threatening him and that things could easily get out of control between father and Aaban

where either of them could get very badly injured.

Miriam from BJZD is worried that Aaban and Aamir will keep fighting and bullying other kids,

threatening and insulting teachers and then they will not be able to go to school, get a good
AAOAAGETTh x1 180 CAO 1 makingaEss of thelr Awd livEstard @hatthed AT A OF
want for themselves.

Example Twé’”. Original Generalised, Professionalised Danger Statements Parents Unlikely to
Understand or Accept

The kindergarten teachers are worried that Karim and Fadila are behind in their language and
social development.

Danger Statements Parents Likely to Understand and Work With

The kindergarten teachers Mette and Matilda are worried that three year-old twins Karim and

&AAET A AOAT 80 OPAAEETI ¢ $SAEBDDE DEBEOAACAOERAT OEAO |
Ol OPAAE AAOOAO OEAU xi160 AA AAT A OI 1 AAOT DOI BAC
able to be friends with the other kids and the other kids might treat them like they are stupid.

E  AlstatemenO0O0 £ AOO 11 OPAAEZEAHh 1T AOAOOAAI A AAREAOQEI 600
i AAEAAOGETT 10O AOOAT AET ¢ APDPI ET OI AT OO xEOE OEA DOl
judgment-i | AAAA OAOI O jA8C8h OOEA EO Ail OOi Biqed C6h OF
process of judgment is held over, to be brought forward in a straight-forward fashion within the
safety scale.

E A clear, rigourous, operational distinction is made between strengths and protection, based

iIT OEA x1 OEEIT C AA EErkgar@ef hd strefgihd @emdbrated R rote&ion

i ET OA1 AGET 1T O1 O aRAiswilhd egpfor@din niofd Aetail 16xér in thid ahapter.
Rendering the assessment in common language is the core discipline required to reclaim and relocate a
OCKO¥A DPOI ZAOOCET 1T Al EOACIi AT O APPOI AAES AO OEA
provides the motif force, discipline and rigour to make intuitive decision-making explicit and accessible.

b1
To
—_
(@}
O;
b

Identifying and privileging equally both the distillation of professional knowledge into understandable
language alongside local knowledge as central to comprehensive assessment, also has a balancing effect
on the power differential between professional and service recipient. Professionals can and must access
considerable expert knowledge that is vital to assessing situations of child maltreatment. For example,
professionals can readily draw upon knowledges about dynamics that commonly surround child
maltreatment, research findings about the likelihood of re-abuse, how the child protection and court
system functions and the like. However, professionals have no intelligence regarding local knowledges
until they ask the service recipient. In the example we are following, Richard is unlikely to know how Mary
viewsant-AADOAOOAT 6O O1 OEI EA AOEO8 , EEAxEOAh xEAO - AOU E
what she thinks will most assist her in staying calm with John in the future, and how she has avoided
Oi I OET ¢ EO8 xEOE EEI EI OEA DPAOOS

CherieAppl AOTTh A 171 ¢ OEIi A AEEI A pOIl OAAOETT DOI £ZAOOEI T Al
has a saying that | think is very apt to this way of doing assessment. Cherie states that for her a good child
DOl OAAOET T DOAAOEOEI T AOOEBBOES | 1AZT BT NEEOWATOLET A AARAEA

" Danish example from Borough of Copenhagen
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spirit of inquiry that is required from the professional if the client is to be a genuine partner in the
assessment process. Positioning local knowledge as pivotal to child protection assessment does not
diminish the knowledges the professional brings to the equation. Instead, a relational approach
emphasizes the need for strong professional capacity in assessment process, as well as content. For a
relational approach to assessment to be effective, it is important that practitioners have confidence and
skills in sensitive and perceptive methods of questioning and inquiry. This is needed alongside sound
professional knowledge about significant indicators of risk together with an acute awareness that local
knowledges of the service recipient are essential in generating a comprehensive assessment and any
meaningful change.

Risk assessment as a dynamic process

Earlier I identified the problem that most assessment systems are designed and implemented as too much

of a set piece exercise to respond to the fluidity of every day casework. The Signs of Safety approach,

drawing on the comprehensive, relational framing to risk assessment described earlier is more responsive

to the everyday reassessment and decision-making imperatives the practitioner must respond to. The

case example we are following is illustrative. The fact that Mary had a psychiatric history of depression,

was not attending psychiatric appointments or taking prescribed medication would in most risk

assessment frameworks be judged to increase the likelihood of re-abuse. In these circumstances, it is

fairly common that child protection case plans would be drawn up that would require Mary to regularly

attend psychiatric appointments and take the medications as prescribed. Faced with such a case plan

Mary would z given her views about medications and the psychiatrist z most likely end up being seen as

being non-compliant and a greater risk to her child.

4AEEO O1 AAOOAT OAO OEAXEODI BOARDAXEKEC2EABAOADOGO 1 x1 E
xEAO DOI £ZAOOCEI T AT O x1 OI' A OUPEAAI T U AAOGAOEAA AO AAPOA
With Mary acknowledging her emotions in this way and bringing forward ideas to deal with them the

danger to John decreases somewhat. If Mary had denied the emotional distress she was experiencing

and/or had no ideas about dealing with it, this would have increased the danger posed to her son.

This begins to demonstrate the manner in which a naturalistic approach is better able to bring expert and
local knowledge to life within the helping relationship where that knowledge must land if John is to return

O -AOUBO AAOA8 (1 xAOAOh CciT A Oi1OOEITO O AEEEEAOQOI
knowledges centrqllyﬂ, it is impoArtantA to ideptify~ trjat strengths-baseg, sgfety-orgagiseq, collaborativg . A
AOOAOGOI ATO EO 1106 AAT OO CcAT AOAOET ¢ NOEAE Oil O0EI T O8

arises through their sustained capacity to ask questions (which paradoxically tends often to lead more

readily toward solutions) not through the nature of the answers they receive. By asking questions the

worker is providing every opportunity for the service recipient to contribute meaningfully to the

assAOOI AT O AT A PIATTEI¢C8 )1 OEEO xAUu OEA Al EAT 080 AT O
inevitably deepen the assessment.

-10060 xAOOAOT AOO AOA OAEOAA AT A AAOAAOGAA O ApPDPOI AAE |
OEAOAG Hytontad thefcdniprehensive approach to assessment | am advocating operationalises a

different, interactional orientation toward knowledge (de Shazer, 1991; Iversen, Gergen and Fairbanks,

¢mmmunN O0AOOT T A T refledt thid inking in thecomprehensive risk assessment diagram,

OEA AT 1O0AT O AOPAAOO j AAT GAOh OAEAOUR DOT £ZAOOGEIT T Al Al
AT A1 EGEI T8 -0X00FERN AMOIOFHHAT O PAOOT AOOEEDPS AEOAI A8 4E
have little or no power until they come alive within a relationship. It is one thing, for example, for a

professional to understand the dynamics that commonly surround child abuse, but it is not until these

ideas can be made meaningful with family members that they have any potential to make a difference. In

like manner, while Mary knows that she dislikes the psychiatrist and hates medications, this is unlikely to

make any constructive difference until it is known about in her relationship with Richard. This

interactional way of thinking can also create awareness that while ideas can come to life in professional-

client relationships in ways that create possibilities and hope, they can also gain influence in ways that

oppress and create fear.

Both these possibiiOEAG AAT AA OAAT EI OEA OECI EAEAAT AA AOAOEAA

DOl ZAOGOET T A1 6 AT A AAOOAET I U & O OEA PAAEAOOEAEAT h OE,
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real possibility that the next incident might lead to brain injury or perhaps death. Mary was unable or

Ol xEI 1 ET ¢ O AAETT xI AACA OEEO bpi OOEAEI EOU AT A OEEO O
John faced (hence it was placed on the danger side of the assessment). This issue had the potential to be a

OAOU OAAl OOGEAEEIC DPIET O EI -AOU8O AAOAh xEEAE 2EAEAC
DAAEAOOEAEAT 80 bPI OEOQOEIT 1T &£ xEAO xAO 11006 x1 OOUET Ch
withdraw further, Richard shifted the conversation to ask Mary what it was that most worried her about

OEA ET AEAAT 008 %w@bi i1 OETI ¢ -AOU8O0 11 AAl ETTxI AACA E
OAAT AA - AOU xAO 1106 AAT A O AAETT x1I AACA OEA PAAEAOOE
of her own about the seriousness of the situation and she could see her violence toward John was

frightening him.

Thinking carefully about safety

The extensive body of research most of it arising out of the North American focus on child protection risk
assessment explored earlier in this chapter provide a strong evidence-base for identifing indicators of
danger and harm which increase the likelihood of re-abuse. However, little research exists regarding
factors that increase safety relative to any given indicators of danger and harm. Given this, it is important
for child protection practitioners to be aware that when assessing the significance of safety factors, they
are relying almost entirely on professional judgment. This makes it all the more crucial that indicators of
safety are articulated as specific, detailed and behavioural descriptions, and that they be carefully weighed
in relation to the indicators of danger and harm. Without this careful specificity regarding safety factors,
relative to similarly detailed descriptions of the danger and harm, a strengths-based, safety-organised
approach is at risk of fostering naive practice and/or professional dangerousness (Dale et al, 1986;
Dingwall, Eekelaar, and Murray, 1983).

Faced with the need to be rigorous and clear about the significance of strengths relative to danger and
harm, the Department for Human Services adopted the following definition of safety in the development
of the Victorian Risk Framework: safety is seen as strengths demonstratesl grotection, over timeThis
definition was developed from the work of Victorian practitioners Noel McPherson and Lynne Macnamara
(see McPherson, Macnamara, and Hemsworth, 1997). This definition and its operational use is described
in greater detail in Turnell and Essex (2006).

Utilising this definition provides increased capacity to think carefully through the issue of safety in the
case we are considering. Working from this definition, all the safety factors listed above can be seen
essentially as strengths, which while important, have yet to consistently provide protection in relation to
the danger and harm. At present there is only one known instance of existing safety (shaded blue)h - AOU 8 O

could easily have been violent toward her son.
Sufficient safety to close the case

One of the difficulties front-line workers often mention in undertaking risk assessment is that while the
process usually providA O OEAI xEOE A OEIT O1 OCE AT AT UOEO AT A EOAC
necessarily guide them regarding what to do about the carefully assessed problem. The signs of safety
approach seeks to close this assessment z intervention gap by integrating a co-created
professional/service recipient exploration of the nature and likelihood of future safety within the
assessment process. As well as the definition of safety just mentioned, both approaches also pragmatically
conceive of safety as the behaviour that the statutory agency needs to see to be willing to close the case.
This provides the worker with language and a way of thinking that usually makes good sense to both
themselves and to service recipients (since service recipients very commonly describe getting child
protection services out of their lives as their primary goal). The link between assessment and planning is
forged in both frameworks by the simple logic that if service recipients are willing to discuss solutions and
how to create them relative to the concerns (usually in child protection work the solution involves safety
created in relation to the identified danger and harm) then the level of risk to the child begins to diminish.

Richard was informed by this way of thinking about safety in working the case we are considering. After
telling Mary that John would be taken into care, Richard naturally had to spend a lengthy period
discussing the ramifications of this with Mary. During these discussions, Richard made it clear to Mary
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that his agency wanted she and John to be reunited which created a context from which he was able to

iTOA OEA AT 1 OAOOAOGEIT Ol xAOA £EOOOOA OAEAOUB8 2EAEAOA
to be confident that you can always deal with your frustration and anger without hitting John. For

AgAi bl Ah xA8A xAT O O1 ETix Ul d AT OI A OO6I P Uil OOOAI £ 1
jamming the fruit into the video. Perhaps even better would be, when you meet with a counsellor who
understands you, and you OAT E AAT OO OEA OEEIT CO OEAO AOA 1 AEEIT C UI
might reduce your feelings of anger and frustration that have caused you to lash out at John. These are the

sorts of things | think we would want to see to be able toreturnJohnET 01 UT 6O AAOA8 6

AEAOA AARAEZET EOQOEITO 1T &£ OAEAOU AOAAOAA A AT 1 OA@O xEAOA
Richard and the incident where she was able to control her anger is not over-rated but is interpreted
carefully in relation to protection for John. Long-term safety and ultimately case closure was achieved in

this case by focusing on building conditions and circumstances that enabled Mary to control her
frustration in part like she did on the morning of the fruit-in-the-video situation. 4 EOT OCE 2 EA
AAOAEOI DPOAAOGEAAR - AOUBO EAAAOG &£ O 1 AEET C *TEIT O o
joint assessment. Given Mary proposed to deal with her loneliness by seeing a counselor who could

understand her, the key safety sOOA ET OEEO AAOA AAAAIT An x1 01 A Al O1 OA
isolation and sadness and thereby decrease her frustration and violence toward John? Further, if the

counseling was beneficial for Mary, how would she and Richard recognize this so that reunification could

proceed?

EAOA
A EA

Mary was able see a counsellor she felt comfortable with, a community worker from the area where Mary
lived. This enabled Mary to feel understood and to talk and work through her sense of isolation and
sadness. Mary also came to identify that she wanted to build up her social network and with help from the
community worker Mary built-up connections with a local church and a support group for young mothers.
Mary also approached her maternal Aunt to support her. Toward the end of the case Mary identified that
all of these things reduced her levels of frustration and anger with her son.

When Farmer and Owen (1995) analysed transcripts from 120 child protection cases they found that the

OPOAT AAOPAOGEIT 1T xEOE OnEthee waslsidplyitod litde@ike(id tade tobfetendesh A

nine minuteson average-O1 AT 1T OEAAO OEA 1T AAAO 1T £ OBAfindgiAgirakelyU 1T O xE
surprises front-line child protection workers. Most are aware that too much of their time is consumed

focusing on everything that is wrong and too little is spent focusing purposefully on safety and

reunification questions. Part of the problem for statutory practitioners trying to identify what sufficient

safety might look like is that this typically provokes some level of anxiety. Workers almost inevitably

AACET O RNOAOOEIT OEAI OAI 6AOd O(AOGA ) CiO (U EOACI AT
AEEI A AA ET EOOAA ACAET eb

Faced with this sort of anxiety, professionals have a tendency to talk amongst their own and gather more
OApPAOOS I PETEITO EIT OOUET ¢ O AAOAOIET A xEAOEAO OE,
sufficient safety might constitute. To implement a relational practice of assessment and planning however,

the most crucial task is to bring the dilemma out in the open as topic for discussion between the family

i AT AROO AT A OEA POl ZAOOET T AI 08 )1 -AOU AT A *TEIT 80 AA
how she and he would know that the talking with the community worker (and the other things she was

doing) had reduced the chances she would lose it with her son. As this conversation progressed, they

deepened their shared understanding of safety relative to the problem and jointly planned for

reunification.

Richard monitored the case over a six month staged reunification z Mary and John were separated for just
over 8 months in all. Within this reunification process, both Richard and Mary were able to monitor

CIi A1 O ETAI OAET ¢ ET OI 1 O0ET ¢ Oxi 1T OEAO OOAAAOU DPAI PI AG
-AOU x1 O1 A AAI1l EZ OEA xAO £AAIT ETIC AT OA O OiI1 OEIC E

This example highlights very clearly OEA Ei BT OOAT AA 1T £ ET OACOAOETI ¢ OEA 0/
regarding the concerns and their own ideas for creating change and safety within the assessment process
at every opportunity. | would argue that risk assessment can only truly be called comprehensive when it
balances both concerns and strengths, past problems and future solutions and creates a privileged space
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Al O OEA OAOOEAA OAAEDPEAT 008 OIT EAAO AT T1COEAA OEI OA 1 A
Integrating the Signs of Safety with Other Assessment Ap proaches

I have no difficulty in using formal assessment tools in tandem with guided professional judgment
approach of the Signs of Safety. Indeed most of the international jurisdictions that are implementing the
Signs of Safety approach do just that. The only jurisdiction where the Signs of Safety is the sole risk
assessment protocol for organizing all child protection decision-making is the state of Western Australia,
but this has only been the case since 2008 (DCP, 2008). Seeking to assist practitioners and jurisdictions |
have been involved in integrating the Signs of Safety protocol together with other formal child protection
assessment systems. These include the Victorian Risk Framework (DHS 2000) and the now defunct
Western Australian Risk Analysis and Risk Management Framework or RARM (DCD, 2002). Both these
frameworks integrated the risk assessment criteria from the Manitoba Risk Estimation System
(Sigurdson, and Reid, 1996) together with the Signs of Safety protocol. The central organizing matrix from
the RARM is presented as Attachment One at the end of this chapter. Working with child protection
professionals in Kirklees England and Helsingborg in Sweden | have also been involved in integrating the
Signs of Safety framework with the English needs assessment process. The matrix and a protocol for using
the matrix together with families can be found as Attachment Two. Other jurisdictions have created
adapted versions of the Signs of Safety framework to suit their local circumstances see for example
Attachment Three the Olmsted Child and Family Services, Building Safety and Strengthening Families
Practice Framework. Chin et. al. (Submitted for publication) describe efforts within the Massachusetts
Department of Children and Families to integrate the Signs of Safety with an actuarial risk assessment
tool.

The Goal of Child Protection Risk Assessment: Practice Depth

Imagination is more important than knowledge
Albert Einstein in Isaacson, 2007 p. 7

Over the past few years when consulting with workers on high risk cases, | have often found myself saying
OEOO 110 EOOO AAiI OO OEA AAOCAA8 7EEI A EOO AAOU O AA &
about getting best decision in any given case (and this is important), in my view the ultimate goal in the
whole assessment enterprise, of whatever type or hue, is to grow the intelligence of professionals
responsible for the direct practice. | have argued here that all critical decision-making is in the first and
last instance, intuitive and instinctive. To create improvement in child protection practice, organization
and culture depends on creating a workforce with a rich, grounded comprehensive intelligence about
child protection risk that they can bring to bear in the myriad of complex case situations frontline
workers, their supervisors and manager must think themselves into and thrieveryday. While this
intelligence will in the first instance show up in intuitive decision-making these decisions and thinking
must be able to be made explicit. For this child protection organizations need re-embrace professional
judgment as the heart of the matter and simultaneously utilise strong systems for guiding professional
judgment and making it explicit.

In 2007 Megan Chapman and Jo Field (then workingii OEA #EEAZ 31 AEAl 71 OEAOG0O 1 4
Family, New Zealand) wrote a paper, in part to articulate the lessons learnt during an eighteen-month
implementation of strengths-based practice and the Signs of Safety approach work within the Tauranga
and Otara offices between 2003-05. This paper describes some of the organisational and strategic issues
in shifting a child protection agency toward relationship-grounded, safety-organised practice and

ET 601 ABAAO OEA TI1OEIT 1T £ OPOAAOGEAA AADPOEGS
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sorts of pragmatic reasons but it rarely makes a sustainable, significant difference in the lives of
vulnerable children and it inevitably ignores the experience of the practitioner. When frontline workers
and supervisors become solely focused on the immediate case, the anxiety of worst outcomes and the
delivery of key performance outcomes their working life in child protection will inevitably be short or
their work will be overtaken by a hard-bitten cynicism. Practice depth is about grounded not abstract
well as their capacity for analysis and critical thinking. While the magic bullet allure of the latest, tool,
practice, procedure or policy is seductive for politicians and administrators, ultimately practice depth
delivered through a stable, energized workforce is the only thing that can make a meaningful difference in
child protection. It is only the creation of increased practice depth that will enable all staff to reclaim pride
and confidence in their work and enable a child protection agency to deliver services that are valued more
highly by service recipients (even where intrusive statutory interventions are necessary) and that will
deliver transparently safer outcomes for vulnerable children.

Conclusion

In this chapter | have sought to describe a comprehensive, relational, expert approach to child protection
risk assessment. | have framed risk assessment as an interactional and ongoing process that integrates a
rigorous and disciplined focus on harm, danger, complicating factors, existing strengths, existing and
future safety. This is a broader conceptualization and a revisioning of risk compared to the more narrowly
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m
m
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AAZET AAR-ODOOOADAARAS TTOEITO 1T &£ OEOE OOHmibkiatsdhstenET 117 00

systems.

The naturalistic perspective | have advocated seeks to rehumanise assessment and planning, locating the
social worker and the client as actors at the centre of meaning making process. Thinking about
assessment in this way is challenging, in part because the professional is not hidden behind the
instrument, but active in the sense making process alongside service recipients. This framing of
AOOAOGOI AT O A1 01T 11 AAOAO OAI AOGET 1 OEED A Qamlantintglirghg
stance at the centre of the assessment process. This approach to assessment relocates and reclaims
disciplined or guided professional judgment as the heart and soul of all child protection assessment and
practice.

For some, these sorts of ideas may seem fanciful in the context of the burgeoning demands and pressure of
day-to-day statutory child protection organisation. Perhaps it is an impossible dream to envision a child
protection system restructured around explicit, rigorous and disciplined professional thinking and
decision-making. However | believe it is impossible to resile from advocating this vision. Situations where

OEEI 1O
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children are known, or are thought to be in danger, are highly complex, uncertain and often contested at
both professional and family levels. To think that there are easy answers, whether in casework,
assessment or procedure is | believe a form of professional dangerousness. Rather than seek solutions in
the magic of the a tool, expert system, restructure, policy or procedure, I am convinced it is essential to
describe practice and practices that can meet the challenges of day-to-day statutory child protection
practice.

4EA 3ECTI O 1T &£ 3AFAOU APPOI AAE xAO AEOOO AOAAOAA AOOE
Edwards (a child protection worker of 16 years experience) and | collaborated with over 150 child

protection workers in successive six-month learning projects. By the mid nineties our work had begun to

draw broader attention and in 1998 we had the opportunity to present our ideas to a small group of

invited international experts at a Risk Roundtable organized in Auckland, ahead of the 12th International

Congress on Child Abuse and Neglect. For this presentation we had created the comprehensive child

protection risk assessment circle diagram presented earlier in this chapter on pXX to diagrammatically

capture our revisioning of the concept of risk. At that time we called that diagram a ‘Comprehensive Risk

Assessment Process' As | presented, a New Zealander commA1T OAAR O, T T E AO OEA AAOI 1T UI
the acronym in my mind (C.R.A.P.) | blanched, not sure how to respond. Steve however did not miss a beat,

xEOET OO OEETEET ¢ AT A xEOEI OO0 AT U OOAOGANOAT O Ai AAOOAO
shit!*

For some, professionals this might seem an inappropriate story to retell here, but | believe it has

important significance. As well as reflecting the very Australian sensibilities of Steve and | this story

speaks to a more critical issue. The Signs of Safety approach and the framing of risk that informs it has

been created and refined by practitioners over more than 20 years. Frontline child practitioner have to

face and indeed embrace the smell, taste and indeed the venacular of direct work everyday. Most often the

£l O Al 011106 AOAAOGAA AU DPITEAU | AEAOOh OAOGAAOAEAOO A
practitioners and this is a central reason why staff morale is low and burn out high. If child protection

organization and practice is to be reformed the child protection field needs the best possible professional

research, theorizing, expert systems and tools and these things need to be grounded in the smell of

practice and be able to embrace the language of the streets.

The positions | have articulated and framework of child protection risk assessment are a paradigm shift in
how the activity is typically framed and undertaken. One of the biggest potential objections to the
positions and framework | have offered in this chapter goes to a philosophy of science debate concerning
inductive and deductive reasoning!8. Deductive reasoning, which is commonly regarded as the superior,
Ol AEAACEOAS 1 AOGET A &£ O AOEI AET ¢ OEAT OU AT A POI £ZAOGOEIT |
always be understood based on universal principles and knowledge. For example, if it is true that all
parents who injure and abuse their children are dysfunctional, then it must be true that a particular father
who has shaken his infant son is dysfunctional. The arguments | have offered in this chapter and the Signs
of Safety expert system for assessing child abuse itself, has been developed first by inductive processes.
The theory for the Signs of Safety has been built from particular cases and particular experiences of
particular practitioners outwards towards a generalisable practice and then on to a reframing and
revisioning of the task of risk assessment based on what actually works in the field. Throughout this
chapter and book therefore | have grounded all my arguments in actual practice and specific case
examples.

The deductive/inductive issue should not | believe be an either/or argument pitting universal knowledge
against local or specific knowledge. Good assessment and professional knowledge building requires both
inductive and deductive practices. When working with a situation of sexual abuse, a practitioner must be
aware of all the typical dynamics and behaviours of grooming that professionals typically see in most
cases of this type of abuse. The practitioner then needs to be acutely sensitive to the particular situation of
the family and its individuals and bring those generalisable knowledges to the particular case. Ultimately
though, in my view the value of generalisable knowledge is only as useful as the extent to which it can be
brought to bear and make a difference in the particular case and particular family for that particular
practitioner. For some however this is flawed thinking and a fundamentally flawed way to build theory
and an expert assessment system.

'8 My thanks to Adri van Montfoort for prompting me on this matter.
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I am not the first to promote a relational, strengths-based, safety-organized vision of constructive child

protection assessment and planning. One of the reasons these sorts of ideas are often seen to be naive is
that the visionhasbeenseAT O1T EAOA 1 EIi EOAA AT TTAAOQCEITT O AT A OAAI
For this reason throughout this chapter (and book) | have sought to ground all the ideas within the

specificities numerous case examples. Given risk assessment is the cornerstone of child protection

practice and given practitioner skill is central to constructive assessment, the next three chapters will be

devoted to exploring how these ideas can and have been translated into practice with children and

teenagers as well as their families and in detailed safety planning that builds on the assessment processes

described in this chapter.

References
Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System. 2005. The AFCARS RepoliS Department of

Health and Human Services: Washington: Available at
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/dis/afcars/publications/afcars.htm [26 July, 2005]

Ansay, SJ. and Perkins, D.F., (2001). Integrating family visitation and risk evaluation: a practical bonding
model for decision makers. Family Relations. 50(3)220-229.

Audit Commission, (2002). Recruitment and retention: a public service workforce for the twerftgst
century,London: Audit Commission.

Baird, C., Wagner, D., Healy, T., and Johnson, K. (1999). Risk assessment in child protective services:
Consensus and actuarial model reliability. Child Welfare 78(6): 723-748.

Baird, C., and Wagner, D. (2000) The relative validity of actuarial- and consensus-based risk assessment
systems. Children and Youth Services Revieg&: 839-871.

Barber, N. (2005) Risking optimism: practitioner adaptations of strengths-based practice in child
protection work. Child Abuse Protection Newsletter, 1B0-15.

BASSC (2005) Risk and safety assessment in child welfare: instrument comparisaidyersity of California,
Berkeley, Center for Social Services Research. Available at,

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/bassc/public/risk_summ.pdf (retrieved 6 March 2010).

Baumann, D, Law, J., Sheets, J, Reid, G., and Graham, J. (2005) Evaluating the effectiveness of actuarial risk
assessment models. Children and Youth Services Review(2) 465-490.

Baumann, D., Law, J, Sheets, J., Reid, G., and Graham, J. (2006) Remarks concerning the importance of
evaluating actuarial risk assessment models: A rejoinder to Will JohnSbiidren and Youth Service Review
28: 715725

Beck, U. (1992) Risk society: toward a new modernitizondon: Sage.

Bell, M. (2002) Promoting children's rights through the use of relationship, Child and Family Social Work,
7:1-11.

Berg, I. K., and Kelly, S. (2000) Building solutions in child protective servicelew York: Norton.

Billig, M. (1998) Repopulating social psychology: a revised version of events, in B. Bayer and J. Shotter
(eds.) Reconstructing the psychological subjedhousand Oaks: Sage.

Birchall, E. and Hallett, C. (1995) Working together in child protectionHMSO, London.

Boffa, J,, and Podesta, H. (2004) Partnership and risk assessment in child protection practice, Protecting
Children,19(2): 36-48.

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 28
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au



http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/dis/afcars/publications/afcars.htm
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/bassc/public/risk_summ.pdf

Brearley, P. (1992) Risk and social worlkRoutledge, London.

Cash, S. (2001) Risk assessment in child welfare: the art and science. Children ard Youth Services Review,
23:811-830.

Cicchinelli, L. (1995) Risk assessment: expectation and realities, The APSAC Advis@(4); 3-8.

Child Death Review Team (2004) Fatal assault and neglect of children and young people 208&lney:
NSW Commission for Children and Young People.

Child Youth and Family, (2002) Risk estimation systemWellington: Child Youth and Family Services.

HEE] AOAT 80 2A0AA0AE #A1 OAO8 | cnnyQs 4 EbdsedapfR OOOAA /
to human services. Available from http://www.nccd-crc.org/crc/crc/pdf/2008_sdm_book.pdf (retrieved
March 7 2010)

Chin, S., Decter, P, Madsen, W. and Vogel, J. (Submitted for publication) Enhancing Risk Assessment
Through Organizational Learning: A Mid-Stream Report From Massachusetts, Protecting Children.

Clark, C. L. (2000). Social work ethics: politics, principles and practideondon: Macmillan.

Chapman, M., and Field, J. (2007). Strengthening our engagement with families and increasing practice
depth. Social Work Now, 38)ecember: 21-28.

Cooper, 1995

CWLA, (2005). A comparison of approaches to risk assessment in child protection and brief summary of
issues identified from research on assessment imtesd fields,Arlington: Child Welfare League of America
Publications.

$A1TAh 08 j¢nntq O, EEA A EEOE EI A Al xChHidabBARREGVOO DA O
13:137-157.

Dale, P., Davies, M., Morrison, T., and Waters, J. (1986) Dangerous families: assessment and treatment of
child abuselLondon: Routledge.

Dalgleish, L. (1998). Issues in risk assessment: A motley assemblage: risk assessment and decision making in
child protection. Paper presented to the Risk Round Table at the 1998 ISPCAN Congress, Auckland, New
Zealand.

$8! T AOAAAR 1 8h " AT Ol 1 hRisk ahd sAfetyassedSriedtHnl child weffdte: ipstument J 8
comparisonBerkeley: Bay Area Social Services Consortium.

D.C.D., (2001) Western Australian Risk Assessmieand Risk Management FrameworRerth: Department
for Community Development.

D.CP,(2008)! AT POETT T & 3ECTIO T &£ 3AEZAOU AO OEA $ADPAOOI AT O
framework: background paperPerth: Department for Child Protection.

de Boer, C. & Coady, N. (2007) Good helping relationships in child welfare: learning from stories of
success, Child & Family Social Work 12 (1), 32z42.

DePanfilis (1996) Implementing child mistreatment risk assessment systems: Lessons from theory.
Administration in Social Work, 20(2)41 z59.

D.H.S., (2000). Victorian Risk Framework, Version 2.Protection and Care Branch, Victoria.

DOCS, (2006). Risk assessment in child welfare: an issues paper. Sydney, Department for Community

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 29
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au



http://www.nccd-crc.org/crc/crc/pdf/2008_sdm_book.pdf

Services. Available at,
http://www.community.nsw.gov.au/docswr/_assets/main/documents/research_riskassessment.pdf
(retrived February 7, 2010).

Department of Health (1988). Protecting childrenz A guide for social workers undertaking a comprehensive
assessmerjt 04 EA 1 O Alor@dh: HBMOI E & gh

Department of Health (2000). Framework for the assessment of children in need and their famijie® 4 E A
I ET A A LoAdori: Bhé Sthtionary Office.

Department of Health. (2002). Learning from past experiences a review of serious case reviewsondon:
The Stationary Office.

DePanfilis, D. and Zuravin, S., (2001). Assessing risk to determine the need for services, Children and Yath
Services Review. 23:20.

$1T OAh -8 AT A 11 AGAT AAOR ,8 jpwweq O0O0AOAOOEI C AEAIEIE
EA1 PET ¢ CAild Abtisé bndl Reglbct 28497361.

Doyle, M. and Dolan, M., (2002). Violence risk assessment: combining actuarial and clinical information to
structure clinical judgements for the formulation and management of risk. Journal of Psychiatric and
Mental Health Nursing, 9649-657.

English, D. (1996). The promise and reality of risk assessment. Protecting Children, 12(2)14-19.

%l Cl EOEh $8 AT A ' OAEAih *8h j¢nnmnngs !'1T AGAI ET AGEITT 1 /
social worker assessment of risk and independent LONGSCAN measures of risk constructs. Children and
Youth Services Rewig 22 897-933.

English, D., Graham, J.C., Brummel, S. and Coghlan, L. (2002), Final report factors that influence the
decision not to substantiate a CPS referral.

Phase I: narrative and empirical analysis. Olympia, WA: Department of Social and Health Services.
Retrieved on February 10 2009 at http://www.dshs.wa.gov/pdf/ca/CPSFctrsl.pdf

Farmer, E. and Owen, M. (1995). Child protection practice: private risks and public remedidsondon:
HSMO.

Ferguson, H. (2004). Protecting children in time: child abuse, child protection and the consequences of
modernity.London: Palgrave.

Fielding, K. (1999). Risk estimation practitioners: The key to effective implementation of risk estimation into
social work pactice. 7t Australasian Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect, Proceedings Volume One; 61
Z69.

Freymond, N. (2003) Mothers' everyday realities and child placement experienc@artnerships for
Chlldren and Families Project, Faculty of Social Work Wilfrid Laurler University, Waterloo, ON. Available
.wlu.ca/d bs_detail.php?

Garbarino, J. (1977) The human ecology of child mistreatment. Journal of marriage and the family. 39:21-
735.

Garbarino, J. and Eckenrode, J. (1997) Understanding Abusive Families: An Ecological Approach to Theory
and Practice San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Geertz, C. (1983) Local knowledge: further essays in intengtive anthropology.New York: Basic Books.

Geertz, C. (2000) Available light: anthropological reflections on philosophical topicBrinceton: Princeton
University Press.

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 30
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au



http://www.community.nsw.gov.au/docswr/_assets/main/documents/research_riskassessment.pdf
http://www.dshs.wa.gov/pdf/ca/CPSFctrs1.pdf
http://www.wlu.ca/docsnpubs_detail.php?grp_id=1288&doc_id=7217

Giddens, A. (1994) Beyond left and right: the future of radical politic€ambridge: Polity.
Gilgun, J. (1994) A case for case studies in social work research. Social Work, 39371-380.

Gill, 0., and Jack, G. (2007) The child and family in context: developing ecological practice in disadvantaged
communitiesLondon: Russell House Publishing.

Giovannoni, J.M. and Becerra, R.M. (1979) Defining child abuseNew York: Free Press.

Grove, W.M,, and Meehl, P.E. (1996) Comparative efficiency of informal (subjective, impressionistic) and
formal (mechanical, algorithmic) prediction procedures: the clinical-statistical controversy. Psychology,
Public Policy and Law, 293-323.

Haigh, G. (2008) Feeling lucky: what drives economic optimism? The Monthly, 1242-49.

Hammond, J. (1996) Human judgment and social policy: irreducible uncertainty dninevitable error.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hart, S.D., (1998) The role of psychopathy in assessing risk for violence: conceptual and methodological
issues. Legal and Criminological Psychology, B21-137.

Healy, K. (2000) Social work practices; contempory persepctives on change. London: Sage.

House of Commons Health Committee, (2003) The Victoria Climbié Inquiry Report,ondon: The Stationary
Office.

Hughes, R. and Rycus, J. (2007) Issues in risk assessment in child protective services, Journal of Public
Child Welfare , 1:85-116

Isaacson, W. (2007) Einstein: his life and univers&ew York: Simon & Schuster.

Iversen, R, Gergen, K. and Fairbanks, R. (2005) Assessment and Social Construction: Conflict or Co-
Creation? British Journal d Social Work. 35689 z 708.

Johnson, W., (1996) Risk assessment research: progress and future directions, Protecting Children, 12(2):
14 -19.

i ETOITh 78 joenmug 4EA OEOE AOOAOOI AT O xA0O(
actuaOEAT OEOE AOOAOGOI AT O 11T AAI 66 AU $TTAITA "AO
Randolph Graham. Children and Youth Service Revi@8: 704-714.

Lambing, Lord, (2009) The protection of children in England: a progress repoktpndon: The Stationary
Office.

Lincoln, Y. and Guba, E. (1985) Naturalistic Inquiry, Beverly Hills, CA, Sage Publications.

MacKinnon, L. (1998) Trust and betrayal in the treatment of child abusEew York: Guildford Press.

Maiter, S, Palmer, S. and Manji, S. (2006) Strengthening social worker-client relationships in child

DOl OAAOEOA OAOOEAAOG AAAOAOOEIT ¢ bi x Aulitafivie Bokial WbrlsA O AT A«
161-186.

Marsh, J. (2003). Chewing on cardboard and other pleasures of knowledge utilization, Social Work, 488),
293-294.

McKeigue, B. and Beckett, C. (2004). Care proceedings under the 1989 Children Act: rhetoric and reality
British Journal of Social Work, 3831-849.

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 31
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au




McPherson, L., Macnamara, N. and Hemsworth, C. (1997) A model for multi-disciplinary collaboration in
child protection. Children Australia 22(1)21z28.

Morrison, T. 1996

Munro, E. (1996). Avoidable and unavoidable mistakes in child protection work. British Journal of Social
Work, 26:795-810.

Munro, E., (1999). Common errors of reasoning in child protection work. Child Abuse and Neglect. &3):
745-758.

Munro, E., (2004a) A simpler way to understand the results of risk assessment instruments. Children and
Youth Services Review, 2673-883.

Munro, E., (2004b) The impact of audit on social work practice. British Journal of Social Work, 34:075-
1095.

Munro E. (2005) Improving practice: child protection as a systems problem. Children and Youth Services
Review,27:375391.

Munro, E. (2008) Effective child protectionLondon: Sage.

NZCYPS, (1996a) Guidelines for risk estimation with Whanau, Hapu and Iwi, Risk Management Project
Version 1, NZCYPS, Auckland.

NZCYPS, (1996b) Guidelines for risk estimation with Pacific Island Families and their Communities, Risk
Management Project Version 1, NZCYPS, Auckland.

/O TTA *8h AT A /86#111T7T0h )8 jg¢mnntq &I Oi Al EUET ¢ OEA

knowledge in practice, British Journal of Social Work, 34772692.

Parton, N. (1996) Child protection, family support and social work: a critical reappraisal of the
Department of Health research studies in child protection. Child and Family Social Work, B-11.

Parton, N. (1998) Risk, advanced liberalism and child welfare: the need to rediscover uncertainty and
ambiguity. British Journal of Social Work, 28z27.

Parton, N., & O'Byrne, P. (2000) Constructive social work: towards a new practideondon: MacMillan.

Parton, N., Thorpe, D. and Wattam, C., (1997) Child protection: risk and the moral order. London:
Macmillan.

Pecora, P., (1991). Investigating allegations of child maltreatment: the strengths and limitations of current
risk assessment systems. In M. Robin (Ed.), Assessing reports of child maltreatment: The problem of false
allegations Binghamton NY: Haworth Press.

Pecora, P., and English, D., (1992). An approach to risk assessment with multicultural guidelines and a
strengths assessment. In T. Tatara (Ed.), 6th National roundtable on CPS risk assessment: Summary of
highlights (pp 75-88) American Public Welfare Asssociation, Washington, D.C.

Polanyi, M. (1967). The Tacit DimensiorNew York: Anchor Books.

Reder, P. Duncan, S. and Gray, M. (1993). Beyond blamez child abuse tragedies revisited.Routledge:
London.

Rittner, B. (2002). The use of risk assessment instruments in child protective services case planning and
closures, Children and Youth Services Revig#: 189-207.

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 32
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au




Rodwell, M. (1998) Social work constructivist researciNew York: Garland Publishing.

Ryburn, M. (1991). The myth of assessment. Adoption and Fostering, 15(1)20-27.

Schene, P., (1996). The risk roundtables; a ten-year perspective, Protecting Children, 12(2)4-8.

Shlonsky, A., and Wagner, D. (2005). The next step: integrating actuarial risk assessment and clinical
judgment into an evidence-based practice framework in CPS case management? Children and Youth
Services Review7: 409-427.

Schon, D. (1983). The reflective practitioner: how professionals think in actioNew York: Basic Books.
Schon, D. (1995). Reflective inquiry in social work practice. In P. McCarrt Hess & E. Mullen, (Eds.),
Practitioner-researcher partnership: building knowledge from, in and for practicé/ashington: NASW

Press.

Schwalbe, C. (2008). Strengthening the integration of actuarial risk assessment with clinical judgment in
an evidence based practice framework. Children and Youth Service Revie3Q: 1458-1464.

Sidebotham, P. (2001) ecological approach to child abuse: a creative use of scientific models in research
and practice, Child Abuse Review(:297 - 112

Sigurdson, E. and Reid, G. (1996). The Manitoba risk estimation© reference manuafversion 4.8).
Manitoba: Sigurdson, Reid and Associates Ltd.

Stanley, G. (1999). Cultural dilemmas, cultural realities. 7t Australasian Conference on Child Abuse and
Neglect, Proceedings Vol One; 91 z7108.

Stanley, J. (1997). A critique of structured risk assessment procedures: instruments of abustder
presented to the 6t Australasian Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect, Adelaide, South Australia.

Tabbert, W. (1994). Culturally sensitive risk assessment: An ethnographic approach. In T. Tatara (Ed.), 8th
National roundtable on CPS risk assessment: Summary of highlights (pp119-130) American Public
Welfare Asssociation, Washington, D,C.

Teoh, A H., Laffer, J, Parton, N. and Turnell, A. (2003). Trafficking in meaning: Constructive social work in
child protection practice. In C. Hall, K. Juhila, N. Parton, & T. P6sd (Eds.), Client as practiceLondon: Jessica
Kingsley.

4ET AOGOT h *8h , AxE OK1995)8RaterAalish orPpartAdrshi?TFgniyrinvéiv@ment in the
child protection procesd.ondon: HSMO.

Trotter, C. (2002) Worker skill and client outcome in child protection, Child Abuse Review 138750.
Trotter C. (2006). Working with involuntary clients: a guide to practic€2nd edition) London: Sage.

Turnell, A. and Edwards, S. (1997). Aspiring to partnership: the Signs of Safety approach to child
protection. Child Abuse Review, §79-190.

Turnell, A. and Edwards, S. (1999). Signs of safety: A satfy and solution oriented approach to child
protection caseworkNew York: Norton.

Turnell A. (2007). Enacting the interpretive turn: narrative means toward transformational practice in child
protection social workPhD Thesis, Perth: Curtin University.

Turnell, A, Elliott, S. and Hogg, V. (2007). Compassionate, safe and rigorous child protection practice with
parents of adopted children. Child Abuse Review, (#): 108-119.

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 33
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au




7AT Ah -838 0O 711 0A00ITTh -8 jpwwods8 QillWdfardd @®@®REOT AT Od ¢
511.

Weick, A. (2000). Hidden voices, Social Work45: 395-402.
White, M. & Epston, D. (1990) Narrative Means to Therapeutic Endslew York: Norton.
Wilczynski, A., (1997). Child HomicideLondon: Greenwich Medical Media.

Yatchmenoff, D. (2005) Measuring client engagement from the client's perspective in nonvoluntary child
protective services. Research on Social Work Practjcks: 84796.

DRAFT Chapter for Building Safety in Child Protection Practice: Working with a Strengths and Solution-focus 34
in an Environment of Risk, to be published by Palgrave-Macmillan. Copying and distribution only with direct
permission from Andrew Turnell who retains copyright until publication. aturnell@iinet.net.au




Attachment One:
Signs of Safety integrated with the Assessment Categories of the Manitoba Risk Estimation System
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Attachment Two:
Signs of Safety and Needs Framework, Matrix and Protocol
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The Kirklees/Helsingborg Strategy:
Focusing on Safety and Building Partnership and Collaboration within the UK Framework for the
Assessment of Children in Need and their Families.

Andrew Turnell
Resolutions Consultancy, PO Box 56 Burswood WA 6100 Australia.
aturnell@iinet.com.au

Preamble/history

This method and strategy of implementing the needs framework arose through Andrew coming across
a now defunct team of child protection social workers from Kirklees Social Services Department
(headed by Deborah Glover). This was in 2000 when the use of the needs framework was still
formative. This group told myself and Nigel Parton that they were experimenting with bringing together
signs of safety and solution-focused ideas with what they knew of the needs framework, since this
group knew this would be the required assessment process they would have to use and they wanted
to make it manageable abd user friendly. | simply asked this team how were they implementing the
needs framework where they had been able to successfully utilize it with families? The Kirklees ideas
formed the basis of the method | describe below and later refined and developed further, jointly with
some senior members of staff and social workers at Helsingborg City Social Service Department,
Sweden in March 2001. The Helsingborg professionals had been trained in the needs framework in
the UK and were seeking to implement the framework but were very unhappy with the level of
paperwork involved with the process. This strategy also draws on the experience and lessons learnt in
the collaborative action research development involving over 120 Western Australian child protection
workers which created the signs of safety approach to child protection case work (Turnell and
Edwards, 1997 and 1999).

The Kirklees/Helsingborg Strategy

The Kirklees/Helsingborg approach to the needs framework proposes the following steps in utilizing
the framework with families:

i Clarify the initial matter that brought matter to the attention of the local authority social
workers.

ii Clarify any pattern and history of concerning or harmful behavior by these parents to any
children.

iii Catagorise and analyze all the information you have using the Needs 3x7 items.

A Regard all 3x7 items as 0-10 continuum.

A Gather and analyse both strengths and weaknesses in regards to the 3x7 items.

A Consider and chose 3 or 4 crucial items that need priority attention first, (do not approach the
family about a vast multitude of issues). Consider what items are or contain non-negotiable
issues.

A Carefully think through what you as the local authority want to see to address the key 3x7
items.

iv Preparation
Find specific, clear and honest, non-jargonised language for 1, 2 and 3 that the worker can
communicate to family members.

% Meet with parents and child(ren).

A Explain honestly and succinctly who you are and what brings you to meet them.

A Based on strengths gathered above find some things to compliment the parents and child
about to begin.
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Determine what their perspective is about steps 1 and 2, describe your opinion/you
supervisors/the doctors/schools opinion.
Explain the Needs triangle and 3 x 7 items and tell them their local authority requires that

families be assessed wusing this approach. Expl ai

looking for concerns and st r engt hs. We do it together with yol

seeingit and hear how you see your sitwuation and you
A Ask them to highlight 3 or 4 items they have most concerns about and/or would like to

improve. Tell them which 3 or 4 items are most concerning to you/your supervisor/the doctor.
Perhaps use 07 10 scaling questions regarding each chosen item.

A Explore what children and parents would want to see regarding each item of concern, to solve
the problem. Tell them what you/your supervisor want to see. Negotiate and discuss
differences in perspective openly. In making any plans check their willingness, confidence and
capacity to implement any plans.

A Think about all plans in terms of actual demonstrations of positive behaviours over time that
specifically address the concerns/needs rather than a list of services family should attend.

Vi Recording assessment.

A Record information by 3x7 items including profes:c
Document information in terms of concerns/problems, strengths and what is required to solve
problems/meet the needs of the child against each significant item. Preferably do most of this
recording with the family.

A Once finalized, provide the service recipients with a copy of the assessment and plans.

| am not asserting that the Kirklees/Helsingborg strategy is the way to use the needs framework or
implement a holistic approach. | simply offer it is an alternative, one that has the major benefit that it
was developed upwards from the field. It is developmental rather than definitive. It has some
significant features:

A Arising out of actual practice, more readily i mplen
A  Reduces amount of paperwork and focuses what can ot
more realistically doable.

A 1t honours the not i ossionalfandtlobat famiaknawedge dnd dnactsan pr o f e
interactional approach to generating the assessment.

A 1t sees professional knowl edge and framewor ks as
definitive. Therefore enacting an interpretive sensibility that builds from a sense of humility about what

we as professionals think we know. The strategy provides more scope for honouring the complexities

and ambiguities of child protection social work, seeing decisions and assessments as moral

judgements rather than definitive truths (Parton 1998, Parton, & O'Byrne, 2000).

A Allows for more partnership and creativity while
judgement in assessment and planning.

A While enacting a part negyash nakes pwen and eontextualises thehi s st r
unavoidable and necessary coercive aspects of child protection practice (Munro 1998, Healy 1998,

Turnell 1998) rather than simply seeing partnership as focused solely on building a relationship. This

is done by continually making overt to the family the exact nature of the concerns and the social

service position about them.

A 1t bri dges -tplmingads/ideecsnsnmadynekperienced by workers that so frequently

bedevils practice. It does this by moving from assessing the past/present to overtly requiring in the

strategy that workers address in their dialogue with family members what both professional and family

members see needs to be done to address the issues,
strategy.
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Attachment Three:
Olmsted County Child and Family Services

Building Safety & Strengthening Families Practice Framework
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