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Chapter 7

Variables within the placement - foster

parents, houseparents and social workers.

Introduction

This chapter aims to explore factors within the placement, which

may contribute to the return of children from care. There are two

major influences within the placement? the part played by caretakers

and that played by social workers. The part of caretakers may be

summarised as follows; firstly, they aim to provide an environ¬

ment which will meet each individual child's physical and emotional

needs; secondly, they can help prepare a child for return to his

own parents by keeping alive the memory of his own family and where

possible^promoting contact between children and their natural parents,

and thirdly, they help promote the child's well-being by communicating

his needs to social workers and others who are involved in his care.

Caretakers do not work in isolation but alongside social workers

as part of a team whose common aim is to promote the welfare of the

child and his family. It follows that the relationship which care¬

takers have with social workers and their perceptions of their role

may well be important factors in contributing to the success of the

rehabilitation process.

In Chapter 6, it was shown that the study parents' perceptions

of the attitude of caretakers towards them was a major factor which

influenced the contact they had with their children. Parents found

it more difficult to see their children in foster homes, a factor

which they related firstly to the greater threat foster parents
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presented to parents and secondly, to the more hostile attitudes of foster

parents towards them. Parents' perceptions were by no means distort¬

ed, representing the reality attitudes expressed by caretakers

with whom they came in contact. This chapter concentrates on the

perceptions of the study caretakers and aims to identify factors

which may contribute to their attitudes to natural parents. Attempts

are made to evaluate whether the interview sample of caretakers was

representative of the whole, both in relation to general attitudes

towards contact between parents and children and in relation to the

type of placement which caretakers were offering.

Measuring caretakers' involvement

The researcher visited sixty-seven foster homes and thirty-

five children's homes which provided care for children from one

hundred and eighty-nine families. As in previous chapters,each

family in the total sample in the study was ascribed one variable.

An additional variable was added for every family who had children

both in and out of care, fn this chapter, an extra variable was

added for each case where children from the same family received

into care in identical circumstances had been placed in different

homes.

In all; the one hundred and eighty-nine placements represented

children from one hundred and sixty-three out of the two hundred

and twenty-two families in the total sample. As explained in

Chapter 3,since this represented almost three quarters of this

sample, it was decided that, in order to avoid confusion, the care¬

takers ' views on the one hundred and eighty-nine placements would be

called the total placement sample and the interview placement
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sample would relate to the seventy substitute homes where both

caretakers and natural parents had been interviewed.

Not all the social workers returned the questionnaires relating

to each of the hundred and eighty-nine placements where caretakers

had been interviewed. This meant that where comparisons were made

between the views of social workers and caretakers, the total

placement sample was reduced to one hundred and nine and the interview

placement sample (where information was available from caretakers,

social workers and natural parents) was reduced from seventy to

forty.

The use of foster homes and children's homes In the study

One of the original intentions of this study had been to

explore the decision-making processes surrounding placements. It

had been hoped that it would have been possible to identify how

a child's circumstances influenced the choice of home at reception

into care and what factors had influenced his replacement in

another home during the period he was in care. This plan was

abandoned because of the absence of information in social work

files on how such decisions had been made. No compensating in¬

formation was available from the social workers who had received

children into care since many had left the Departments before the

study commenced. It was however, possible to look at the current

use of different homes in relation to childrenSs length of stay in

care.

Table 7:1 shows that eight major types of substitute home

were used in the study. These ranged from foster homes where only

one child was placed to very large children's homes whose complement
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Table 7:1 Types of placement used for the study children - total
placement sample 189

No. %

Children's homes

Very large L.A. (30+) 20 10,8

Large L.A. (20+) 2b 12.7

Family group home 17 9.0

Large Vol. (20+) 21 11.1

Small vol. (under 20) 18 9.5

Foster homes

1 child only 27 Hi.3

2-lt. children 55 29.1

9 + children 6 3.0

Lodgings 1 0.5

Totals 189 100

was more than thirty. Some of these homes were owned by local

authorities while others were voluntary homes, used to augment

resources.1 h7% of placements were in foster care and the re¬

maining 53% in residential care.

Table 7:2 shows the distribution of homes far the interview

placement sample, and indicates that this sample was closely re¬

presentative of the larger total sample in most aspects.

The range of placements used may be attributable to several

factors. Firstly, it was clear that local authority and voluntary

resources had grown up piecemeal but had joined together to augment

resources and provide a wider range of services. Secondly, the

wide range of statutory resources seemed to.reflect the national

trends in child care theory. While in 19hQ the use of foster homes

for almost every child had been strongly advocated, by 1961, the Home
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Table 7;2 Types of placement used for the study children -

interview placement sample 70

No. %

Children's homes

Very large L.A. (30+) 7 10,0

large L.A. (20+) 10 lit. 3

Family group home 6 8.6

Large Vol. (20+) 10 lit-3

Small Vol. (under 20) 9 12.9

Foster nom@3

1 . child only 5 7.1

2-U children 18 25-7

5 + children 4 5.7

Lodgings 1 1.4

Totals 70 100

Office was emphasising that local authorities had a primary duty

to make a 'provision which recognises that boarding out is not
2

automatically and invariably the best course for all children.' By

the time of the study the 1968 Social Work (Scotland) Act was ad¬

vocating that every placement should be selected to meet each child's
3

individual needs. Further reasons which may account for the decline

in the use of foster homes are put forward by Packman (1975)4 who

believes that the policies of prevention and rehabilitation

developed through the 1963 Children and Young Persons Act diverted

attention and effort from the recruitment and selection of foster

homes. This led to a corresponding increase in the use of residential

care, particularly in the voluntary sector."' The emphasis in these

homes was very much on trying to create an atmosphere which imitated

the child's own family as far as possible, hence their name 'family
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group homes'.

Although by the time of the study there were growing doubts

about their value because as Packman (1975) suggests, they tended

'to ape family life instead of recognising the value of small groups

within the general structure of somewhat larger establishments',^
at the time of the study, the family group home was still a viable

alternative for children in long term care.

The range of foster homes used in this study reflected their'

historical derivation. The majority of foster homes where one

child was placed had been selected more than five years before the

study commenced. The retrospective nature of the study made it

difficult to identify accurately the purpose of such placements but,

from foster parents' comments and from information available in

some files, it seemed that these homes were selected with the

deliberate intention of being very long term and quasi-adoptive in

nature. This was illustrated by the comment of one foster mother who

said:

We didn't want to adopt we thought we were too old
but we wanted a baby. The social worker told us to
wait until the right one came along.

In the majority of these foster homes there had been little or

no contact with natural parents from early in the placement but

it was impossible to tell whether the exclusion of natural parents

had been deliberate alienation or had evolved from the factors

discussed in the previous chapter since none of the parents in this

type of home was available for interview.

In contrast to these long-standing foster homes, the majority

provided placements for more than one foster child. Some offered



- 477 -

care to both long and short stay children while others were used

exclusively as long term homes.

Finally, the most recent development in fostering towards a

'professional' foster home which could accommodate a range of

children was represented by six of the study placements. The ethos

of this type of home was illustrated by the comments of one foster

mother who said:

I suppose you could say we are running a small
children's home. The council provided us with
this house so we could take more children. We
have all sorts here.

These six 'professional' foster homes were atypical of the

remaining resources used by the two Departments. Even in these

homes, as in all others, foster parents were not paid a salary but

a minimum boarding out allowance which covered the cost of food

and clothing for each child. Nor did many of the study foster

parents wish to be seen as professionals, a factor which disting¬

uished them very clearly from the study houssparents and may well

have contributed to parents' difficulties in maintaining contact

with their children in foster care.

Factors influencing the use of different types of placement

1. Agency policy

It was possible to identify certain factors which influenced

the use of the different types of placements. The first of these

was agency policy. Table 7:3 shows that in the total sample,

there was a significantly different use of foster homes and child-
?

ren's homes by the City and County Departments. (X =18.79 d.f. =

8 P = <0.05) It must be stressed that this did not represent the

overall use of placements in the Ispartraents, since the study
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Table 7:3 Type of placement with Social Work Department - total
placement sample 189

City County
No. $ No. %

Children's homes

Large/very large L.A. (20+) 31 25.6 13 19.1

Family group home 9 7.U 8 11.8

Large/small voluntary 33 27.3 6 8.8

Foster homes

1 child only- 17 14.1 10 lit. 7
More than 1 child/lodgings 31 25.6 31 1*5.6

Totals 121 100 68 100

X2 = 18.79 d.f. = 4- P - <0.05

children were a specialist group. Nevertheless, it is interesting

to see how the two Departments used their resources for children in

long term care.

It can be seen from Table 7:3 that the bias in the County was

7towards foster homes, particularly those for up to four children.

60.3% of placements in the County were in foster homes compared

with only 39.7% in the City. The City made more use of larger

children's homes, (25®6% compared with 19.1$ in the County).

Voluntary children's homes were also used more frequently by the City

Department accounting for 27.3$ of placements compared with 8.8$

in the County.

These differences may well represent the greater demands made

on placements by the City, who at the end of 1969 had one thousand,

two hundred and twenty-six children in voluntary care compared with
Q

the County's three hundred and sixty-six.
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Table 7 :h Type of placement with Social Work Department - interview
placement sample 70

City County
No. % No. %

Children's homes

Large/very large L.A. (20+) 13 24.0 h 25.0

Family group home 9 9.3 1 6.2

Large/small voluntary 17 31.3 2 12.6

Foster homes

1 child only k 7.U 1 6.2

More than 1 child/lodgings 15 27.8 8 50.0

Totals 5k 100 16 100

X^ ° 7.80 d.f. ■ 4 P ■ <0.50 not significant

Differences in the interview sample (Table 7 th) were not

significant but reflected similar though less exaggerated trends of

the total sample with greater use being made by the County

Department of foster care and of children's homes by the City

Department.

2, Reason for care

The second factor which influenced the differing use of

children's homes and foster homes was the reason for children's

admission to care. Table 7:5 shows that in the total placement

sample, there was a very significant relationship between the use
o

of the two different types of care and reason for care. (P » <0.001)

Children's homes were most widely used where children had been

received into care because of a range of family problems, through

unsatisfactory home conditions, through homelessness,and where

either their mother or father was absent. By contrast 89.0$ of

illegitimate children who had been received into care in infancy,



Table7:5Typeofplacementwithrecvc.cnfromcare-totalplacementsample189 FamilyBrokenfam-Brokenfam-Bothpar-Childil-IllnessUnsatis-Other homelessilymother+ilyfather+entsab-legitimatefactory childrenchildrensentconditions
No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

Children'shomes Large/verylargeL.A. (20+)
Ill

23.0

6

liO.O

9

21.4

1

7.7

1

5.5

2

8.0

5

35.7

6

50.0

Familygrouphome
6

12.0

-

-

3

7.1

-

-

-

-

6

2li.O

2

14.3

-

-

Large/smallvolunary
11

22.0

h

26.7

13

31.0

2

lS.h

1

5.5

3

12.0

2

14.5

3

25.0

Fosterhomes 1childonly

5

10,0

2

13.3

U

9.5

2

IS.u

7

39.0

6

2h.O

-

-

1

8.3

Morethan1child/ lodgings

Hi

28.0

3

20*0

13

31.0

8

61.5

9

50.0

8

32.0

5

35.7

2

16.7

Totals50100IS1004210013100181002S100lL.10012100 (Children'shomes/fosterhomes)=21;.67d.f.»7P=<(0.01
NotejSampletoosmallformeaningful5x8crosstabulation



Table7:6Typeofplacementwithreasonforcare-interviewplacementsample FamilyBrokenfam-Brokenfam-Bothpar-Childil-IllnessUnsatis-Otherhomelessilymother+ilyfather+entsab-legitimatefactorychildrenchildrensentconditions
No.%No.%No.%No.%No.%No.%No.%No.%

Children'shomes Large/verylargsL.A. (20+) Familygrouphome
6

21.4

2

28.6

4

30.8

--

1.

16.7

2

33.3

2

5o.o

3

10.7

-

-

-

-

- -

2

33.3

1

16.7

-

-

Large/smallvolunary
8

28.6

3

42.8

5

38.5

--

1

16.7

1

16.7

1

25.0

Fosterhomes 1childonly

3

10.7

-

-

l

7.7

--133.3
-

-

-

-

-

-

Morethan1child/ lodgings
8

28.6

2

28.6

3

23.0

3100266.7
2

33.3

2

33.3

1

25.0

Totals2810071001310031003100610061001|100
2 ■
X(Children'shomes/fosterhomes)=10.45d.f.=7P=<0.50notsignificant Note;Sampletoosmallformeaningful5x8crosstabulation
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were placed in foster homes and over three quarters of the child¬

ren who had been received into care because of the desertion of

both parents were also placed in this type of home. Foster homes

also had rather more children (56$) • who had been received into

care because of the illness of parents. In most of these cases,

the illness had necessitated mothers' admission to a long term

psychiatiic hospital.

The pattern was reflected with some exaggeration in the

interview sample where it can be seen from Table 7:6 that, as

in the total sample, children whose parents were both in desertion

or who were illegitimate were placed exclusively in foster homes.

Conversely the placement of children in children's homes where

the reason for care was the absence of one parent was over-

represented but there was an under-representation of children

in foster care who had been received into care because of their

parent's illness. Differences reflected the availability of

parents for interview.

3. Length of stay in care

By comparing the type of placement used in the study with

the length of stay of children in care, it was possible to gain

some indication of the type of placements that were used most for

very long or short term care. It must be remembered, however,

that the placements of children who had been in care for over five

years might have been affected by a very different agency policy

from that which existed at the time of the study. Therefore any

conclusions on the use of different placements by the study

Apartments must take account of possible changes in agency policy
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over the years. Tables 7:7 and 7:8 show the distribution of

the types of placement in relation to length of stay in care fox

the total and interview placement samples. It can be seen from

Table 7:7 that children who returned within one year tended to

be placed either in very large children's homes or in large

foster homes. Children in the rest of the return group whose

stay was of more than one year, also tended to be placed in

children's homes.

Table 7:7 Type of placement with children's length of stay
in care - total placement sample 189

Returned Returned In care un- In care In care
in 1 year all others der 2 years 2-5 years over 5

No, % No. % No. at
» /o No.

years
% No. %

Children's homes

Large/very large L.A.
(20+) 15 40.6 9 45.0 k 15.8 15 5be6 5 4'5
Family group home 1 5*1 3 15.0 h 15.8 h 9.-8 5 7.5

Large/small volunary 5 15*6 5 25.0 10 54.5 6 14.6 13 19.4
Foster homes

1 child only 2 6.5 1 5.0 4 15.8 6 14.6 14 20.8
More than 1 child/
lodgings 11 54*4 2 10.0 7 24.1 10 24.4 52 47.8

Totals 52 100 20 100 29 100 41 100 67 100

2
X (re turn/non re turn) ss 26.56 d.f. = 4 p 23 <0.01

More use was made of foster homes than children's homes for

children who were in care at the time of the study. While the

medium-sized foster home was used by children in all three of the

in care groups, the use of foster homes for one child only in¬

creased. in relation to the length of time children had been in care.
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This would tend to suggest, although it can only be speculation,

that the use of these type of foster homes was in decline at the

time of the study. No child who had been in care over five years

was placed in a very large local authority children's home, but

19.4i9 were placed in voluntary children's homes. This would seem

to indicate that the study Departments might have used their own

homes for short term to intermediate care but that the voluntary

homes specialised in more long term care (a factor which was sub¬

stantiated by verbal communication from two of the voluntary

organisations in the study).10
Table 7:8 Typ® of placement with children's length of stay in

care - interview placement sample 70

Returned Returned Ih care un- In care In care

in 1 year all others der 2 years 2-5 years over 5

No. % No. % No. % No. %
years
No.

Children's homes

Large/very large L.A.
(20+)

6 30.0 ii Uo.o 3 30.0 3 17*6 1 7.7

Family group home 1 5-0 2 20.0 1 10.0 1 5.9 1 7.7

Large/small voluntary h 20.0 3 30.0 3 30.0 7 41.2 2 15 .k
Foster homes

1 child only 2 10.0 - - - 1 3.9 2 15 .U
More than 1 child/
lodgings

7 35.0 1 10.0 5 30.0 5 29.4 7 53.8

Totals 20 100 10 100 10 1.00 17 100 13 100

2
X (return/non return) =3 li .08 d.f. . 4- p = <Co.90 not significant

As table 7:8 shows the interview sample reflected the total

sample with children in the return group being placed either in

large foster homes or in large children's homes. Children in very
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long term care were mainly in foster homes or voluntary children's

homes.

The effect of length of time in care on return

Although there we re indications that foster homes tended to

be used more for long term rather than short term care, as Tables

7:9a and b and 7:10a and b show, in both the total and the inter¬

view sample, irrespective of what type of placement he was in, the

length of time a child spent in care had a very significant in¬

fluence on his chances of returning home.

It can be seen from Table 7:9a that fn the total sample no

child who was in foster care had returned home sifter being in care

for over two years. Similarly, Table 7:9b shows that only 16.7/6

of children who had been placed in children's homes had returned

home after being in care for two years.

Taken together, the two tables indicate that 88.5# of child¬

ren in the total placement sample who had returned home had done so

within two years of being admitted to care.~^
Table 7:9a Number of years with Table 7:9b Number of years with

return from care - return from care -

foster homes,total children's home% total
placement sample 89 placement sample 100

Returned In care Returned In care

No. % No. % No. % No. °/

Under 1 year 13 81.2 6 8.2 Under 1 year 19 52.8 5 7.8
Under 2 years 3 18.7 5 6.8 Under 2 years 11 30.6 13 20.3
2 & under 5

. . 16 21.9 2 «• under ? 1, 11.1 25 39.1
years years

Over 5 years — — 2+6 63.0 Over 5 years 2 5.6 21 38.8

Totals 16 100 73 100 36 100 6k 100

X2 = US.Uii d.f. « 3 P - <0.001 X2 - 3l|.07 d.f. »3P» <f).001
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The tables also confirm the picture given by Table 7:7 that

foster placeinents tended to be used for children in very long term

care, whereas children's homes were used for a varying lengths of

stay.

Table 7:10a Number of years with Table 7:lCb Number of years with
return from care - return from care -

foster homes,interview children's homes,
placement sample 28 interview placement

sample 1*2

Under 1 year

Underl-2 years

2 & under 5
years

Over 5 years

Returned hi care

No. % No. %

10 90.9 2 11.8

1 9.1 1 5.9

- - 5 29 .U

- - 9 52.9

Under 1 year

Under 2 years

2 & under 5
years

Over 5 years

Returned In care

No. % No. %

10 52.6 3 13.0

8 1*2.1 b 17M

1 5-3 12 52.2

- - h 17-h

19 100 23 1.00Totals 11 100 17 100

X2 = 18.91 d„f. - 3 P - <0.001 X2 - 18.19 d.f. - 3 P - <0.001

The interview sample, shown in Tables 7:10a and 7:10b, reflects

the pattern of the total sample with all the children who had

returned home from foster care doing so within two years of being

admitted to care, a pattern repeated by 9k-7% of children in

children's homes. Taken together, the two tables indicate that

96.8$ of children in the interview sample had returned home within,

two years of being admitted to care.

Although these findings suggest that after two years in care

children's chances of rehabilitation may decline rapidly, they

cannot be taken as an absolute indication of this factor, since the

sampling method is retrospective and must take account of other
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factors such as changes in agency policy and attitude towards

natural parents. 3h spite of these restrictions it is still of

interest that the majority of children who had returned home in

the study had done so within a relatively short time in care. The

indications were that the exit from from cars during the first

year was particularly significant, a finding which reflects that
12

of Fanshel (1976) who found a decline in children's return

from foster care after the first year of stay. The findings would

also seem to indicate against the idea put forward by ftowe and
13

Lambert (1973) that if children do not return home within the

first six months of care, their chances are greatly diminished.

Bearing in mind the differences between their national sample and

the localised sample of this study, the findings of Fanshel and

the present study point towards a longer period within which re¬

habilitation might occur on any large scale.

Age of children at reception into care

There were two further factors which seemed to influence

the size as well as type of home chosen for children. The first was

children's age at reception into care. As Table 7:11

shows, there were very significant differences batween the

type of placements used for children under the age of five and

those over the age of five. In the total sample, (Table 7:11),

it can be seen that there was a more extensive use of foster homes

for children who were placed under the age of five, and a

corresponding increase in the use of children's homes for

children who were over the age of five at placement. Table 7:12

shows .that the pattern was reflected to some extent in the
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Table 7;11 Type of placement with age of children at reception
into care - total placement sample 189

Foster home
- 1 child

Foster home
- all other

Children's
home

No. % No % No. %

Under 5 years 25 92.6 k3 69»4 53 53.0

Over 5 years 2 7-k 19 30.6 47 47.0

Totals 27 100 62 100 100 100

JT (foster home/children's home) = 10 d.f. - 1 S3' <0.01

Table 7:12 Type of placement with age of children at reception
into care - interview placement sample 70

Foster home Foster home Children's
- 1 child - all other home

No. % No. % No. %

Under 5 years 1+ 80.0 10 43.5 18 42.9

Over 5 years 1 20.0 13 56.5 24 57.1

Totals 5 100 23 100 42 100

p
X (foster home/children's home) = 0.32 d.f. = 1 P = <0.50

not significant

interview sample, with the exception of a slight over-representation

of children over the age of five who were placed in foster homes

and children under the age of five who were in children's homes.

Differences may well be accounted for by the fact that many of the

interview sample of families contained several children who had

been placed at the same time.

Number of children from one family received into care.

The second factor was that shown in Tables 7:13 and 7:1k the

relationship between the number of children received into care and
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Table 7:13 Number in family received into care with type of
placement - total placement sample 189

Foster home Foster home Children's
- 1 child - all other home

No. % No. % No. %

Only child 1h 51.9 12 19.4 13 13.0

Child only 9 33.3 17 27.4 15 15.0

All siblings h Hi.8 19 30o6 47 47.0

One or more siblings - - lit 22,6 25 25.0

Totals 27 100 62 100 100 100

(foster home/children's home) = 18.OU d.f. =3 P =<(0.001

Table 7ilk Number in family received into care with type of
placement - interview placement sample 70

Foster home Foster home Children's
- 1

No.

child

%
- all
No.

other

% No.

home

%

Only child 2 liO.O 2 8.7 h 9.5
Child only - - 5 21,7 2 4.8
All siblings 3 60.0 12 52.2 24 57.1
One or more siblings - - h 17.4 12 28.6

Totals 5 100 23 100 42 100

(foster home/children's home) = it.75 d.f. =3 P - <0.50
not significant

the type of placement used. Table 7:13 suggests that foster homes

where there was only one child were used predominantly for children

who had been received into care either as 'only" children or as one

out of several who had remained at home. Larger foster homes were

used for many different groups of children since presumably they

could accommodate small families as well as 'only children. Large

children's homes were also used for families of differing sizes al-
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though there was a tendency to reserve them for families where all

the siblings had been received into care. Small children's homes

tended to be used for families of more than one child and indicated a

departmental policy whereby,wherever possible,children in long term

care from the same families were placed together.

As Table 7:lU shows, the interview sample reflected to some

extent the pattern of the total sample, with an over-representation

of one child from a family where all siblings had been received

into care being placed in foster homes with his siblings distributed

in different placements. Larger foster homes were also over-

represented for families where children had been received into care

with one or more of their siblings. As in the total sample,

however, small children's homes seemed to be reserved for large

families and while large children's homes were put mainly to this

use, a minority were used for lone children.

The use of different types of placement - summary

Tables 7'1 to 7:lU give some indication of the different

use of children's homes and foster homes. Bearing in mind the bias

of the study sample, it would seem that the County Department made

a wider use of foster care for children in long term care, while

the City Department was thrown more on the resources of voluntary

agencies to meet its greater need. A substantial number of

children in very long term care (over five years) were placed in

foster homes, supplemented by voluntary homes and small local

authority children's homes. By contrast, where children returned

home?the use of placements was more varied with particular emphasis

on very large children's homes and medium sized foster homes. One
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important factor was that a child's chance of return diminished

substantially after two years in care. The age at which children

were placed and the number of children in the family who were

received into care affected the type of care which was used.

Foster homes tended to be used more for children under the age

of five and for children who had been received into care alone.

Children's homes were by no means exclusively reserved for large

families and,although there was a predominance of families in both

small and large children's homes who had been received into care

with one or more siblings, large children's homes were also used

for children who had been received into care alone. The findings

would suggest that the use of foster homes for 'only' children had

declined over the years and there was a growing use of smaller

children's homes. There were also indications that both the

study Departments attempted to place siblings together wherever

possible. Furthermore, the consistent use of foster homes for very

young children seemed to reflect theoretical assumptions that a

foster home might provide individual care which can better meet a

young child's needs. In spite of this, some children under the

age of five found their way into children'3 homes. The findings

would suggest a mixture of a conscious policy whereby certain

children were allotted to certain placements and a reality constraint

whereby children were placed in whatever type of care was available.

This conclusion was borne out by verbal communication with one of

the assistant directors from the City Department and an area

J
officer from the County Department. x Both said that, where

possible, they tried to place families together end young children
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in foster homes but since reception into care tended to be a last

resort policy, often the agencies fell back on whatever resources

were available at the time.

The attitude of foster parents and houseparents towards natural
parents

In Chapter 6, it was shown that the study parents perceived

a difference in attitude towards them from foster parents and

houseparents. The views given by parents were validated by those

given by the interview placement sample of study caretakers. If

anything, parents tended to over-represent the positive attitude of

caretakers, and in particular foster parents, towards them.

The differing attitudes of houseparents and foster parents

were tested further by asking both groups of caretakers to define

their attitude towards the maintenance of contact between the

study parents and their children. Tables 7:15 and 7:16 show that

in the total sample there was an extremely significant difference

between the attitudes of foster parents and houseparents towards

natural parents. For attitudes towards mothex* X^ = 39-76 d.f. = 3

P = <0.001 and for attitudes towards fathers » 37.51 d.f. = 3

P = <0.001.

Replies were given on a fourpoint scale which allowed fox-

both positive and negative ambivalence 5 those who were -unable to

comment were excluded.

It can be seen from the Tables that the attitudes of foster

parents and houseparents towards natural parents were polarised.

Only one fifth of foster parents thought unequivocably that there

should be contact between the study parents and their children.
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Table 7:l5 Attitude to maintenance of contact between natural
....

mother and children with type of home - total
placement sample 189 (169)

Foster home Children's home

No. % No. %

Strongly for contact 16 19.5 U5 51.7

For with reservations 9 10.9 15 17.2

Against with reservations 18 22.0 21 2k.1

Strongly against 39 U7.6 6 7-3

Totals 82 100 87 100

Parent dead = k
Don't know = 16

X2 = 39,76 d.f. = 3 P = <0.001

Table 7:16 Attitude to maintenance of contact between children
and natural fathers with type of home - total
placement sample 189 (157)

Foster home Children's home

No. % No. %

Strongly for contact 16 21.9 JU5 52.9

For with reservations e 11.0 15 17.6

Against with reservations 12 16.I1 18 21.2

Strongly against 37 50.7 7 8.3

Totals 73 100 85 100

Parent dead = 1
Don't know = 31

X2 = 37.51 d.f. - 3 P - <0.001

This compared with approximately half the houseparents. By contrast,

foster parents thought that contact should definitely not be main¬

tained between k7 .&% of mothers and 50.7$ of fathers and children

whereas houseparents held this view in relation to only 7.3% of
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mothers and 8.3$ of fathers. Where views were ambivalent, house-

parents tended to hold a rather more positive view towards mothers

than foster parents but were slightly more negative in their

attitudes towards fathers. Both groups of c aretakers who felt

unable to comment had not met the natural parents and could not

anticipate the reaction which contact with those particular

families would evoke.

Attitude of foster parents and houseparents towards natural
parents - interview sample

The interview sample reflected some of the patterns of the

total sample, particularly in relation to natural mothers. As

Table 7:17 shows, there was a significant difference in the

attitudes of foster parents and houseparents towards mothers in

the interview sample. Although a similar proportion of mothers

were encouraged by houseparents (65.8$ compared with 68.9$ in the

total sample) there was rather more strong encouragement from

foster parents in the interview sample than there had been in the

total sample. (36.1|$ compared with 19-5$ in the total sample).

Table 7:17 Attitude to maintenance of contact between children
and natural mothers with type of home - interview
placement sample 70

Foster home Children's home
No. % No. %

Strongly for contact 8 36.h 21 51.2
For with reservations 2 7.8 6 1)4.6

Against with reservations 8 36.k 12 29.3

Strongly against 8 36.h 2 h.9

Totals 26 100 hi 100

Parent dead = 1
Don't know = 2

X2 - 10.17 d.f. - 3 P *°<0.05
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Patterns of discouragement were also slightly less polarised

with 36.h% of foster parents in the interview sample showing a

strongly negative attitude towards mothers, compared with hi•&%

in the total sample.

Table 7 s 18 shows that the pattern for fathers wg,s again very

much less polarised with a slightly less strongly positive attitude

from children's homes than in the total sample (h3»7% compared with

52.9%) and a more strongly positive attitude from foster parents

(36.h% compared with 21.9# in the total sample). Only 27.3# of

foster parents in the interview sample wished to discourage

fathers strongly compared with 5>0„7# in the total sample.

Table 7:18 Attitude to maintenance of contact between children
and natural fathers by type of home - interview
placement sample 70

Foster home Children's home

No. % No. %

Strongly for contact 8 36.k 11; h3.7
For with reservations 3 13.6 3 9-h

Against with reservations 5 22.7 10 31.3

Strongly against 6 27.3 5 16.6

Totals 22 100 32 100

Parent dead = 1
Don't know = 15

X2 - 2.01 d.f. =3 P = <0.90

The implications of this finding are that natural parents

in the interview sample might have experienced a less hostile

attitude from caretakers than those in the total sample. It Is

relevant to recall from Chapter 6 that natural parents who were
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interviewed tended to over-estimate the positive attitudes of

caretakers towards them. On the other hand, where negative

attitudes were presented to them, these were a significant factor

in discouraging parents from maintaining contact with their

children. If these parents, who were atypical in the sense that

they had more contact with their children than those in the total

sample, were affected by a weaker atmosphere of hostility than

that present in the total sample, then it is possible to speculate

that parents in the total sample might have been more vulnerable

to the greater hostility displayed towards them.

The effect on return of caretakers' attitudes towards natural
parents

Tables 7:19a and b to 7:2?a and b show the attitudes of

both foster parents and houseparents towards natural parents in the

return and in care groups of the total and interview samples. From

Table 7:19a and b Attitudes of foster parents and houseparents
to contact between natural mothers and children
with return from care - total placement sample
189

a) Foster parents 89(82) b) Houseparents 100(87)
Returned Si care Returned In care

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Strongly for contact
For with reservations

Against with reservat- 3
ions yU6.6
Strongly against h

Totals 13 100 67 100 35 100 52 100

= 7 Parent dead ) _ , ^
Don <t know )

Parent dead )
Don't know )

2
For foster parents X = 11.58 d.f. =3 P = <(0.05
For houseparents X =■ 1.60 d.f. = 3 P = <^0.90 not significant
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Table 7:19 it can be seen that foster parents in the return

group of the total sample held a more positive attitude towards

mothers than those in the in care sample. 53-3$ of foster parents

in the return group thought that in general, mothers should be

encouraged to maintain contact with their children, a view held

by only 25.U% of foster parents in the in care group. Differences

were significant at the 0.05 level. Table 7:19b shows that there

was no similar difference between the return and in care groups

of houseparents.

As Table 7:20a shows, there was a similar distinction

between the attitudes of foster parents in the return groups and

the in care group towards fathers. Differences were! significant

at the 0.05 level. While 57.1$ of foster parents in the return

Table 7:20a and b Attitudes of foster parents and houseparents
to contact between natural fathers and children
with return from care - total placement sample
189

a) Foster parents 89(73) b) Houseparents 100(85)
Returned In care Returned In care

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Strongly for contact ^ 15T67-8 30l 72.2
For with reservations ij 7 J 6 J 9.J
Against with reservat- 21 101 7] 11
ions L 1*2.9 72.9 >32.2
Strongly against h f 33 3J U

Totals 11* 100 59 100 31 100 100

Parent dead/not known = 16 Parent dead/not known - 15
2

For foster parents X =9.11 d.f. = 3 P = <C0.05
2

For houseparents X = 1.16 d.f. = 3 P = \0.90 not significant
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group thought that fathers should be encouraged to see their

children, this view was held by only 27.1$ of the in care group.

By contrast, there was no significant difference between the in

care and return groups of houseparents.

Tables 7:21a and b and 7:22a and b show that the differences

between the return group and in care group of foster parents in the

total sample were not repeated in the interview sample. Although

foster parents in the return group displayed a rather more -positive

attitude towards mothers than those in the in care group

differences were not enough to be significant. Attitudes towards

fathers were not influenced by the return of children from care,

with most foster parents in the in care group holding a positive

attitude. There was a similar lack of significance in the at-

Table 7:21a and b Attitude of foster parents and houseparents
to contact between natural mothers and
children with return from care - interview

placement sample 70

a) Foster parents (28)26 b)Houseparents lj.2(lj.l)
Returned In care Returned In care

No. % No. cf
/O No. $ No. 0?

/°

Strongly for contact
For with reservations

y U5.5' u:
► 33.3 8] 52.6 77.3

Against with reservat¬
ions

31
> 5^.5

5"
66.7

7-
[ hi.3

5 22.7

Strongly against 3,f 2
^1 -

Totals 11 100 15 100 19 100 22 100

Dead/not known = 2 Dead/not known = 1
2

For foster parents X - 1.79 d.f. =3 P - <0.90 not significant
2

For houseparents X = U.85 d.f. =3 P « <0.50 n°t significant
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Table 7:22a and b Attitudes of foster parents and houseparents
to contact between natural fathers and
children with return from care - interview
placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28(22) b)Houseparents 42(32)
Returned In care Returned 3n care

Strongly for contact

For with reservations

Against with reservat¬
ions

Strongly against

Totals 100 13 100 13 100 17 100

Dead/Don't know - 6 Dead/not known ■ 10

For foster parents X^ *» 2.67 d.f. = 3 F «■ <j0.90 not significant
2

For houseparents X =3-99 d.f. =3 P = <(0.30 not significant

titudes' Of houseparents towards both mothers and fathers in the

return and in care groups, with if anything, houseparents in the in

care group holding a more positive attitude than those in the

return group.

It has already been shown that the attitudes of foster parents

towards mothers were more discouraging than the attitudes of house-

parents. The differences between the foster parents in the return

group and the in care group may partly reflect the use of different

types of foster homes. Those in the return group tended to be

larger whereas some of the foster homes in the in cars group who

held very negative attitudes towards natural parents were quasi-

adoptive placements consisting of childless couples with whom one or

two children had been placed at an early age. A second reason may
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have derived from the fact that the presence of mothers in their

children's lives indicated strongly for return, and that their

visits to the foster homes would have evoked far stronger fears of

loss in foster parents than the presence of natural fathers.

Many of the children in the in care group whose foster

parents held negative attitudes towards natural parents had been in

their placement for a considerable period of time, a finding: which
TC

supports Adamson's conclusion (1970), that foster parents become

more possessive over time.

The influence of children's length of time in the placement -
caretakers' attitudes to parents

The influence of time on the attitudes of all the study care¬

takers was tested out by comparing the attitudes of both foster

parents and houseparents towards contact between parents and child¬

ren with the length of time children had been in the placement.

Table 7;23a and b Attitudes of foster parents and houseparents
to contactbetweai mothers and children with
children's length of time in care - total
placement sample 189

a) Foster parents 89(82)
Under 2yrs Oyer 2yrs
in care in care
No. % No. %

b)Houseparents 100(8?)
Under 2yrs Over 2yrs
in care in care
No. % No. %

For contact 16 60.0 10 17.5 32 68.1 28 70.0

Against contact 10 1*0.0 hi 82.5 15 31.9 12 30.0

Totals 25 100 57 100 hi 100 Uo 100

Dead/don't know - 7 Dead/don't know = 13

For foster parents X2 = 12.85 d.f. = 1 P =<0.001
2

For houseparents X =0.01 d.f. =1 P = \0.90 not significant
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Attitudes were measured on an encouragement/discouragement

dichotomy. It can be seen from Table 7:23a that,in the total

sample, the attitude of foster parents towards natural mothers

was affected very significantly by the length of time children

had been in the placement. Where children had been in foster

homes for under two years 60.0$ of foster parents thought that

mothers should be encouraged but only 17-5$ of those whose

children had been in the placement for over two years shared this

view. By contrast, time had no effect on the views of house-

parents in relation either to mothers or fathers.

Table 7:2lj.a and b Attitude of foster parents and houseparents
to contact between fathers and children with
children's length of time in care - total
placement sample 189

a) Foster parents 89(73) b )Houseparents 1.00()85)
Under 2yrs Over 2yrs Under 2yrs Over 2yrs
in care in care " in care, in care.

No. % No. % No. % No. %

For contact ll+ 63.6 10 2h-U 20 69.8 30 71.1;

Against contact 8 36.U hi 75-6 13 30.2 12 28.6

Totals 22 100 51 100 k3 100 i|2 100

Dead/don't know = 16 Dead/don't, know = 15

For foster parents x2 = 11.85 d.f. - 1 P = <0.001
2

For houseparents X =0.01 d.f. =1 P = <0.90 not significant

Table 7:2ha shows that the effect of time on the attitude of

foster parents towards mothers in the total sample was repeated

for fathers. 63.6$ of foster parents in the under two years

group held a positive attitude towards fathers, compared with only

24.4$ in the over two years group. Differences between the two

groups were significant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 7;25a and b Attitudes of foster parents and houseparents
to contact between mothers and children with
children's length of time in care - interview
placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28(26) b )Houseparents l;2(iil)
Under 2yrs Over 2yrs Under 2yrs Over 2yrs
in care in care in care in cax-e
No. % No. % No. % No. %

For contact

Against contact

8 57.1
6 42.9

2 16.7 lU 56.0 13 81.5
10 83.3 11 U6.0 3 18.7

Totals UU ioo 12 100 25 100 16 100

Dead/don't know = 2 Dead/don't know « 1
2

For foster parents X =2.93 d.f. - 1 P - <0.10

For houseparents X2 - 0.U9 d.f. - i P - <o.5o

The findings of the total sample were repeated to some extent

in the interview sample. There was an almost significant

difference between the attitudes of foster parents in the under

two years and over two years groups towards mothers (P => <0.10)

57.1% of foster parents in the under two years group thought that

mothers should be encouraged compared with only 16.7% in the over

two years group. As in the total sample, there was no significant

difference between the attitudes of houseparents towards mothers.

The attitude of foster parents towards fathers was not re¬

peated in the interview sample. Although those in the under two

years group showed a rather more encouraging attitude towards

fathers than those in the over two years group, differences

were not enough to be statistically significant, As in the total

sample, the attitudes of houseparents were not affected by time.
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Table 7;26a and b Attitude of faster parents and houseparents
to contact between fathers and children with
children's length of time in car© - interview
placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28(22) b )Houseparents 1|2(32)
Under 2yrs Over 2yrs Under 2yrs Over 2yrs
in care in care in care in care

No. % No. % No. % No. %

For contact 7 58.3 h UO.O 11 50.0 6 60.0

Against contact 5 hi'7 6 60.0 11 5>0.0 ^ 2*0.0

Totals 12 100 10 100 22 100 10 100

Dead/don't know » 6 Dead/don't know = 10

2
For foster parents X = 0.18 d.f. =1 P = <j0.90 not significant

2
For houseparents X = 0.18 d.f. = 1 P = <0.90 not significant

The influence of frequency of contact on caretakers' attitudes
towards contact between parents and children

Some of the interviewed parents found that contact was more

difficult to maintain when it was infrequent. While this was partly

due to children's negative reactions towards parents* it was also

in part attributable to the more hostile attitudes displayed

towards the parents by caretakers who equated infrequent contact

with parental disinterest.

Tables 7;27a and b and 7:28a and b show the relationship

between parental contact and attitudes of caretakers towards

parents. It can be seen from Tables 7:27a and b that the

attitudes of both foster parents and houseparents were affected

by the patterns of contact between mothers and children. For

foster parents:, differences were very significant (P "<"0.001)

and for houseparents the differences were significant (P = <"0.05).
For both types of caretakers attitudes towards parents became more



Table7:27aandbAttitudeoffosterparentsandhouseparentstowardscontactbetweenmothersand childrenwithfrequencyofcontactinpreviousyear-totalplacementsample189 a)Fosterparents89(82)

b)Houseparents100(87)

Frequent

Infrequent
No

contact

Frequent

Infrequent

No

contact

No.%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.%

No.

%

Forcontact

770.0

11

52.1;

7

13.7

29

87.9

1760.7

Hi

53.8

Againstcontact

330.0

10

U7.6

kk

86.3

h

12.1

1139.3

12

ii6.2

Totals

10100

21

100

51

100

33

100

28100

26

100

Dead/don'tknow=7Dead/don'tknow=13 0

ForfosterparentsX=18.88d.f.=2p=<0.001 ForhouseparentsX^ =8.88d.f.=2P=<0.00



Table7;28aandbAttitudeoffosterparentsandhouseparentstocontactbetweenfathersand childrenwithfrequencyofcontactinpreviousyear-totalplacementsample189 a)Fosterparents89(73)
b)Houseparents100(8$)

Frequent

Infrequent
No

contact

FrequentInfrequent
No

contact

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%No.%
No,

%

Forcontact

9

81.8

h

$0.0

11

20.U

20

90.91860.0
22

66.7

Againstcontact

2

18.2

h

$0.0

1|3

79.6

2

9.112UO.O
11

33.3

Totals

11

100

8

100

$U

100

22

10030100
33

100

Dead/don'tknow=16Dead/don'tknow=1$ Forfosterparents=16.83d.f.=2P-•<"0.001 2

ForhouseparentsX=6.2I4.d.f.=2P=<0.0$
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hostile as contact declined. 70$ of foster parents in placements

where there was frequent contact between mothers and children

thought that this contact should be encouraged. This compared with

$2 M% where there was infrequent contact and only 13-7$ where there

was no contact. Encouragement from houseparents declined in a

similar way. Although 81.9% of houseparents thought contact between

mothers and children should be maintained when it was frequent, this

view was only held by 60.1% where contact was infrequent and 53.8$

where there was no contact.

The reactions to contact between fathers and children re¬

flected a similar pattern. Differences for foster parents were

significant at the 0.001 level and for houseparents at the 0.05

level. 3h 81.8$ of cases where there was frequent contact between

foster children and fathers, the foster parents thought they should

be encouraged, a view held by only 50$ where there was infrequent

contact and 20.h% where there was no contact. The attitude of

houseparents towards fathers was not affected to quite the same

extent by the frequency of contact. Although attitudes became

slightly more hostile as contact declined, there were still 66.7^
of houseparents who thought that contact between fathers and

children should be encouraged even though it did not currently

occur.

As Tables 7:29a and b and 7:30a and b show, the attitudes

of the total sample were repeated but on a less polarised scale

in the interview sample. The effect of contact on the attitude

of foster parents towards both mothers and fathers was significant

at the 0.0$ level but that of houseparents was not significant.



Table7:29aandbAttitudeoffosterparentsandhouseparentstowardscontactbetweenmothersand childrenwithfrequencyofcontactinpreviousyear a)Fosterparents28(26)b)HouseparentsU2(I|.l) FrequentInfrequentNocontactFrequentInfrequentNocontact No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

Forcontact

3

83.3

3

27.3

2

22.2

16

8U.3

7

5o.o

h

5o.o

Againstcontact

l

16.7

8

72.7

7

77.8

3

15.7

7

5o.o

b

5o.o

Totals

6

100

11

100

9

100

19

100

Hi

100

8

100

Dead/don'tknow=2Dead/don'tknow=1 p

ForfosterparentsX=6.69d.f.=2P=<50.05 2

ForhouseparentsX=5-31d.f.=2P=<"0.50notsignificant



Table7;30aanabAttitudeoffosterparentsandhouseparentstocontactbetweenfatherand childrenwithfrequencyofcontactinpreviousyear a)Fosterparents28(22)
b)

HouseparentsU2(32)

Frequent

Infrequent
No

contact

Frequent

Infrequent
No

contact

No.%

No.

%

No

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

Forcontact

583.3

2

50.0

b

33.3

6

75.0

6

b2.9

5

5o.o

Againstcontact

116.7

2

5o.o

8

66.7

2

25.0

8

57.1

5

5o.o

Totals

6100

b

100

12

100

8

100

Hi

100

10

100

Dead/don'tknow=6Dead/don'tknow=10 2

ForfosterparentsX=U.Od.f.=2P=<^0.50notsignificant Forhouseparents=2.17d.f.=2P=<0.50notsignificant
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The positive attitude maintained by houseparents towards fathers
who did not maintain contact with their children was reflected in

the interview sample. The lower level of significance in the

interview sample may be accounted for by the overall increase of

an encouraging attitude towards parents in the sample. The effect

of parental contact on the attitudes of foster parents has also

been reported by Adamson (1970)^ who found that foster parent

possessiveness increased as contact between parent and child

declined.

The influence of children's reactions on caretakers' attitudes to
parents

In discussing their reasons for wishing to discourage parents

from seeing their children, both foster parents and houseparents

cited children's reactions to parents as an influential factor.

In Chapter 6, it was suggested that the interviewed parents found

the pain of seeing their children's distress a strong deterrent to

continuing contact. The wish to spare the children pain also

motivated caretakers to discourage parental visits. This was

tested out by comparing children's reactions to contact with their

parents with caretakers'' attitudes towards parental contact.

Reactions were measured as 'always pleased to see parents' against

all other reactions of 'distress, indifference or ambivalence'.

Tables 7:31a and b and 7:32a and b show that the attitudes of

foster parents towards contact between mothers and children was almost

affected significantly by children's reactions, but that their

attitude towards fathers were not affected significantly. Attitudes

of houseparents towards mothers, but not towards fathers, wex-e also
affected to some extent but not significantly, by children's reactions.



- 510 -

Table 7:31a and b Attitude of foster parents and houseparents
~~~

to contact between mothers and children with
children's reactions to contact - total place¬
ment sample 189

a) Foster parents 89(82) b) Houseparents 100(8?)
Always Other Always Other
pleased pleased
No. % No. % No. % No. %

For contact 15 68.2 10 16.? 37 79 .k 33 62.3

Against contact 7 31.8 50 83.3 7 20.6 20 37.7

Totals 22 100 60 100 3h 100 53 100

Parent dead/don't know = 7 Parent dead/don51 know
= 13

For foster parents =3.1 d.f. =1 P = <0.10

For houseparents X^ = 0.62 d.f. = 1 P = <('0.50

Tables 7*32a and b Attitude of foster parents and houseparents
to contact between fathers and, children with
children's reactions to contact - total place¬
ment sample 189

a) Foster parents 89(73) b) Houseparents 100(85)
Always Other Always Other
pleased pleased
No. % No. % No. % No. %

For contact 6 U2.9 18 30.5 21 81;. 0 39 78.0

Against contact 8 57.1 la 69.5 k 16.0 21 22.0

Totals Hi 100 59 100 25 100 60 100

Parent dead/don't know = 16 Parent dead/don' know
o - 15

For foster parents X*" = 0.75 d.f. =1 P = <"0.50 not significant
2

For houseparents X = 0„63 d.f. = 1 P = <0.50 not significant
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Table 7:33a and b Attitude of foster parents and houseparsnts
to contact between mothers and children with
children's reactions to contact - interview
placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28(26) b ) Houseparents ij2 (I4.I)
Always Other Always Other
pleased pleased
No. % No. % No. % No. %

For contact 5 38.5 5 38.-5 10 66.7 17 65.it

Against contact 8 61.5 8 61.5 5 33.3 9 3I+.6

Totals 13 100 13 100 15 100 26 100

Parent dead/don't know = 2 Parent dead/don't know
— 71

For foster parents X^ = 0.68 d.f. = 1

" ±

P = <(0.50 not significant
2

For houseparents X =0.51 d.f. - 1 P = <(0.50 not significant

Tables 7:3ka and b Attitude to foster parents and houseparents
to contact between fathers and children with
children' s attitudes to contact - interview
placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28(22) b) Houseparents i\2 (32)
Always Other Always Other
pleased pleased
No. % No. % No. % No. %

For contact b bb-b 7 53.8 6 60.0 11 50.0

Against contact 5 55.6 6 b6.2 U bO.O 11 50.0

Totals 9 100 13 100 10 100 22 100

Parent dead/don't know = 6 Parent dead/don't know
2

= 10
For foster parents X = O.72 d.f. - 1 P = <(0.50 not significant

2
For houseparents X - 0.63 d.f. = 1 P = <0.50 not significant
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Tables 7:33a and b and 7:3Ua and b show that in the inter¬

view sample, the attitude of children towards parental visits did

not affect significantly either the attitude of foster parents or

houseparents towards parents.

These findings suggest that the reaction of children to

mothers evoked in both types of caretakers a stronger response than

the reaction of children to fathers, but foster parents reacted

more vehemently than houseparents. There are several explanations

for these differences. Firstly, there may be inherent differences

between the attitudes of foster parents and houseparents towards

contact between natural parents and children, deriving from the

more overt desire of foster parents uo see themselves as children's

natural or adoptive parents, a factor which will be ejiplored later

in the chapter. Irrespective of the type of home however, it

seems that caretakers' attitudes may become more hostile over

time as their relationship with children deepens. Frequent contact

between children and parents which evokes in children a positive re¬

action may counteract this by reinforcing acceptance of a shared

parenting role. Where however there are difficulties in the place¬

ment associated with infrequent contact and the children's negative

reaction to parents, both foster parents and houseparents may be

motivated by a wish to protect children from distress and a desire

to maintain the status quo. The relationship between mothers and

children seems to provoke in foster parents and houseparents a

stronger reaction than that between fathers and children. This may

relate to two factors; the stronger threat of losing children which

the presence of mother imposes on the placement, and the greater
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anxiety of mothers which may be more likely to promote children's

negative reactions.

The findings in relation to the previous three factors would

seem to compliment those in Chapter 6, where parents commented on

the difficulty arising from infrequent visiting and from seeing

their children in continued distress„ Interviewed mothers expressed

considerable anxiety about caretakers taking over the parental

role and their anxiety sometimes provoked a negative reaction in

children. Fathers were more willing to share their parenting

with others and did not display anxiety to the same degree.

In general,it can be seen that foster parents were more

affected by external factors like time and children's reactions

than houseparents,who tended to maintain a fairly consistent and

more positive attitude towards natural parents.

These differences were reflected in foster parents' and house-

parents ' general views on the value of contact between parents and

children. As Table 7:35 shows, houseparents held far more positive

views on the general value of parental contact than foster parents.

Only 1*8.8$ of foster parents thought that there should be contact

between parents and children in care compared with 83/? of house-

parents. Differences between the attitudes of caretakers were

significant at the 0.001 level. As Table 7:36 shows, although

differences in the interview sample reflected those of the total

sample with 53.6$ of foster parents thinking that contact should be

encouraged, compared with 76.2$ of houseparents, differences were

not quite enough to be statistically significant.
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Table 7:35 Caretakers' attitude to contact between parents and
children with type of placement - total placement sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Parent should have contact
strongly agree

16 18.1 U8 U8.0

Agree with reservations 27 30.7 35 35.0

Disagree with reservations 23 26.2 11 11.0

Strongly disagree 22 25.0 6 6.0

Totals 88 100 100 100

Don't know = 1

X2 - 32.99 d.f. - 3 P - <0.001

Table 7:36 Caretakers' attitude to contact between parents and
children with type of placement - interview placement

sample 10

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Parent should have contact

strongly agree
7 25.0 17 Uo.5

Agree with reservations 8 28.6 15 35'. 7

Disagree with reservations 9 32.1 8 19.0

Strongly disagree h 111.3 2 h .8

Totals 28 100 li2
\

100

X2 = 6.58 d.f. =3 P » <0.10

There was- a high rate of agreement for both foster parents and

houseparents between their particularised views towards mothers

and fathers and their general views on whether contact should exist

between parents and children in care as Tables 7:37a and b and 7:38a

and b show. The consistency for houseparents was very high, being

around 80$ for attitudes towards both mothers and fathers.
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Table 7s37a and b Compa.ri.sons of caretakers' attitudes towards
- ~

contact between parents and children in care
in general with attitude to contact between
the study parents and children - total place¬
ment sample 189

a) Foster parents 89
No. $ Ho. %

For contact/encourage
mothers

Against contact/dis¬
courage mothers
For contact/dis¬
courage mothers

Against contact/en-
courage mothers

65 .U

3U-6

For contact/encourage ,.-n
fathers J 4

Against contact/dis-
courage fathers
For contact/dis- ^
courage fathers

Against contact/en-
courage fathers

61.1

38.9

Totals 81 100 72 100

Mothers not known excluded «= 8 Fathers not known excluded =17

b) Houseparents 100
No. $ No. $

For contact/encourage
mothers

Against contact/dis- -

courage mothers
For contact/dis- n

courage mothers

Against contact/en¬
courage mothers

78.2
12

21.8

For contact/encourage
fathers

Against contact/dis¬
courage fathers
For contact/dis¬
courage fathers

Against contact/en¬
courage fathers

80.0

20.0

Totals 87 100 85 100

Mothers not known excluded » 13 Fathers not known, excluded = 15

There was rather more ambivalence among foster parents with around

a 62$ agreement between general and particularised views for both

mothers and fathers. The interview sample reflected the pattern of

the total sample where over 70$ of houseparents and 55$ of foster-

parents held consistent general and particularised views towards
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Table 7:38a and b Comparisons of caretakers' attitude to
contact between parents and children in gen¬
eral with attitude to contact between the study-
parents and children - interview placement
sample 70

a) Foster parents 28
No. % No, %

For contact/encourage
mothers

Against contact/dis¬
courage mothers

For contact/dis-
courage mothers

Against contact/en¬
courage mothers

57-7

U2.3

For contact/encourage
fathers

Against contact/dis¬
courage fathers

For contact/dis-
courage fathers

Against contact/en-
courage fathers

5U.5

i!.5.5

Totals 26 100 22 100

Mothers not known excluded = 2 ' Fathers not known excluded - 6

b) Houseparents 42
No. % No. %

)r contact/encourage
>thers

;ainst contact/dis-
)urage mothers
>r contact/dis-
rnrage mothers

;ainst contact/en-
>urage mothers

p,-. For contact/encourage ,°
- fathers p

8

■

80.5

19.5

fathers

Against contact/dis¬
courage fathers
For contact/dis¬
courage fathers

Against contact/en¬
courage fathers

71.9

8

28.1

Totals 111 100 32 100

Mothers not known excluded ==» 1 Fathers not known excluded - 10

contact between parents and children.

Discrepancies were negative rather than positive, i.e. care¬

takers saw contact as an ideal to be promoted but when confronted

by parents in real life, adopted a negative attitude towards them.
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Foster parents' attitudes showed two trends, firstly, their views

towards parents were more negative and secondly, those who held

positive views found it difficult to translate these into reality.

Their difficulties may have sprung from several sources, a wish to

protect children from distress, a desire to see children as their

own and above all, a way of working which was derived solely from

experience rather than an abstract body of knowledge. Houseparents,

by contrast, showed a consistency which was more 'professional'.

Though some showed the ambivalence of foster parents towards natural

parents, they seemed more able to rationalise their own feelings

into considering concepts of continuity which social work theory

would advocate are in the child's best interests.

Caretakers' views on why contact between parents and children should
or should not be maintained

Tables 7139 and 7:U0 show the reasons given by both foster

parents and houseparents in the total and interview samples for

the maintenance or prevention of contact between parents and

children. In discussing their views, foster parents tended to

relate opinions to their own experiences exclusively, but house-

parents sometimes talked in more general terms. Even where they

wished to promote contact, both foster parents and houseparents

recognised that meetings between parents and children were not with¬

out potential difficulties. In spite of this, tne comments of

these caretakers were distinguished from those who held negative

views by their acceptance of parental limitations. This tolerance

was best illustrated by the view of one housefather who represented

others by saying:
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Table 7:39 Caretakers' reasons for and against contact between
parents and children in care - total placement
sample 189

Foster parents k3 Houseparents 83
No. % No. %

For contact

Promotes child's well-being 21 U8.8 72 86.7
Reassures parents 9 20.9 53 63.9

Reaffirms caretakers' role 32 7k.k 22 26.£

Totals 62 llili.l lb? 177.1

Numbers and percentages more than U3, 83 and 100$ since more than
one reason given in some cases

Foster parents U5 Houseparents 17
No. % No. %

Against contact
Children distressed ilO 88.9 6 35.3
Children disappointed 31 26.7 16 9U.1
Parents disinterested 15 12.9 2 11.7

Disrupts placement 9 7.8 k 23.5
Fear of losing children 23 51.1 „ -

The child's wish for no contact 8 6.9 1 5.9

Totals 116 19k. 3 29 170.5

Numbers and percentages more than k5, 17 and 100$ since more than
one reason given in soma cases.

Sometimes you could murder parents when they promise
to come for special days then they don1t, at the last
minute. I think we expect far too much of them. After
all, if they did everything properly the kids wouldn't
be in care in the first place would they? Because
parents are the sort who find it difficult to cope,
we should understand them better than we do and make
more allowances for them.

There were three main reasons why caretakers felt contact should



- 519 -

Table 7:1+0 Caretakers' reasons for and against contact between
. _

paren^g children in care - interview placement
sample 70

Foster parents 15 Houseparents 32
No. % No. %

For contact

Promotes child's well-being 6 Uo.o 27 81+. 3

Reassures parents 1+ 9.0 23 71.9

Reaffirms caretakers' role 11 73.3 9 28.1

Totals 21 132.3 59 18U-3

Numbers and percentages more than 15, 32 and 100$ since more than
one reason given in some cases

Foster parents 13 Houseparents 10

No. % No. %

Against contact
Children distressed 7 53.8 3 3 30.0

Children disappointed 5 38.5 8 80.0

Parents disinterested 2 15.1+ 2 20.0

Disrupts placement 3 23.1 1 10.0

Fear of losing children 6 1+6.2 - -

The child's wish for no contact 2 15.1+ - -

Totals 25 192.1+ 11+ ll+O.O

Numbers and percentages more than 13, 10 and 100$ since more than
one reason given in some cases

be maintained. All bore close resemblance to those given by natural

parents in Chapter 6.

Contact promotes the well-being of the child

The first reason was that contact promoted a child's well-

being by reassuring him that he had not been deserted. Those who

held this view felt strongly that the child's ties with his natural
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parents took precedence over all others.

A foster mother:It's essential that parents should
visit, how else are you going to know your parents
still care if you are a child.

A housemother: After twenty years of working with
children I think no-one can replace the parents
in their eyes. However inadequate parents are,
children see them as being wonderful. If only
you could see how much Douglas and Donald love
their father, how much they want to see him, what
it means to them. t^y only wish is he'd come more
often. I think be could if he really wanted to.

A housemother; A child never forgets his parents, no
matter what they are like.

A housemother; The mother's a queer wee soul but the
children are so proud of her when she comes, they
say 'There's my Mummy and I love her'. There's
your answer - if you took that away the children
would have nothing.

The second reason why contact promoted the welfare of the

child sprang from a recognition that children were likely to

become emotionally detached from parents with whom they had lost

contact. With this factor in mind, some foster parents made a

distinction between the child in short term or long term care.

Where long term care was the aim, a lapse in contact would, advance

a child's assimilation into his new family.

A foster mother; It depends on the child. If it's
short term then the parents should come as often
as possible so the child does not grow away from
them. With long term that's a different matter.
Parents should not come because they only unsettle
the child and don't give him a chance to get on with
the foster parents.

A foster mother; If it's short term care then it's
better that parents visit. If it's long term it's
better they stay away because the child only gets
confused as to who is his parents.

A housefather: Children soon become like strangers
to their parents if they don't see them often.
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Parents don't realise how soon this can happen.
Two or three weeks can go by without a visit
then the child shows no sign of affection when
his parents visit. That makes them angry and
in my experience sometimes they don't come back.

The third way in which contact promoted the welfare of

children was by reaffirming the reality of their situation. House-

parents in particular thought this was an Important part of the

placement.

A housefather: Take Mrs. Mackenzie now, the
children just accept her now and the fact that
she drinks. This is good, they understand and
still love her. It's more real because they go
home. We encourage this in this home. It's
easy for us if there are less here at the
weekends and it makes much more sense to the
children.

A foster mother: I think you should encourage
parents even if they don't keep their promises.
Once a child is older he begins to understand
why his parents don't do things. That's part
of his life, he needs to accept that. It
turns out alright in the end.

17
Rowe and Lambert (1973) have pointed out that it may be

easier for caretakers to accept contact with natural parents if

they know that a child is not likely to be removed. At least

three of the study foster parents shared this view.

A foster father: (natural mother in long term
psychiatric hospital) It's alright for us, we
don't mind taking Bobby to see his mother. He
should see her and that's right but I don't know how
we'd feel if there was a chance of him going
back to her.

Reassurance for natural parents and reaffirmation of their role

The second major reason why caretakers thought contact

should be promoted was that it reassured parents that they had

a continued place to play in their children's lives. Only five
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foster mothers acknowledged that natural parents might need a

good deal of support to maintain contact but over forty houseparents

expressed awareness of parental vulnerability.

A housefather; You have to make the parents feel
they are part of everything. We feel it's most
important to keep in touch with them. That way
they know that the child still belongs to them.

A housemother; Some parents, when their children
first came here, come to visit and criticise
you. You have to understand they're only trying
to get at you because you have their children.
Mr. Mackie now, he was like that at first. But
we didn't take any notice of his anger. Now he
comes quiet as anything, and everything's alright.

A foster mother; Yes, it's very helpful for parents
to see children so they can see for themselves that
the children are all right. When they see the
children are happy, they are happy too.

A housemother: Naturally, if the parents have any
love for their children they will want to see
them. They should be allowed to do this to see
that the children are well cared for. They
should also receive some instruction on what they
shouldn't say to their children. They should be
made to understand that because of ths position
children find themselves in, their loyalties are
divided and are mostly on the side of the home
staff. Some parents resent this and their feelings
are transmitted to the child and to the staff. This
is by no means a good thing for the children.

Reaffirmation of caretakers' role

Many of the study caretakers felt that,because of inevitable

attachment to children over time, there was a temptation to think

of themselves as children's parents; contact with the natural

parents helped to remind them that their role was one of caretaking.

A housefather; W& aren't the children's parents.
Sometimes we need a reminder. There»s a great
temptation to take the side of the child when
you see he's being hurt.

A foster mother; It's awfully easy to take to a
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bairn and think that he's your own. Seeing
his parents makes you realise he's someone to
go home to; your job is only to look after
him temporarily.

A foster mother; I think we're asked to do an

impossible job, care for children not get
attached to them yet bring them up as your
own. If you get a parent who works with you
then you can do the job together. But you have
to remember you are only a parent for a while,
they are a parent for life.

Those who were against parental contact gave six main

reasons to support their views. In many cases, their opinions

were founded on their personal experiences of contact with

parents.

The- wish to protect the child from distress

The main reason why foster parents thought that the parents

should not visit was that contact caused distress for children.

Along with a minority of houseparents, they talked of children

being 'settled'. A visit from natural parents revived the pain

of being in care, a reality from which soma caretakers thought children

should be protected. Tenseness and tears could only bs harmful

to a child whereas a display of surface calm indicated a child's

inner happiness and security. Above all, to witness child's

distress was extremely painful.

A foster mother: She was as happy as anything
'til her mother turned up again. Now she's very
confused, unsettled like. She gets that tense
before her mother comes to visit and after¬
wards you can do nothing with her for a couple
of days. To my mind, I cannot think that's good
for a child. It's far better when parents don't
visit.

A housemother: You just get them nicely settled
in and the parents come and upset them. Then it
starts all over again. I can't see the sense in it.
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It would be much better if the parent didn't
come for at least a month after the child was

in care.

A housemother; At first when children come they
are upset when the parents visits. Then they get
used to you and they don't get so upset. This
causes problems for the parent who thinks you have
turned the child against them. I often think it
would be far better if parents didn't come at all.

Parents' failure to keep promises

One of the major sources of houseparents4 objection to

parental visits was that parents made unrealistic promises to

children which they could not keep. Sometimes children looked

forward to presents which never materialised or were given un¬

realistic estimates of an early return home.Without doubt,

children's disappointment was caused most frequently by parents

who promised to visit then did not turn up. Both foster parents

and houseparents found it painful to witness a child's distress

after he had been let down by his parents.

A housefather: I feel it would be helpful for
parents to visit, but very often they make
arrangements then never turn up. This is not
helpful as it is most upsetting for a child. I
think this type of parent should be prevented
from seeing their children. I have no say
here in the home, but if I fostered children,
I would make this point very clear with the
Social Work Department. Knowing some of the
parents as I have had here and dealt with them,
quite honestly, I wouldn't have them inside my
house.

A foster mother: I was a foster child myself.
T~ hated my "fatKer who never kept his promises
and turned up only when it suited him. In that
sort of case a parent should be prevented from
seeing their children. It's the child that
counts. He should only get what every child
deserves,a mother and father and a good home.

A foster mother: I don't approve of parents visiting
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when it suits them. I used to tell Kirstie -

your Dad's coming today - she'd break her heart
when her father didn't come. Now I don't tell
her even if he promises to come so she won't be
let down.

A housemothers Ideally it's better that parents keep
in touch with children but the trouble is, realist¬
ically, most of the parents are totally irresponsible.
They promise the child everything then the child gets
let down. I personally can't understand how parents
can do that to children. I think it's wicked and
cruel. If I had my way these sort of parents wouldn't
come to visit. It's not money that keeps them back
always, you should see the big cars and taxis that
they roll up in.

A housemother: Take Mrs. Armstrong for example,
she was always coming but never arrived. She wasn't
a good visitor at all. Just before Christmas, she
filled the children's heads with a load of rubbish
about going home, then didn't come for months. That
sort of person's better not coming at all so they
don't stir the children up.

A housemother; It seems to me parents think they've
done their duty for a bit, so they can go off now.
With a lot of them it's no more than that or else
they'd come regularly. After all, it's only one
hour away on the train and there's a direct service.

Disinterested parents should not be allowed to see their children

Some caretakers, particularly foster parents,felt they

should have the right to prevent '-undesirable' parents from visit¬

ing. The criteria for undesirability varied. In some cases, care¬

takers thought that only parents who were prepared to visit regular¬

ly should be allowed to do so. Absence of contact by parents was

interpreted as lack of concern for children. Furthermore, many-

caretakers remarked that erratic visits caused the most distress

for children. Parents should visit regularly, or not at all.

A foster mother; If I had my way, only parents
who were interested in their children would be
allowed to see them. They just use you, you're
supposed to put up with all sorts. They can
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arrive any time they want and if it upsets the
child's life you're supposed to accept it. To my
mind, that's all wrong.

A housemother: Often the type of parent I see
shows no interest in the child. Oh.' at first they
come and they make promises but gradually they
stop coming. If they really love their children
they would realise that they were breaking their
hearts by not coming regularly.

Absence was not the only way in which parental interest was

measured. Some gauged parental concern by the display of affection

with which parents greeted their children. A parent who did not

show his or her feelings was considered uninterested.

A foster mother; I go to meet Miss Fraser every
three months and I have the feeling she can't be
on the train and away quick enough. She shows
no interest in the child when she does meet him.

Surely a mother should show some emotion when
meeting her small son. But there is not even
a handshake.

A foster mother: When Peter's Dad comes all he
does is sit and watch the telly. He doesn' seem
interested in the child at all. I don't know
why he bothers.

A foster mother: I canna' understand her at all.
She comes to see the bairns but she wants to
spend the time with me. You get the feeling
she's always wanting to go away as quickly as
possible.

A minority of foster parents (five) took a very punitive

attitude towards natural parents whom they felt had shown their un-

worthiness to be parents simply by allowing the reception of their

children into care.

A foster mothers If parents do not accept their
responsibility, for having children, then they
should be denied access to them.

A foster mother; Say you get a young girl vino
made a mistake and has a baby, then she expects
others to take the responsibility for it. If
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they haven't got the sense to prevent this in
the first place, then if they put the child in
care, it should stay there.

The attitudes of these last foster parents represented one

extreme of a continuum of hostility. Although other foster parents

and houseparents were willing to tolerate parents they sometimes

found it difficult to accept their limitations and made comparisons

between their own standard of living and that which natural

parents could provide. There seemed little understanding from

these foster parents of the natural parent's need to make reparation

for his children being in care. Gifts were therefore despised as

inappropriate or poor quality$ nor was there any attempt to re¬

assure parents that their presence alone might be enough for the

child.

A foster mother: Mrs Murray turned up with this
silly dress which Donna couldn't possibly have
worn. I don't think she was pleased when I told
her so. If she wanted to buy her something, why
couldn't she buy her something sensible. They are
supposed to be saving up to get a house yet they
fritter away their money on daft presents like this.

A housemother; They always fill the children full
of sweets,~tHen they are sick. I tell them not
to bring them sweets but they continue to do so.
You should have seen the presents at Christmas
time - I have never seen such extravagance. Child¬
ren in a home don't need such presents, they get
lots of gifts from others, parents should save
their money to get the children back.

A foster mother; Miss Fraser always brings cheap
plastic toys which are broken by the time we get
home.

Parental disruption of the placement

A fourth reason why parents should not see their children was

that they disrupted the placement and presented their children with
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with a conflict of loyalties.

A foster mother; If children are long term, the
parents can come and interfere. This can be
frustrating for the foster parents and child¬
ren wonder who they should obey. Sometimes
parents come and say 'Now these are ray child¬
ren you are not to do this or that but you are
to do things my way.'

A housemother: Some parents will criticise
everything you do. They can cause a great deal
of trouble for you and .your children. These are
the sort of parent who shouldn't be allowed to
see their children. We had one mother who came

and complained that the children weren't getting
enough to eat. She said they were dirty. Of
course they were dirty they'd just been playing
out. Sometimes you get a parent who says 'Don't
do what they tell you in the home, do what I
say.' The child doesn't know where he stands.
I think in these cases, parents should not be
allowed to see their children at all.

The fears that parents would take children away

The fifth reason against parental contact was cited exclusive¬

ly by just over half the foster parents. Parents who visited

reminded caretakers that children did not belong to them and

might return to their natural families. With the parent absent,

the foster parent could feel more certain about the future.

A foster mother: I don't know how I feel if
David's mother"visited. When they don't come
you know they're not interested. If she came
I'd be scared that she wanted to take him
away.

The child's wish for no contact

Nine caretakers rationalised a policy of discouraging

parental contact by going along with the expressed views of the

children who were in their care. Since the children concerned

were not interviewed, it was difficult to tell whether caretakers'

views were the result of children's desire not to see their natural
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parents or whether children were colluding with foster parents

through a fear of rejection by them. The eight foster parents

and the one houseparent who held these views were at pains to make

unfavourable comparisons between their own way of life and that of

the natural parents. Whether such obvious hostility might have been

communicated to children can only be conjecture but would seem not

impossible.

A foster mother: We've only met the parents once.
We tobl~he~boys over to see their parents. The
mother was funny thing. She had short socks on
like a child. The father was really dirty. The
children were that ashamed they didn't want to see
them again.

A housefather: Hamish says he doesna' want to see
his mother any more. If you saw her you would
understand why. She's so fat - like a barrel.
The Welfare have to bring her because she can't
get about much. It must be awfully embarassing
for her going on buses. He's so embarassed when
he sees her, I think it would be better if she
didn't come. Sometimes he goes out when he
knows she^s coming; she gets all sentimental
and says her boys don't want her any more. It's
difficult, you don't know what to do for the best.

The comments of the caretakers reveal just how difficult

was the task of looking after other people's children. Attitudes

to natural parents ranged from acceptance to overt hostility. It

would be true to say that no caretaker felt completely at ease in his

relationship with natural parents but that foster parents found it

considerably more difficult to control their reactions to natural

parents than houseparents.

The roles of foster parents and houseparents

One of the main factors which may have contributed to the

study caretakers' difficulties in promoting contact between parents
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and children may have derived from perceptions of the caretaking
18

role. Using George's definition (1970) of a role in terms

of expected behaviour it would seem that in theory there are many

similarities between the role of foster parents and houseparents.

For both, conflict arises from a role which Berry (1975) has termed
19

'simultaneously parental and non-parental' . Berry goes on to

suggest that housepar ents may not only have to face normal

pressures in providing daily care (which stem from the emotional

and physical demands made by children) but may encounter further

complications from the fact that their role cannot be defined
O Q

purely in terms of parenthood'. Williston (1963) suggests that

foster parents face a similar dilemma between wishing to prosaote a

lay role^ where the expectation is to change the child so that he

drops the 'affectional tie arid identification which he had with

natural parents' and a professional role where the aim is to

'maintain and enhance all the strengths in the relationship between
21

the child and his natural parents.•

In 196U, Wirmicott attempted to clarify the paradox by

suggesting a distinction between acting as 'substitute parents
22

and fulfilling parental functions.' " .McCoy (1962), endorsed

this view by suggesting that foster parents act in an 'as if

manner towards a child or as 'a partial parent with limited
23

responsibility.' More recently Beedel (1970) has attempted

further clarification by making a distinction between being a

parent and parenting. The role of the residential worker is to

have 'a share in parenting' biological parents can share parent¬

ing with others - they can never really share except, between the two
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of them, being parents.'^
The notion of shared parenting helps overcome feelings of

rivalry for parenthood between caretaker and natural parents

which can only create a conflict of loyalties for the child. In¬

evitably, as Tod (1968) suggests, some aspect of the parental role

will be ascribed to caretakers by children who see them taking over

the traditional parental functions of 'making decisions about bed¬

times, food, cleanliness and clothing.* And, furthermoz-e, children

will unconsciously transfer to caretakers expectations 'which have

been formed from their own experience of father or mother.'

Although houseparents and foster parents may feel guilty in
26 27

accepting these aspects of parenting (Tod 1968 and Tirnms 1969" ! )

to deny that their transfer does take place could be damaging for

children. Their use must be accepted with some caution. Beedel

(1970) believes:

We must use parental and familiar words in our
discussions or we shall deny some of the emotional
and social realities of residential work. Ch the
other hand, we must use them with great intellectual
and emotional descrimination.^®

Newson (1972) suggests a further factor should be considered.

Since a crucial characteristic of the parental role is its partial¬

ity for the individual child, the potential impartiality offered by

residential care should take account of the fact that a child's

developing personality 'needs more than that: it needs to know

that to someone it matters more than other children; that someone

will go to unreasonable lengths, not just reasonable ones for its
29

sake.' Such an attitude, as Righton (1970) has stated, demands

of residential staff 'an exceptional sensitivity to the particular-
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style of role performance that seems to be called for at any

30
given moment.' Similar demands could be made of foster parents.

If such sensitivity is developed, then the reward for both foster

parents and houseparents would lie in achieving 'the goal of

preserving the child in a conflict-free situation, in as strong

relationship to his parents as possible. ' (Williston 1963)'

Research evidence suggeststhat training and support from

fieldworkers for houseparents and foster parents helps to promote

the most appropriate interaction between child and caretaker. King,

Raynes and Tizard (1971) found that 'high rates of interaction with
32

children were associated with training in child care, ' while
33

George (1970) cites the work of Goldstein and Flynn who both

found a broadening in attitude towards the welfare of children in

foster parents had participated in discussion groups.

The caretakers in this study who had most success in promoting

a conflict-free environment for children were those who were able to

reconcile the conflicting elements of shared parenting.

Theoretically, it should have been possible for both house-

parents and foster parents to resolve this dilemma with equal

success. In practice, foster parents showed more hostility to

natural parents and seemed less able to accept a shared role. An
o)

explanation for this difference comes from George (1970)"'' who has

pointed out that there is substantial research evidence to suggest

that most foster parents view themselves as natural or adoptive

parents, A further explanation might have been social workers' over-

estimaticn of how caretakers' understood their role. Adamson (1970)

points out that 'foster parents' attitudes are formed first of all
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from their own personalities and experiences from what they read. ...
3<

and from what they are told by children's departments,' while

Pugh (1968) emphasises that the success of the fostering placement

will depend on the nature relationship betxveen foster parent and

social worker."^ To this end,Winnicott (196U) believes the social

worker's relationship should be 'supervisory, supportive and
37

educative.'

The importance of considering these factors in the remaining

part of this chapter relates to the fact that in this study, the

attitude of caretakers towards natural parents seemed to be a

factor which facilitated or inhibited contact between parents and

children and contact was a factor which affected rehabilitation.

Though any further information which may account for caretakers»

attitudes would seem useful, it is germane to mention that studies

hitherto have tended to concentrate exclusively on the roles of

one type of caretaker. There is no precedent in this country for

comparisons in the same study, of the attitudes of houseparents and

foster parents towards natural parents; yet identification of the

differences and similarities in the roles of these twc types of

caretakers might further the understanding of how caretakers can

best be helped to meet the needs of children in care and their

natural families.

Motivation of foster parents and houseparents

One of the first ways in which the differences in role between

foster parents and houseparents was explored in the study was to

ask them why they had decided to look after other people's children.

As Table 7:hl shows, in the total placement sample,their spontaneous
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Table 7:iil Motivation of foster parents and houseparents -

total placement sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents

No. a>
/o No. %

To help children 23 28.1 3k 3U.0

Job at home 10 11.2 3 3.0

Chosen career/challenge 1 1.1 h6 I4.6.0

In response to advert 20 22.3 - -

Way of augmenting/creating family 13 16.9 3 3.0

Loneliness 11 12.U 3 3.0

Other 7 7.9 9 9.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

X2 = 92.03 d.f. = k P = <0.001

replies to an open-ended question revealed considerable differences
O

between the two groups. (X = 92.83 d.f. =6 P = <0.001)

One of the most dominant reasons shared by both foster parents
t

and houseparents was the altruistic motive of wishing to help

children. There was little difference between the percentages

given by both groups with 28.1$ of foster parents giving this

motive compared to 34^ of houseparents. By contrast, the most

noticeable difference between the two groups was that forty-six

houseparents (li6$) had chosen residential work as a career compared

with only one foster parent (1.1$). 22.3$ of foster parents had

responded to either general or particular advertisements for foster

parents. Other significant differences were that 16.9$ of foster

parents said that fostering was a way of creating or augmenting

their family and in 12 .U$ of cases of combating their loneliness

following their adult offsprings' departure. While a minority
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of widowed houseparents (3$) had also been motivated by loneliness

to go into redidential work only 3% thought residential care would

provide them t-rith the children they were unable to have. Finally,

11.2$ of foster parents thought that fostering was a way of

provi ing employment in the home, a view shared by 5$ of house-

parents .

Table 7'.h2 shows that the interview placement sample reflected

the pattern of the total placement sample; differences were rather

less polarised (X2 = 31.27 d.f. - & P = <0/01). The only

differences from the total sample of any note, were that the

foster parents who saw fostering as a way of creating or augmenting

their family were slightly under-represented (10.7$ compared x*ith

16.9$ in the total sample) whereas houseparents who had been

Table 7:h2 Motivation of foster parents and houseparents -

interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents

No. $ No. %

To help children 8 28.6 15 35.7
Job at home 17.9 - -

Chosen career/challenge - - 18 12.9
In response to advert 6 21.k - -

Way of augmenting/creating family 3 10.7 1 2.1i
Loneliness 3 10.7 3 7.1

Other 3 10.7 5 11.9

Totals 28 100 h2 100

X2 = 31.27 d.f. = b p = <0.001
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motivated through loneliness were over-represented (7.1% compared

with 3% in the total sample). No houseparent in the interview

placement sample saw residential care as a way of providing em¬

ployment at home but slightly more foster parents than in the

total sample held this view (17.9$ compared with 11.2$).

The following comments illustrate the differences, in moti¬

vation .

A housemother: I became a houseparent because I
love children and felt I could help with those
children who are less fortunate than my own.
Being a nurse I was greatly interested in
mentally handicapped children in hospital. This
has been a great deal of help to me in dealing
with children. Each child is so different and
needs a lot of patience and understanding at the
same time.

A housefather; I suppose I really wanted to
escape from the rat race. We'd done alright
with our own children so thought we could offer
something to others. It's a lot harder than we
expected but we've never regretted the decision.

A housemother: I had a good life myself, I
thought I should do something to help children
who were not able to be with their own parents.
It may sound boastful but I've always got on
well with kids. For me this was a challenge
that I really wanted to take up.

A foster mother; When you've got one or two
of your own there's not much difference in
taking another one. Once my wee one was at
school I got so boredj we saw an advert on the
W so I applied.

A foster mother: We thought it would be company
for Elizabeth, it's not good for children to
be on their own. I don't think we realised how
involved you get with the children who stay with
you - certainly it's a lot harder than we expect¬
ed.

A foster mother; We weren't sure about adoption,
it's so permanent, we thought fostering would be
a good way of seeing if the children suited us.
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Iti'.s all turned out as we hoped,, we think
of the twins as ours now.

A housemother: After I lost my husband, I
didn't know what to do. The family were
away and grown up. This was something I'd
always thought about so it seemed a good
time to apply.

A foster mother; I'll tell you what brought me
to fostering - you want the truth, loneliness.
When you're used to children running around the
house it's awfully quiet without them.

A housemother: I lost my Mum and Dad when I
was young so I know what it's like, 1 understand what
the children go through when their parents
promise to visit and don't turn up.,

A foster father; I was brought up in a home -

I was determined it was never going to happen
to any of my children; when our bairns got a
bit older we thought why shouldn't we help others
too.

Tod (1968) has suggested that many adults enter residential

work because they feel they have a special contribution to make.

'They may have their own treasured experienced of family life

which they wish to share.' He also believes that some house-

parents may be motivated by compensation for their childhood

experiences. Such motivation by personal need or problem would

seem to be sufficient to bring and keep honseparents in the

difficult and sometimes unrewarding task of residential work. The

comments given above by the last two caretakers would lend support

to Tod's views and suggest that it might be applied equally to

foster care.

Kay (1971) believes that,like residential workers, fester

parents have considerable needs which are sometimes forgotten and
39

may cause excessive demands to be made on them.
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Any conclusions about motivation from this section should

be treated with caution since,as Josselyn (1952)^ has pointed

out,the evaluation of conscious motivations in foster parents is
quite inadequate in estimating the values in a foster home. Such

a view might also apply to houseparents. Commenting on Josselyn's

paper, Towle (1952) says it is a common fallacy to assume that

knowing the motive is also knowing the outcome of the course of

action. Further discussion of this topic is outside the scope of

this study but has been explored in the work of Fanshel (1966)
J ?

and others. What, however, may be relevant is that the

expressed needs of the study foster parents were more overt than

those of houseparents, and that the needs of each group seemed to

be distinguished by the greater desire of foster parents to take

over an exclusive rather than a shared parenting role.

The aim of voluntary care

A second way of evaluating the difference in attitudes be¬

tween foster parents and houseparents was to explore hot; they saw

the aim of voluntary care. Table 7:h3 shows that, in the total

Table 7 :h3 Caretakers1 views on the aim of voluntary care with
type of placement - total placement sample 1.89

Foster parents Houseparents

No. % No. %

To rehabilitate children always 3 3 .k 20 20.0

To rehabilitate children where possible 58 55^2 67 67.0

To provide permanent alternative care 28 31.5 13 13.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

X2 = 2h. 31 d.f. = 2 P =<0.001
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placement sample foster parents and houseparents held very

different views on whether the aim of long term care was towards

permanency or rehabilitation. (X2 = 2I4..3I d.f. =2 P <» <1d.001)
20$ of houseparents felt that the aim of care was to send the

child back to his parents always, compared with only 3>k% of

foster parents. Conversely, 31.5$ of foster parents felt that

permanent substitute care was the aim compared with 13$ of house-

parents. The rest in both groups (6?$ houseparents and 55.2$

foster parents) felt that the situation depended on the child con¬

cerned but where possible rehabilitation should be the aim.

As Table 7ikk shows, the interview placement sample reflect¬

ed fairly closely the total sample, with differences between the two

groups being significant at the 0.05 level. There was however

rather less difference in this sample between foster parents and

houseparents who thought that the aim was rehabilitation wherever

possible. There was also a slightly more exaggerated difference

between foster parents and houseparents who thought the aim was

to provide permanent alternative care. Houseparents in this group

Table 7:U± Caretakers! views on the aim of voluntary care with
type of placement - interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents
No. $ No. %

To rehabilitate children always 1 3.6 10 23.8

To rehabilitate children where possible 19 67.8 29 69.0

To provide permanent alternative care 8 28.6 3 7.1

Totals 28 100 U2 100

X2 = 9.29 d.f. =2 P = <0.05
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were under represented in the interview sample (,1.1% compared

with 13% in the total sample.)

The replacement of children by others

A further way of testing out caretakers' definition of their

caretaking role was to ask them whether they felt another child

could replace the one who was staying with them. As Table 7:b5

shows, in the total sample, there was an extremely significant

difference between the answers of the two groups. (X2 = 60.65

d.f. = 3 P = <[0.001) Only 33-7$ of foster parents felt that

another child would replace their current foster child or children,

whereas 77$ of houseparents felt that this would be so.

In the interview placement sample, as Table 7:^6 shows,

proportions were similar with a slightly less possessive attitude

from foster parents, although differences were still significant
2

between the two groups at the 0.01 level (X - 15.28 d.f. = 3

P = <0.01) Half the foster parents felt that another child would

replace their present one, compared with over three quarters

of houseparents.

Table 7:U5 Caretakers' views on whether children could be
...

replace(j -by others with type of placement - total
placement sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Child could be replaced by others:

Strongly agree 12 13.5 2b 2b. 0

Agree with reservations 18 20.2 53 53.o

Disagree with reservations 9 10.1 18 18.0

Strongly disagree 50 56.2 5 5.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

X2 = 60.65 d.f. = 3 P - <0.001
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Table 7;li6 Caretakers' views on whether children could be
replaced by others with type of placement -
Interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Child could be replaced by others:

Strongly agree 6 21.U 111 3h.l

Agree with reservations 8 28.6 17 ill.5

.Disagree with reservations 2 7.1 8 19.5

Strongly disagree 12 U2.9 2 h .9

Totals 28 100 h2 100

X2 = 15.28 d.f. = 3 P - <0.01

The difference between long term care and adoption

Foster parents' desire for permanency is shown further in

Tables 7:U7 and 7:li8. When asked to express a view on the differ¬

ences between long term care and adoption, nearly half the foster

parents in the total placement sample said that they saw little

or no difference between long term fostering and adoption. By

Table 7 :li7 Caretakers • views on the difference between long
term care and adoption with type of placement -
total placement sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

They are the same Hi 15.7 3 3.0

Not much 28 31.5 27 27.0

Big difference U6 51.7 68 68.0

Don't know l 1.1 2 2.0

Totals 89 100 100 100
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Table 7:i;8 Caretakers' views on the difference between long
term care and adoption with type of placement -
interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

They are the same 2 7.1 - -

Not much 8 28.6 9 21.k

Big difference 17 60.7 32 76.2

Don't know 1 3.6 1 2.U

Totals 28 100 h2 100

contrast, over two thirds of the houseparents felt there was a

considerable difference between long term residential care and

adoption.

The interview sample presented a similar pattern in some

respects but there was a slight over-representation of both

foster parents and houseparents who thought that long term care

and adoption were considerably different from each other.

Attitude to adoption of children in care

Many foster parents would have been happy to translate their

desire for a status of permanency into reality by adopting their

foster children. It can be seen from Table 7:h9 that, in the total

placement sample, there was an extremely significant difference

between the attitudes of houseparents and foster parents to

adoption. Differences were measured on a for/against adoption

dichotomy (X^ = 77.01 d.f. =1 P = <(0.001). 53-9% of foster

parents said unequivocably that they would like to adopt their

foster children. And though they had some reservations, a further

l£.7/3 also expressed a wish for adoption; this compared with an
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Table 7:h9 Caretakers' attitude to adoption with type of placement
- total placement sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. Jo

Would adopt child:

Strongly agree

Agree with reservations

Disagree with reservations

Strongly disagree

U8 93-9

Hi 19.7
6 6.7
21 23.6

h

3

93

l.i. 0

3.0

93.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

X (for/against adoption) = 77.01 d.f. = 1 P = <0.001

Table 7:90 Caretakers' attitude to adoption with type of placement
- interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Would adopt child:

Strongly agree 10 39-7 2 Is..8
Agree with reservations 10 39.7 1 2.9
Disagree with reservations - -

Strongly disagree 8 28.6 39 92.7

Totals 28 100 i+2 100

X2 (for/against adoption) = 28.62 d.f. = 1 P = <*0.001

overall 1% of houseparents who said they would consider adopting

children in their care and only h% of these who would adopt without

reservation.

In the interview sample (Table 7:90) there were similar pro¬

portions with 71.h* of foster parents saying they would consider

adoption (39-7$ without reservation)3 compared with 7*3^ of



- 544 -

houseparents (4.8$ without reservation)®

In the interview sample differences were again extremeIn¬

significant (X2 = 28.62 d.f. =1 P = <(0.001).

The influence of children's length of time in the placement on
attitudes to adoption

To ome extent, as Tables 7:51 and 7:52 show, caretakers' attitudes to

adoption were not necessarily related to the length of time

which children had been with them. While more foster parents

whose children had been with them for more than two years

considered adoption, nearly two thirds of those whose children

had been with them under two years also considered adoption. By

contrast, in all the cases where houseparents considered adoption,

children had been in the placement for over two years.

Table 7:5la and b Caretakers' attitude to adoption with length
of time children in placement - total placement
sample 189

a) Foster parents 89 b) Houseparents 100
Under 2 Over 2 Under 2 Over 2
years years years years

No. % No. % No. %% No. %

Would adopt 17 63.0 U5 72.6 _ 7 13 .ii

Would not adopt 10 37.0 17 27.il i|8 100 bS 86.6

Totals 27 100 62 100 i|8 100 52 100

2
For foster parents X = 0.U3 d.f. (UHIt = \0.50 not significant

For houseparents x2 - 5.03 d.f. ■ 1 P - <o.o5

Tables 7:52a and b show similar relationships in the interview

sample. This would suggest that, although in some cases a wish for

adoption reflected a long term relationship between child and foster



- 545 -

parent, in other cases the desire for parenthood was present early

in the placement.

Table 7:52a and b Caretakers' attitude to adoption with length
of time children in placement - interview
placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28 b) Houseparents hZ
Under 2 Over 2 Under 2 Over 2
years years years years

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Would adopt 9 6U.3 11 78.6 _ _ 3 16.7
Would not adopt 5 35.7 3 21.U 30 100 13 83.3

Totals U4 100 1U 100 30 100 18 100

For foster parents := 2.1|6 d.f. == 1 p = <0.30
2

For houseparents X = 1±.08 d.f. =1 P = <0.03

The influence of contact between parents and children on care¬
takers 1 attitude to adoption

The attitude of foster parents towards adoption was not

influenced by the existance of contact between children and natural

parents. As Table 7*53a shows, an equal number of foster parents who

had some contact or no contact with parents wished to consider

adoption. As Table 7 j53b shows that in this group the same factor

did not apply so strongly to houseparents but the desire for

adoption seemed independent of contact as it was in the group of

foster parents.
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Table 7:53a and b Caretakers' attitude to adoption with contact
between at least one parent and children -

total placement sample 189

a) Foster parents 89 b) Houseparents 100
No contact Frequent/in™ No contact Frequent/in¬

frequent frequent
contact contact

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Would adopt 38 69.0 2k 70.6 3 7-8 U 6.U
Would not adopt 17 31.0 10 29 .k 35 92.2 58 93-6

Totals 55 100 3k 100 38 100 62 100

For foster parents X2 = 3.89 d.f. = 2 P = <0.50
2

For houseparents X = 1.5l d.f. - 2 P = <t).90 not significant

Table 7ilka, and b Caretakers ! attitude to adoption with contact
between at least one parent and children -

Interview placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28 b) Houseparents Ls.2
No contact Frequent/in- No contact Frequent/in¬

frequent frequent
contact contact

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Would adopt 8 88.9 12 63.2 1 11.1 2 6.1
Would not adopt 1 11.1 7 36.8 8 88.9 31 93.9

Totals 9 100 19 100 9 100 33 100

For foster parents x'~ = 8.27 d.f. =2 P = 50°05
2

For houseparents X =0.31 d.f. =2 P = <p.90 not significant

Views of houseparents in the total sample were represented in

a similar way in the interview sample. There was however an over-

representation of potential adoptive foster parents whose foster

children had no contact with natural parents, and an underrepresentation

where parents had contact with children, ^is suggests that
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the wish for parenthood in the interview sample was slightly-

less in evidence than in the total sample, a finding consistent

with the generally more positive attitude of the interview place¬

ment sample foster parents towards parents.

Caretakers had three main reasons for wishing to adopt child¬

ren; to provide security for themselves, to legalise relation¬

ships which already existed with children and to prevent natural

parents reaping the benefits of years of their hard work. The

first view, that adoption would provide security for caretakers

was held exclusively by foster parents. There were two main

problems; foster parents were plagued by a fear of losing children

at a moment's notice and were constantly frustrated by having to

plan their foster children's lives on a day to day basis. The in¬

security did not seem to lessen with the years. In some cases,

foster parents felt the application of a Resolution of parental

rights gave them more security of tenure but this view was by no

means shared by all foster parents whose foster children were the
) ^

subject of a Resolution Order. ' The comments of these foster

parents illustrate the insecurity they felt.

A foster mother: When the social worker; rings up
I'm always nervous in case she says this is it,
the children have to go away. You don't know
where you are.

A foster mother: You love them as your own but
you're holding™back for fear of getting hurt. I
couldn't bear to lose her now but it's there in
the back of my mind that one day she may have to
go away.

A foster mother: With your own kids, you can say,
next year you'll be going to secondary school,
but you daren't say that to a foster child in case
they're not here. You have to live on a day-to-
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day basis, that's the only answer. Jimmy never
says anything but it must affect him not knowing
whether he will stay or not.

A_foster mother: Sometimes David says 'I won't
have to go away will I. I want to stay here.'
What can you say, you have to be truthful with
a child. I tell him we want you to stay but wa
don't know, it depends on the social worker5 now
he is scared every time the social worker comes and
he always goes and hides, it's not good for the
bairn.

Foster parents would have received some support from Hagan

(1969) who believes that 'if parents can't talk about the future

in terms of when you get bigger, or next year you can have a bike,

the child tends to feel cared for on a day to day basis and his

self concept develops accordingly.'^ To this Bryce and Elhert

(1971) would add that 'if a foster parent holds back emotionally

this can be disastrous for a long term foster child. In the

absence of a final sense of belonging and investment, effectiveness

of authority inherent in the parent-child relationship is missing.'

An extension of foster parents' feelings of frustration

also shared by houseparents was the view that it was unfair that

natural parents should be able to retrieve a child after several

years when the hard task of parenting had been performed by care¬

takers . As one foster mother put it:

Why should you have all the bother of bringing
them up, when someone else comes along and takes
them away just like that.

A housemother added:

I've known parents who don't turn up for years,
then suddenly appear when the child is about to
leave school. Of course he's useful to them
then and can support them. I think it's crim¬
inal that such people should be allowed to use
children in this way.
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The third and perhaps the moat important reason why caretakers

wished to adopt their children was that adoption would legalise . '

relationships which already existed. One foster mother, who

represented the view of others said;

He's ours in everything but name; adopting
him would make things legal but wouldn't
change anything.

Her view was shared by a houseparent who saids

Once in a while you get a child who you
really get attached to. Bobby's like that,
I think of him as mine now. Yes I would like
to adopt him. If I leave here he'll come with
me wherever I go. He knows that and so do the
Social Work Department.

Fifteen foster parents, all of whom were in a low income

group would have liked to have adopted their foster children but

were heavily dependent on the boarding out allowance. Had.a form

of subsidised adoption as envisaged by the Houghton Committee (1972)

k^been available it might have tempted some of these foster parents

to give serious consideration to adopting their foster children.

Although a substantial number of foster families would have

considered adoption, none of them felt secure enough to p\irsue an

application. They felt it was far better to adopt a policy of

accepting the status quo, with all its frustrations and insecurity.

It is of interest that,at the time of the study,the Houghton
| iy

Committee (1972) were proposing to introduce length of stay as a

criterion for the adoption of children in substitute care. The

researcher was surprised at the widespread knowledge of these

proposals among the study foster parents. At least seventeen

foster parents would have given wholehearted endorsement to the
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idea that, after five years, in some cases adoption would be a

viable alternative to long term care. At least eight of the

study foster parents recognised that this proposal originated from

the theory that continuity helps to promote a child's well-being

and all seventeen were aware that a change in the law would have

given them rights and status which did not exist under the current

legislation. Their views reflected those of Freud (1955) who

believes a child's needs cannot be met through long term foster

care. 1 There may be affection, there may be stimulation,

there may be mutuality for a while, but there is not the tie

between the foster parents and the child that guarantees his

continuity. It does not seem reasonable to expect full parental
) R

involvement without guaranteeing them full parental possession. '

Caretakers' definition of parenthood

That adoption would have been a logical extension of existing

relationships was shown by the fact that almost half the study

foster parents defined parenthood in terms of their relationship

with children. As Tables 7:55 and 7:56 show, both in the total

and interview samples, around 50# of foster parents ascribed the

status of parenthood to persons who had the prime responsibility

for a child's upbringing. By contrast, 90% of houseparents invest¬

ed parental status solely in natural parents. In the total, placement

sample, differences between the views of foster parents and house-

parents were very significant (P = <0.001) and in the interview

sample were significant (P = <0.05).

The following comments illustrate the range of caretakers'

views on the role of parenthood. Some caretakers felt that the
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Table 7:55 Caretakers! definition of a parent with type of
~

placement - total placement sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents
No, % No. %

Biological parent hh U9.U 90 90.0

Person who brings up child 28 31.5 3 3.0

Person who can give love and security 17 19.1 7 7.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

2
X (biological parent/other) =» 25.9 d.f. = 1 p = <0.001

Table 7:56 Caretakers' definition of a parent with type of
placement - interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents

No. % No. %

Biological parent 15 53.6 38 90.5

Person who brings up child 9 32.1 - -

Person who can give love and security h lit.3 h 9.5

Totals 2h 100 h2 100

2
X (biological parent/other) = 5.68 ■i.f. = 1 P = <o.o5

blood tie was ofparamount importance. Others expressed resentment

that children would choose their natural parents rather than sub¬

stitute parents. The views of the rest were divided between those

who felt length of relationship should automatically define the

status of parenthood and those who defined parenthood in terms of

the relationship which existed between child and adult.

A housefather: We aren't the children's parents.
That's definite. We have our own children, they
know they are different. I think our name -

Aunty and Uncle - makes our relationship under¬
stood. You can have lots of Aunties and Uncles
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andbe very close to them and get a lot of
love and security from them but you can only
have one lot of parents.

A housemother; I can never take the place of
the parent. I think I'm only a very poor-
substitute .

A foster mother: However bad they are, thsy
are his real parents because they are his
flesh and blood.

A foster mother: The children always have
a feeling for their parents. Never mind what
you do for them - it1s their parents they
think of. They don't appreciate you at all.

A foster mother; You only have one mother and
that's the one who gives you life. No one
else can ever take her place.

A foster mother; We are her parents. She's
been with us since she was a baby and we've
given her much more than her own could ever
do.

A housemother: This is a difficult question.
The orphans we have - now we are their parents
in every sense of the word. But at the same
time for the others, you can't really be their'
Mum and Dad* however poor the parents are, they
are still the ones the kids want first.

A foster mother; The person who brings a child
up is a parent. Mjr Granny brought me up - my
Mum died when I was little. She loved me just
as my Mum would have done - and to me she is my
Mum. A parent is someone who will go through
hell and high water for you. You go out there
and fight for your kids, protect them.

A foster mother: A parent is a person who puts
first and last a child's happiness and security,and
listens to a child talking of school and his
other interests without being too busy to bother.

A foster fathers Anyone can have a child, there's
nothing clever in that. Bringing them up prop¬
erly, that's what counts. A parent- is the person
who can do that.

Foster parents' lack of distinction between the role of

parent and that of shared parenting, reflected in their comments,
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was illustrated further by the fact that, in many cases, children

were seen as part of the foster family.

As Tables 7:57 and 7:58 show, the majority of foster

parents in both the total and interview samples (over 80$) saw

children as part of their family. This compared with well under

half the houseparents in both samples. Differences between the

two groups of caretakers were significant at the 0.001 level. To

some extent, differences in the views of houseparents and foster

parents may be explained by the greater desire of foster parents to see

themselves in the role of parents. This cannot be a complete ex¬

planation since the percentage of foster families who had assimilat¬

ed the child into their families was disproportionate to the

Table 7:57 Caretakers' attitude to assimilation of child into
family with type of placement - total placement
sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Think of child(ren)as own:

Strongly agree 60 67.it 10 10.0

Agree with reservations 18 20.2 33 33.0

Disagree with reservations h it.5 11 11.0

Strongly disagree 7 1.9 i|6 1+6.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

2
X (own/not own dichotomy) * 31-92 d.f. = 1 P = <p.ooi
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Table 7:56 Caretakers' attitude to assimilation of child into
~~

family with type of placement - interview placement
sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents

No. % Wo. %

Think of child(ren) as own:

Strongly agree 16 57.1 h 9.8

Agree with reservations 7 25.0 9 22.0

Disagree with reservations 2 7.1 5 12.2

Strongly disagree 3 10.7 2h 56.1

Totals 28 100 >42 100

X2 - 11.31; d.f. =1 P = <0.001

percentage who saw themselves either as potential adopters or who

defined parenthood in terms of the length of relationship between

children and themselves. Nor does it explain the fact that,

although a majority of houseparents neither saw themselves as

parents nor wished to adopt, over U-0% thought of children as their

own. There may be different explanations of these facts in

relationship to foster parents and houseparents.

In relation to foster parents, there are two factors which

can be taken into consideration: the agency's expectations of

foster parents and the dynamics of the foster family itself.

On receiving a child, foster parents are generally asked to

sign an undertaking that they will promote the child's well-
]iQ

being. Part of this statement demands that foster parents agree

to bring the child up as if they would a child of their own. The

wording of this undertaking invites foster parents to integrate

the child into their family.
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The second .factor which derives from the first, may be

50
particularly important. McCoy (1962) suggests that all children

in foster care have to change their habits arid behaviour to some

extent if they are to accept and be accepted by the foster home.

The intimate nature of the type of nuclear foster family, which

constituted the majority of those in this study, invariably demands

a fairly high degree of conformity to the norms of the family

unit. Although research studies have suggested that fostering

may be most successful when there is a high degree of toleration

between child and foster family, from their review of the

research, Dinnage and Pringle (1967) conclude that 'matching

foster family to child is crucial in determining the success or

failure of the placement.

It is therefore reasonable to expect that the foster child

will be seen as part of the foster family.

A child in residential care may have equal demands placed on

him to conform to the norms of the children's home but the larger

group may allow a compensatory diffusion of relationships. Some

houseparents talked of children being part of 'one big family' in

a way that seemed to have many parallels with the acceptance of

the child into the foster family. This would account for some of

the houseparents who thought of children as part of the family type

community of the home.

Apart from seeing children as part of their family in this

sense, there were a minority of houseparents who spoke of an

affinity with a particular child which was defined in terms of

'a special relationship'. These houseparents felt they had to hide
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their partiality from the other children buttin a clandestine way,

they acknowledged that the 'special' childen evoked the type of

affection generally reserved for their own children.

That a sense of belonging was an inherent part of the

relationship between children and foster families and also

existed between some children and their houseparents was shox«a by

the fact that there was no significant relationship between the

extent to which caretakers saw a child as their own and the

length of time a child had been in a placement or the contact

he had with his parents or caretakers'attitude towards this contact.

Tables 7:59a and b and 7:60a and b show that, although there

was some evidence that the attachment between caretakers and

children grew stronger over time, differences were not enough to be

statistically significant.

Table 7:59a and b Caretakers' assimilation of children with family
with length of time in placement - total place-
sample 189

a) Foster parents 89 b) Houseparents 100
Under Over Under Over

2 years 2 years a years 2 years

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Think of child:

As own 21 77.7 57 91.9 15 31.2 2k l;6.2
Not as own 6 22.3 5 8.1 33 68.8 28 53.8

Totals 27 100 62 100 U8 100 52 100

2
For foster parents X = 3.30 d.f. = 1 P = <t).10

2
For houseparents X = 2.20 d.f. *> 1 P « 50.50 not significant
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Table 7:60a and b Caretakers' assimilation of child into family
with length of time in placement - interview
placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28 b) Houseparents ij.2
Under Over Under Over

2 years 2 years 2 years 2 years

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Think of child:

As own 11 87.6 12 85.8 8 30.8 o 37J*
Not as own 3 12.1; 2 11+ .2 18 69.2 10 62.6

Totals 1k 100 lU 100 26 100 16 100

2
For foster parents X = 0.01 d.f. = 1 P = <Co.90 not significant

2
For houseparents X = 0.02 d.f. = 1 P = <^0.90 not significant

As Tables 7:6la and b and 7:62a. and b show, in both the

total and interview sample, the attitude of caretakers towards

children was affected to some extent by the contact which existed

between parents and children. Although less caretakers thought

of children as their own where contact between parents and

children was frequent, differences were not enough to be statist¬

ically significant.

Finally, the effect that the assimilation of the child into

the caretaking family was mainly intrinsic rather than acquired

was shown by the lack of significance between this factor and

caretakers' attitude towards children's natural parents. Tables

7:63a and b and 7:61;a and b show the relationships between the

two factors. It can be seen from Tables 7:63b and 7:6Ub that

houseparents were able to differentiate between their own

attachment to a child and their attitude towards his parents. More



Table7:6iaandbCaretakers'assimilationofchildintofamilywithcontactwithnaturalparents -totalplacementsample189 a)Fosterparents89b)Houseparents100 Contactat leastmonthly
Contactat leastonce ayear

No

contact

Contactat leastmonthly
Contactat leastonce ayear

No

contact

No.%
No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

Thinkofchild: Asown

880.0

21

83.9

U9

89.0

10

30.3

13

U6.5

20

51.2

Notasown

220.0

3

lii.l

6

11.0

23

69.7

15

53.5

19

U8.8

Totals

10100

2h

100

55

100

33

100

28

100

39

100

2

ForfosterparentsX=0.93d.f.
=2

P=<0.90notsignificant
Forhouseparents

X2 =3.80d.f.
=2

P~<0.50notsignificant



Table7:62aandbCaretakers'assimilationofchildintofamilywithcontactwithnaturalparents -interviewplacementsample70 a)Fosterparents28

b)

Houseparentsh2

Frequent contact

Infrequent contact

No

contact

Frequent contact

Infrequent contact

No

contact

No.

<4
*>

No.

%

No

<4
/o

No

%

No.

%

No,

%

Thinkofchild: Asown

b

66.7

10

90.9

9

81.8

5

22.7

5

3b-7

h

5o.o

Notasown

2

33-3

1

9.1

2

18.2

17

77.3

9

65.3

b

5o.o

Totals

6

100

11

100

11

100

22

100

Hi

100

8

100

2

ForfosterparentsX=1.85
2

ForhouseparentsX=1.78
d.f.=2 d.f.=2
P=<6.90notsignificant P=<0.50notsignificant
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Table 7;63a and b Caretakers' assimilation of child into family
with attitude to contact between children and
parents - total placement sample 189

a) Foster parents 88 b) Houseparents 100
Attitude Attitude Attitude Attitude

positive negative positive negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Think of child:

As own 36 83.6 111 91.1 37 iili.5 6 35.3

Not as own 7 16 .h fr CO VD li6 55.5 11 63.7

Totals 1*3 100 U5 ioo 83 100 17 100

Don't know = 1

p
For foster parents X = 5.02 d.f. =1 P = -(0.10

For houseparents X2 = 0.12 d.f. = 1 P - <0.90 not significant

Table 7:61ia and b Caretakers1 assimilation of child into family
with attitude to contact between children and
parents - interview placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28 b) Houseparents h2
Attitude Attitude Attitude Attitude
positive negative positive negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Think of child:

As own 12 80.0 11 824- .6 13 1*0.6 2 20.0

Not as own 3 20.0 2 I5.il 19 59.h 8 80.0

Totals 15 100 13 100 32 100 10 100

2
For foster parents X*~ = 2.12 d.f. = 1 P =■<£>.50

For houseparents X2 = 1.56 d.f. = 1 P » <0.50 not significant
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houseparents who had positive attitudes towards the involvement

of natural parents also thought of children a3 part of their

family.

Foster children's -use of the foster family's name

One extension of the foster parents• perception of the child

as part of their family was for the child to use the foster

family's name. According to the study foster parents, this practice

was condoned by the two Social Work Departments on the grounds that

it sometimes prevented children from having to answer awkward
d2

questions about themselves at school. While this practice aimed

to protect the children from distress, it could be argued that it

might have caused foster children confusion about their identity.

As Tables 7:65 and 7:66 show,' in the total placement sample,

there was a significant relationship between foster parents'

assimilation of the child into their own family and the child's

use of the foster family's name but there was no such significance

in the interview sample.

Table 7:65 Use of child(ren)'s own name with foster family's
assimilation of child into family - total placement
sample 89

Think
as

of child
own

Bo not think of
child as own

No. % No. «/
/O

Own name 1*2 53.8 10 90.9

Foster family name 36 1*6.2 1 9.1

Totals 78 100 11 100

X2 = 7.15 d.f. =1 P - <0.05
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Table 7:66 Use of child(ren)'s own name with foster family's
assimilation of child into family - interview
placement sample 28

Think of child Do not think of
as own child as own

No. % No. %

Own name 16 69.6 5 100

Foster family name 7 30. U - -

Totals 23 100 5 100

p
X = 1.58 d.f. =1 P =<jb.50 not significant

The practice was used by a large number of families

in both samplesj Ul.5$ in the total sample and 25$ in the inter¬

view sample. Such a widespread use of this custom only highlights

the confusion in the minds of the study foster parents, and

possibly in the minds of social workers, between the role of foster

parents as caretakers or quasi-adoptive parents. It was significant

that no child who was in a children's home used the name of his

houseparents.

The importance of a child's realistic self-image

The practice of foster children using the foster family's

name raised the question of a child's need both for understanding

the reality of his circumstances and for a clear self-image.

There is unanimous agreement from social work literature

and substantial research evidence to suggest that a child's under¬

standing of the placement and a knowledge about his natural family
53

are essential in order to promote his emotional well-being. The

reasons for self-knowledge are best summarised by Cowan and Stout

(1939) who say that 'it is possible that a clear and unbroken thread
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of memory extending from the present into early childhood and even

vicariously into the experience of past generations through

remembered tales of the reminicences of parents and grandparents

may constitute for an adult an important component of the complex

emotional pattern carried over from day-to-day and known in its
5k

dependable entirity as emotional security.'

While contact between the natural parent and the child in care

can do much to promote a child's sense of identity, where contact

does not take place, information about the child's natural family

can do much to preserve for him a sense of continuity. As early

as 196i|, the Home Office recognised the use of scrap books and

photographs as tools to preserve for a child knowledge of his

past, while a recent publication by the Association of British

Adoption and Fostering Agencies (1976) has reiterated the value

of such measures."^ As Tables 7:67 and 7:68 show, there was

considerable awareness among houseparents and to a lesser extent

among foster parents, in both the total and the interview samples,

of a child's need for knowledge about his family. Table 7:67 shows

that 78.7$ of foster parents in the total sample and 97$ of

houseparents thought that such knowledge was necessary. A fifth

of the foster parents (21.3$) held the contrary view that a child

did not need knowledge or was too young to have it. No house-

parent thought children did not need knowledge of their origin,

but 3$ thought children were too young to understand. Differences

between the view of houseparents and foster parents were

2
significant at the 0.001 level. (X = 17»38 d.f. =2 P = <^0.001)
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Table 7:67 Caretakers' views on child's need for self-knowledge
with type of placement - total placement sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents
No. $ No. $

Child should have knowledge of
own family
No need for knowledge
Child too young

Totals 89 100 100 100

X2 = 17.38 d.f. = 2 P = <0.001
Table 7:68 Caretakers' views on child's need for sfelf-knowledge

with type of placement - interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents
No. $ No. $

Child should have knowledge of
own family

No need for knowledge
Child too young

Totals 28 100 i+2 100

T = 8.67 d.f. = 2 P = <0.10

Differences in the interview sample were almost significant

at the 0.05 level where 82.1$ of foster parents and 95.3$ of

houseparents thought children should have knowledge of their

families, but a further 10.7$ of foster parents thought self-

knowledge was unnecessary.

There may be a difference between caretakers' recognition

of a child's need for self-knowledge and their abilitr to provide

an atmosphere in which he feels free to ask about his natural

70 78.7 97 97.0

12 13.5

7 7.8 3 3.0

23 82.1 liO 95.3

3 10.7

2 7.2 2 U .7
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family. The DHSS Guide to Fostering Practice (1976) believes

that children 'must feel free to ask questions themselves about

their situations as well as to express their feelings without
57

without fear of rejection.' Having been rejected once by their

own parents, some children may fear a repetition of this trauma

unless they appease caretakers. If caretakers compare natural

parents to themselves unfavourably children may be frightened

of talking about their natural parents for fear of evoking dis¬

approval. Kline and Overstreet (1972) suggest that 'the absent

parent continues to hold an important place in the child's inner
58

life,' so that, if a child does not verbalise his need to talk

about his parents, it should not be assumed that this need does not

exist.

As Tables 7:69 and 7:70 show, children in children's homes

asked about their familes far more frequently than children in

foster homes. In the total sample, 1+0$ of children in children's

homes asked about their families occasionally and 3S% frequently.

This compared with only 2h.7% of children in foster homes who

asked about their families occasionally and 7.9% who asked about

them frequently. The differences between the two groups were

2
extremely significant (X = bl .9k d.f. -4^ P =* <(0.001).

In the interview sample, there were similar differences with

83.5% children in children's homes asking about their parents

occasionally or frequently, compared with 1+2.9# of children in

foster homes (X2 =■ 15.3U d.f. » li- P = <"0.01).
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Table 7:69 Frequency of children's questions about natural
family with type of home - total placement sample 189

Foster homes Children's homes
No. % No. %

Never asks about family 31 3U .8 22 22.0

Occasionally asks 22 2h.7 ho ho.o

Frequently asks 7 7-9 35' 35.0
Used to - not now 18 20.2 - -

Too young 11 12 .h 3 3.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

X2 « U7.9U d.f. - <1 P - <0.001

Table 7:70 Frequency of children's questions about natural
_

family with type of home - interview placement sample 70

Foster homes Children's homes

No. % No. %

Never asks about family 10 35.7 5 11.9

Occasionally asks 8 28.6 16 38.1

Frequently asks h m.3 19 U5-2
Used to - not now 3 10.7 - -

Too young 3 10.7 2 JU - 8

Totals 28 100 u2 100

X2 = i5.3h d.f. - £ P - <0.01



Table7:71aandbChildren'squestionsaboutnaturalfamilywithcaretakers'wishtoassimilate childrenintofamily-totalplacementsample189 a)Fosterparents89b)Houseparents100 Thinkofchild-DonotthinkThinkofchild-Donotthink renas
own

of

children

renas
own

ofchildren

asown

as

own

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

Neveraskaboutfamily
27

3U.6

u

36.3

16

37.2

6

10.5

i

Occasionallyask

19

2U.U

3

27.3

15"

3U.9

25

U3.9

CTN

Frequentlyask

U

1U.3

3

27.3

10

23.3

25

U3.9

1

Usedto-notnow

17

21.8

1

9.1

-

-

-

-

Tooyoung

11

U.9

-

-

2

U.6

1

1.7

Totals

78

100

11

100

U3

100

57

100

ForfosterparentsX2(never/frequently/other)=2.35d.f.=2P=■{0.50 ForhouseparentsX2(never/frequently/other)=6.81d.f.=2P=<t).05



Table7:72aandbChildren'squestionsaboutnaturalfamilywithcaretakers'wishtoassimilatechildrenintofamily-interviewplacementsample70 a)Fosterparents28b)Houseparentsi|2 Think

ofchild-
Do

notthink

Think

ofchild-
Do

notthink

ren

asown

of

children

renas
own

of

children

asown

asown

No.

%

No,

%

No.

%

No,

%

Neveraskaboutfamily
9

39.1

1

20.0

2

18.2

3

9.7

Occasionallyask

7

30.h

1

20.0

3

27.3

13

1*1.9

Frequentlyask

2

8.7

2

Uo.o

h

36.3

15

U8.U

Usedto-notnow

2

8.7

1

20.0

-

-

-

-

Tooyoung

3

13.1

-

-

2

18.2

-

-

Totals

23

100

5

100

11

100

31

100

ForfosterparentsX(never/frequently/other)■1.56d.f.=2P=<0.50notsignificant ForhouseparentsX^(never/frequently/other)=1.71d.f.=2P=<0.50notsignificant
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As Tables 7:71a and b and 7:72a and b show, these differences

cannot be explained in terms of foster parents' assimilation of

children into the foster family. Although children who frequently

asked about their families were staying with foster parents who

did not see the child as their own, an equal number of children in

this group never asked about their families. There was some evidence

to suggest that the children in residential care who were seen as

part of the houseparents' family were more inhibited about verbal¬

ising their questions than those who were staying in children's

homes where houseparents had no wish to assimilate the child into

their family. Differences for houseparents were significant at the

0.05 level.

The lack of significance may well be attributable to the fact

that the concept of assimilation was almost universally accepted

as part of the fostering relationship.

As Tables 7:73 and 7:7U show, there was a significant

relationship in both types of homes between the frequency with

which children asked about their natural families and caretakers'

attitudes towards contact between children and their parents.

Tables 7:73a and c show that although foster children were fairly

inhibited in asking about their families, 16$ talked frequently

of their families where their foster parents had a positive

attitude towards mothers and fathers compared with around 2-3$

whose foster parents were against contact with parents.

Tables 7:73b and d shows that children in children's homes

were able to talk more freely, but even within the more open

culture, the frequency with which they discussed their parents
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Table 7:73a and b Children's questions about natural families
with caretakers' attitude to contact between
mothers and children - total placement sample
189

a)Foster parents 89(82) b) Houseparents 100(87)
Att .positive Att.negative A tt .positive Att .negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Children ask
frequently

h 16.0 2 3.5 27 1+5.0 6 22.2

Occasionally/
never

21 Qh.O 55 96.5 33 55'.o 21 77-8

Totals 25 100 57 100 6© 100 27 100

Don't know = 7 Don1't know = 13

For foster parents X^ = 6.35 d.f. = 2 P « <0.05

For houseparents X^ = 11.59 d.f. =2 P = <0.01

Table 7:73c and d Children's questions about natural families
with caretakers• attitude to contact between
fathers and children - total placement sample
189

c) Foster parents 89(73) d) Houseparents 100(85)
Att .positive Att .negative A.tt .positive A.tt .negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Children ask
frequently

h 16.6 1 2.0 26 1+3.3 6 21*.0

Occasionally/
never

20 83.U 1+8 98.0 3k 56.7 19 76.0

Totals 2h 100 h9 100 60 100 25 100

Don't know = 16 Don't know = 15
2

For foster parents X = 7.93 d.f. = 2 P - <0.05

For houseparents xz - U-71 d.f. = 2 P - <0.10
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Table 7:7Ua and b Children's questions about natural families
with caretakers' attitude to contact between
mothers and children - interview placement
sample 70

a) Foster parents 28(26) b) Houseparents ii2(l},l)
Att.positive Att.negative Att.positive Att.negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Children ask
frequently

3 30.0 1 6.2 15 55.6 3 21.h

Occasionally/
never

7 70.0 15 93.7 12 UU .1; 11 78.6

Totals 10 100 16 100 27 100 1)4 100

Don't know = 2 Don''t know ® 1

2
For foster parents X = 6.29 d.f. » 2 P - <o.o5
For houseparents X - 7.30 d.f. = 2 P -1 <o.o5
Table 7:7hc and d Children's questions about natural families

with caretakers' attitude to contact between
fathers and children - interview placement
sample 70

c) Foster parents 28(22) d) Houseparents U2(32)
Att .positive Att.negative Ait .positive Att.negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Children ask
frequently

3 27.3 1 9.1 12 70.6 3 20.0

Occasionally/
never

8 72.7 10 90.9 5 29.U 12 80.0

Totals 11 100 11 100 17 100 15 100

Don't know = 6 Don't know ® 10

2
For foster parents X - 6.29 d.f. - 2 P - <b.o5
For houseparents X = 8.14.lt d.f. = 2 P - <0.05
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was influenced by the attitude of houseparents towards parents.

Around h5% of children asked about parents frequently when house-

parents held a positive attitude to both their mothers and their

fathers, compared with around 22$ where the attitude towards

parents was negative.

Tables 7:7Ua,b,c and d show that the pattern was repeated

in the interview sample. In both foster homes arid children's

homes, children's verbalisation about their families was affected

by the attitude of caretakers towards their parents. Differences

for both mothers and fathers in both types of home were

significant at the 0.05 level.

The lack of provision of an atmosphere in which children

felt able to talk about their natural parents was consistent with

foster parents' desire to exclude parents from the placement and

to see children stay with them permanently. As Williston (1963)

has suggested,with the goal of permanency in mind 'the science

of success come in seeing the child and parent lose interest in

each other, in seeing the child's identification break down, and

in seeing the child outwardly drop manners, values and appear-

59
ances he brought with him.' Foster parents' desire to exclude

the natural parents from their children's lives was shown by the

fact that they generally assumed silence to be caused by In¬

difference, as the following comments show.

A foster mother: When they first came they used
to ask a lot about their parents - why were they
with us and so on. They gradually stopped
asking, they've been here so long now I think
they've forgotten all about their parents.

A foster mother: I don't think they've ever talked
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about it I can't say we've encouraged them
to do so, but then we haven't discouraged them
either. There seems to be no point when they're
not going to go back. They look on us as their
family.

By contrast the comments of houseparents showed more aware¬

ness of a child's need to talk about his family.

A housefather: If the parents have a definite
visiting arrangement, then generally we find the
children don't ask about them so much. If they
see other children getting visits, and they don't,
then of course they want to know why. Sometimes
it's very difficult to explain why a parent doesn't
come. If you haven't seen the parent how do you
tell a child what he's like.

A housemother: In my experience a child won't
ask, you have to tell him. It's the ones who don't
talk about their parents you worry about. Some of
them chatter on about them all the time comparing
themselves with other children. We're only second
best and a child has a right to know who he is and
why he is with us.

In at least twenty-three of the children's home placements,

houseparents felt that the presence of other children aided the

child's search for self-knowledge. Talking about natural parents

was accepted as a normal part of life in a children's home, so that

asking houseparents for information was a logical extension of a

culture which promoted free discussion.

Summary of the effect of role of perceptions on caretakers' attitude
to natural parents

The main distinguishing factor between the effect of the

role perceptions of foster parents and houseparents on their attitude

towards natural parents was that those of the former originated

far more strongly from the desire for a permanent relationship with

the children in their care. This was reflected in foster parents'

more negative attitude towards rehabilitation as the desirable goal
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for -voluntary care, by a possessiveness towards children in their

care, whom they felt could not be replaced easily by others and by

a wish to translate this desire into reality through adoption.

The desire for permanency seemed to be inherent in the fostering

role and was not influenced by the length of time children had

spent in placement or by the contact they had with their parents.

Furthermorej this desire for permanency seemed to spring from an

intrinsic assumption that children should be integrated, into the

foster family. This assumption was reinforced by the expectation

of Social Work Departments who asked foster parents to treat

children 'as if they were their own' and who allowed children to

take the name of their foster family. It is therefore hardly

surprising that some foster parents felt it particularly difficult

to distinguish between concepts of parenthood and shared parent¬

ing. The logical extension of this was to exclude the natural

parents from the placement either by adopting a negative attitude

to them or by not actively giving children the opportunity to

talk about them.

By contrast, houseparents represented a more disparate group

who ranged from those who shared the views of foster parents to

those who saw their role exclusively as caretaker. In

general, houseparents seemed much clearer of the distinction

between 'being a parent' and 'parenting' a child in care. Though

some wished to exclude natural parents either because of their

partiality for particular children or because of a desire to

protect them from distress, they were far more able to reconcile

their own need for a close relationship with the children in their
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care with the children's need for self-knowledge and contact

with their natural families.

The social worker's role within the placement

One of the factors which may have a significant influence

on the attitudes of caretakers towards their role and towards

natural families is the presence of the social worker. Pugh (1968)

believes that the relationship between social worker and foster

parent 'is central to the success or failure of the placement' and

that both social worker and residential worker have 'to acknowledge
60

that they both contribute to the child's reality.'

The role of the social worker in relation to the child in care

and his family is a complex one. Parfitt (196?) suggests that

responsibilities include 'collecting all information, holding

interviews and assessing the needs of children and parents, provid¬

ing the links between all those involved with the family in other

parts of the work.'^1 As the DHSS Guide to Fostering Practice

(1976) points out it is important to recognise that 'once a place¬

ment has been chosen the social worker's responsibility is not

only to the child, parents and foster parents individually, but

also in respect of the relationship between them.'"'" It is

therefore essential that 'the social worker is involved in

establishing an acceptable and meaningful relationship with and

between all parties.' This will entail contact with the child

to ensure that his physical and emotional needs are being met and,

more importantly, as Pugh (1968) has pointed out,the social worker

will be the person who can 'stand outside his immediate experience

and hold together for him the various fragmented parts of his life.'
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The second aspect of the social workers role with the

placement is in relation to natural parents. To this end, a

social worker should support the parents to maintain contact with

the child and help them work towards rehabilitation. This particular
f

part of the social worker's role will be elaborated in Chapter 8.°

The third requirement i3 that the social worker enables caretakers

to meet the needs of each child in their care by offering them

support in their task. Good communication with caretakers is

essential in order to achieve this end. 'Upon the social worker

falls the particular responsibility for ensuring that differing

attitudes are correctly perceived and all types of placement

demand the same close attention to detail.' (DHSS 1976)^ Although,

in all instances, the primary professional responsibility of the

social worker is towards the child, because of the differing

roles of houseparents and foster parents the relationship with

these two types of caretakers will not be the 'same.

There is a general assumption in child care literature that

the relationship between social worker and residential worker or

houseparent is one of colleague. This is reinforced by two factors.

Firstly the houseparent is a salaried employee of the agency and

secondly, the Regulations governing the supervision of children's

homes (1951) place no statutory obligation on fieldworkers to

visit each child in care but only require that the home be visited

at regular intervals. ' Furthermore, as Packman (1975)

suggests 'although the proportion of trained staff in children's

homes has remained low, the qualified are generally in senior

posts and are thus in a position to have a significant influence on
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68
how the home is run.1

By contrast, at the time of the study, the norm for foster

parents was that they were not paid employees of an agency nor had

they received any intensive period of training. Furthermore, the
69

foster homes were governed by Boarding Out Regulations which

impose statutory duties on social workers to visit each child in

care at regular intervals and to supervise the foster home care.

Such requirements alter significantly the relationship between

social worker and foster parent and introduce a supervisory

element. It is perhaps because of the complexity of this relation¬

ship that writers have found difficulty in defining it in any

clear way. Kadushin (1967) writes 'there is no clear cut

definition of the foster parents' relationship with the agency

so that they are sometimes regarded as clients, sometimes as

70
colleagues, sometimes as paid employees.' Stone (196?) advocates

a contractural relationship 'that of a supervisor ensuring the

conditions of a contract are fulfilled';^ Slickman (1957)

compares the relationship to that between 'supervisor and student
72

social worker, or later experienced worker.' ; while the educative
73

part of the relationship is also stressed by Winnicott (1961*)

and Pugh (1968).^ Kline and Overstreet (1972 feel there is a

danger of overstating the problem; in spite of the complexities

inherrent in the social worker/foster parent relationship, role

confusion can be avoided when the agency provides clear and

consistent programmes on policies. It may be acceptable for the

foster parent to adopt a client role, if this is for the purpose

of enabling him to discharge his main role as foster parent. To
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this end, in the view of Timms (1969)major part of the social

work task is to provide help 'in maintaining and extending the
76

satisfaction of the needs of foster parents.'

The relationship between social worker and parent

It could well be argued that if foster- parents wish to pursue

the role of parenthood, rather than one of shared parenting this

will affect their relationship with social workers. Empirical
77 , 78

evidence from Timras and Itzin (1961) George (1970) and Adamson
79

(1970) all suggest? that foster parents wish to see their

relationship with social workers as on© of friend rather than as

colleague. George (1970) associated the friendship model adopted

by 50$ of foster parents in his study with foster parents' views
80

that 'they resemble the foster child's natural parents.*' Pugh

(1968) has offered an explanation for the wish for a friendship

relationship in terms of foster parents' denial that the social

worker is the person 'with th© power to bring a child and to take

,, ,81him away.'

These assertions were tested out in this study by asking

foster parents and houseparents to define their relationship with

social workers on a four point scale. Tables 7;75 and 7s76 .show

that in both the total and the interview sampler, there ware very

significant differences in how the two types of caretakers perceived

their relationship with social workers. In the total sample X*" ®

32.8b d.f. ■ 3 P 13 <0.001. Nearly half the foster parents saw

the social worker as a friend (1+6.1$ compared with only 20$ of

houseparents). By contrast, while only 12.1+$ of foster parents saw

the social worker as a colleague 32$ of houseparents defined their
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Table 7:75 Caretakers1 definition of social worker with type of
placement - total placement sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Colleague 11 12. 1* 32 32.0

Friend 1*1 1*6.1 20 20.0

Official 10 11.2 - -

Someone from the Department 27 30.3 1*8 1*8.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

X2 - 32.81* d.f. = 3 P - <0.001

Table 7:76 Caretakers• definition of social worker with type of
placement - interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Colieage h lii.3 17 1*0.3
Friend 1.3 33.6 6 ll*.3

Official 2 7.1 -

Someone from the Department 7 23.0 19 1*3.2

Totals 28 100 1*2 100

X2 - 17-93 d.f. « 3 P = <0.01

relationship with social workers in this way. No housep&rsnt saw

the social worker as an official but 11.2^ of foster parents held

this view. Nearly one third of the foster parents and nearly

one half of the houseparents (1*8;?) held the view that social

workers were only 'someone from the Department' with whom they had

no close relationship.

The interview sample reflected closely that of the total

sample. X2 = 17-93 d.f. = 3 P = <^0.01. Slightly mors houseparents
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viewed themselves as colleagues (40.5$ compared with 32$ in

the total sample) while slightly more foster parents viewed them¬

selves as friends (53.6$ compared with i|.6.1$ in the total sample.)

Changes did not effect the proportional differences between the

two groups.

Foster parents and houseparents who saw themselves as

colleagues identified a collaborative role with the social, workers

as the following comments show.

A housefather; Our aim is collaboration. That's
the main word here. You work side-by-side with
the social worker to provide the best for the
child.

A foster mother: We are working together. I'm
going my job looking after the children and
the social worker is doing hers trying to get
them back as soon as possible.

A housemother: I get on well with all the
social workers who come here. After all, we
both have a job to do. The only trouble is they
don't come as often as they should.

There was some difference between the definition of friend

given by foster parents and that given by houseparents. Foster

parents talked of 'friend*in terms of a social relationship with the

social worker but houseparents reserved this term for social workers

they had known for some considerable time.

A foster mother; I've got on well with all my
social workers, they're awfully nice these
lassies from the Department. They come along
and have a wee blether with you.

A foster mother; Miss Stewart always has time for
a cup of tea and a blether. She's like a friend
who comes to visit.

A foster mother; I've never really thought of how
I see my social worker before. I suppose she's like
a friend who comes to visit the children. I always
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feel at home with her, just like she's one
of my pals.

A housemother: Well most of there are colleagues,
but you get the odd one who you see as a friend.
Take Jimmy Allison now - we've known him for ten
years. I don't see how you can't not become
friends after all that time.

A housefather; Willy Dalgleish and I started in
our jobs at the same time so we've helped each
other along, we're good friends.

All the foster parents who thought of social workers as

officials expressed some hostility towards them; social workers

came to check up that foster parents were providing adequate

care for the child. The inspectorial role did not allow for a-

sharing of knowledge or ideas.

A foster mother: It's definitely us and them -

there is no getting away from it and it's no
use pretending otherwise. Biey come to check
up to make sure we're not harming the child.

Where the social worker was seen as 'someone from the

Department', both foster parents and houseparents charactei'ised

this relationship by its superficiality. The majority of house-

parents in this group (1*2) talked nostalgically of the days before

organisation when social workers had not changed so frequently.

There was no way of testing the validity of their views but there

was unanimous agreement that the relationship between houseparent

and child care officer had been far more substantial in many cases.

One factor which had prompted a closer relationship wa3 the policy

whereby children in homes were allocated to social workers on the

basis of where they wore to be placed, rather than on the basis

of their geographical area of origin, a system which facilitated

communication as the following comment shows >
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A housemother; In the old days you knew who was
the child care officer for your home; now it's
not the same one. When Mr. Campbell was the
social worker for our home he'd know all the
children here so you could talk to him about
them. Now it never seems to be the same person.
A different one comes for each child.

In the view of houseparents, the integration of different

services into the Social Work Department had caused a loss of

expertise, a problem was made worse by the high turnover of

staff.

A housemother; You no sooner get to know one
of the social workers these days than they are
leaving. I can't see how this can be good for
a child and it doesn't give you the chance to
work out a plan.

A housemother; These young lassies that come
along seem to me to be very young, they don't
know what they're looking for. They rely on you
all the time for information. In my opinion,
it should be the other way round. Before the
change-over, the child care officer would come
to tell you about the parents and would know
what they wanted for the child. I feel I am
working in spite of these new social workers
sometimes rather than with them.

A housemother; It's most frustrating since the re¬
organisation, you can never get anybody when you want.
The trouble is you don't know, these days, who to
ask for. It was far better when you knew who was
the social worker for your home. You could always
ring them up and ask their advice. Take last
week, for example, I 'phoned Donald's spcial work¬
er to find she'd left the Department -three months
ago. I don't know what they do with their time
but they certainly leave you to do all the work
with the children.

Some foster parents shared these views with equal regret about

the frequent change of social worker. It is of incidental Interest

that foster parents judged the performance of the present social

worker by that which had existed earlier in the placement, a factor
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which bears some similarity to the influence of early relationship
82

between social workers and clients noted by Mayer and Timms (1970).

Again specifically, this finding confirms the opinion of Pugh (1966)

who has suggested that the first social worker may have a similar

impact on foster parents. 'In the process of investigating a foster

parent application the child care officer establishes a relation¬

ship which lays the foundation of their expectation of the depart-

ment.' This comment may be particularly apposite in the context

of this study, since the attitudes of foster parents to natural

parents seemed to have developed early in the placement as a

function of intrinsic role expectations rather than as a result

of possessiveness built up over time and reinforced by lack of

parental contact.

Apart from the superficiality of current relationships,

foster parents found a frustrating lack of clarity and competance.

A foster father: Miss Lauderdale (children's
officer) was a wonderful person. You knew
where you stood with her. She knew all about
children. She'd come in, take her hat and
coat off and say, where's the tea then? You
felt you could ask her advice on matters.

A foster mother: Miss Lauderdale would ask you
what you thought was the best for children.
She'd tell you straight if she didn't agree
with you but she'd always listen to what you
"had to say. You felt you could trust her
opinion, she was interested in the children
and that's what counted. The ones these
these days seem to come because they think
they should; half of them are young lassies
who don't know the first thing about child¬
ren, in any case.

A foster mother: They're awfully nice, these
new ones, but they do seem very inexperienced.
I always used to see the child care officer
as someone you could ask advice from - but these
days the young ones always ask your advice.
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Not all foster parents thought the change in relationship was

disadvantageous. In some cases, a superficial relationship allowed

foster parents to adopt more easily to the role of substitute

parent.

A foster mother; It's much better now. The
social workers don't interfere so much, they
just come occasionally and ask how the child
is getting on. They used to always be coming
at one time, they'd never let you or the child
settle.

Caretakers' views on the reasons for social workers' visits

The relationship between social worker and caretaker was

explored further by asking foster parents and houseparents to

say why they thought social workers came to see them. Table 7%77

and 7:78 show that, in both the total and interview sarsiples, there

were considerable differences between the views of foster parents

and houseparents.

Although the majority of foster parents (89®9%) and house-

parents (91$ )thought the primary purpose of social work contact

was to discuss the child's progress, foster parents attributed

far more of an inspectorial role to social workers than house-

parents. 73$ of foster parents thought the primary role of a

social worker was to 'check up' on the foster parents, a view

held by only 2$ of houseparents. The corollary of this was that

73$ of houseparents saw visits as an opportunity to gain information

about the natural family, and in 82$ of cases, to discuss plans

for the child. Only 20.2$ of foster parents thought the visits

could be used for sharing information and only 8.9$ to make plans

for children. Finally, the expectation from foster parents was
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Table 7:77 Caretakers' perceptions of reasons why social workers
visit home - total placement sample 189

Foster parents
89

No. %

Houseparents
100

No:. %

To discuss child's progress 80 89.9 91 91.0

To 'check up' on home 65 73.0 2 2.0

To gain information about child's
family

18 20.2 73 73.0

To discuss plans for child 8 8.9 82 82.0

To give advice to caretakers ill 1*6.1 5 5.0

Totals 212 238.1 253 253.0

Totals and percentages more than 89,
one reason given in some cases

, 100 and 100# since more than

Table 7:78 Caretakers' perceptions of reasons why social workers
visit home - interview placement sample 70

Foster parents
28

Houseparents
1*2

No. % No. %

To discuss child's progress 21* 85.7 25 89.3

To 'check up' on home 20 71.U 1 2.1*
To gain information about child's
family

5 17.9 29 69.0

To discuss plans for child h H*.3 32 76.2

To give advice to caretakers 12 1*2.9 1 2.1*

Totals 65 232.2 88 239.3

Totals and percentages more than 28, 1*2 and 100# since more than
one reason given in some cases

that social workers would be 'experts' who would give them advice

about how to handle children. By contrast, only 5# of houseparents

saw advice-giving as part of the social work role.
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Comments illustrate the emphasis on the supervisory and, to

a lesser extent, the educative aspects of the relationship between

social worker and foster parent.

A foster mother: They come to check up on you,
make sure you're doing everything proper. Things
could changej although you might do things at the
beginning, they have to come to make sure you are
not ill-treating the child.

A foster mother: They come to see how you're
getting on. They have to know how the child is
progressing, that's part of their job. Miss
Gordon goes into every detail, she wants to know
all about the school and Moira's health and how
she behaves generally. These days she asks
Moira herself.

A foster mother: There's a lot a neglect about.
They have to visit us so they can make sure that
we're alright.

A foster mother; They come to check up to make
sure everything is alright, but they also come ^
to give you advice on how to deal with the child.
After all they know more about the background than
you do. You may think a child is behaving in a
certain way because of one thing, but it may be
because of something else that happened to them
before they came to you.

A foster mother; They come to tell you about
the parents and what is happening and of course
they come to see how you're doing with the child.

A foster mother; They keep you in touch with
the parents, tell you what is happening at home.

A minority of foster parents said they did not know why

social workers visited. One foster mother said she thought it

was because they had nothing batter to do, a remark which betrayed

a hostility shared by all foster parents who thought social

work visits were totally unnecessary.

The views given by houseparents put far more emphasis on the

collaborative relationship with social workers.
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A housemother; The social worker can keep you
informed as to any change of circumstances with
the parents and is the person who can keep the
houseparent in the picture regarding any possible
plans for the child's future.

While no foster mother mentioned the importance of self-

knowledge for a-, child, several houseparents commented that this

was a useful part of the social worker role.

A housemother; The social worker is the only person
who knows both the child and his parents well.
When the child sees him, he associates the social
worker with his parents. I think this is a very
helpful function. It helps reassure the child that
his parents have not rejected him. Children al¬
ways want to know about their parents and the social
worker can supply this information.

Caretakers' views on the necessity for social work visits

Some of the foster parents who thought social workers came

merely to check up on them resented this intrusion into their

lives
, a view which seemed to reflect their desire to see them¬

selves more as the child's parents rather than an agency resource.

How far their views were held by the study houseparents was tested

out by asking caretakers to give their attitude to social work

contact on a four point scale. It can be seen from the Tables

7:79 and 7:80 that, in both the total and the interview samples,

there were very significant differences between the attitudes of
2

foster parents and houseparents. In the total sample (X - 25-91

d.f. =1 P ■» <0.001) 88$ of houseparents thought unequivocably

that social work contact was necessary, a view shared by less than

half this number of foster parents (Uo.h^). By contrast, 19.1$

of foster parents thought social workers' visits were totally

unnecessary, a view held by only 2% of houseparents. Fosuer



- 588 -

Table 7:79 Caretakers' attitude to social work visits with type
of placement - total placement sample 189

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Visits necessary;

Strongly agree 36 liO.ir 88 88.0

Agree with reservations 20 22.9 6 6.0

Disagree with reservations 16 18.0 h U.O

Strongly disagree 17 19.1 2 2,0

Totals 89 100 100 100

2
X (necessary/not necessary) = 29.91 d.f. =■ 1 P = <p.001
Table 7:80 Caretakers' attitude to social work visits with type

of placement ~ interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents
No. % No. %

Visits necessary:

Strongly agree 12 U2.9 39 83.3

Agree with reservations 6 21 .k 3 7.1

Disagree with reservations 6 21,h 3 7.1

Strongly disagree h Hi.3 1 2.1*

Totals 28 100 1*2 100

2
X (necessary/not necessary) « 9-67 d.f. -IP = <o.o9

parents were also far more ambivalent in their views, with li0.9#

being unsure whether social work visits were absolutely necessary

or not, an uncertainty showed by only 10# of houseparents.

The interview sample reflected very closely the pattern of the

total sample (X2 - 9-67 d.f. - 1 P - -<(0.09).
Both foster parents and houseparents who were in favour of
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social work contact emphasised the benefit this brought in giving

them information about the child and his family. Foster parents saw

visits as an opportunity to gain advice from social workers wb.il®

some houseparents emphasised the reassurance for children which

came from information about their parents. Although the

inspectorial role was an uneasy one for foster parents, some were

prepared to tolerate social work visits which ensured a child's

well-being was being promoted.

Some foster parents thought that, although of dubious value,

visits should be tolerated for the sake of the child but others

denied the value of social work contact because it conflicted

with their wish to see themselves as the child's parents. Some

also held the view that, although visits might be useful early

in the placement, their continuance demonstrated social workers'

lack of faith in their parenting ability. The following comments

of foster parents illustrate these two points.

A foster mother; After the first year I think
social workers shouldn't bother to visit if they
have satisfied themselves that the child is happy
and well cared for.

A foster mother: She knows well enough they're well
looked after. This is a home from home, we 'phone
if we've any problems.

A foster mother: Once the social workers got to
know you, they should know what type of person
you are and they shouldn't need to come and
visit you. I think they pry too much, they make
the children feel they are different from others.
It's bad for the child to think that he is not

part of the family.

A further anxiety which arose from social work visits was that

they reminded foster parents children might be removed.
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One foster mother: Every time the social worker
telephones or comes, my heart misses a beat. I
think, will they come to take her away. You
never know where you are. If the social worker
doesn't visit, it gives you a chance to forget
this might happen.

Support for the opinions of these foster parents comes from

Row© and Lambert (1973) who suggests that 'beneath the surface

of many apparently successful foster homes also there is a

8J4
pervasive anxiety about the permanency of relationships'. It

is this anxiety,they suggest,which may breed possessiveness and

a desire in foster parents to exclude both parents and social

workers from the placement.

The DHSS Guide to Fostering Practice (1976) suggests that

this anxiety may be corabatted by a working relationship. To

achieve such a working relationship, they suggest 'each has to

understand the agreed aims and objections for the individual

child, and each must know what is expected of themselves and

85
other people in working to meet those ends'.

It is germane to mention that anxiety in this study existed

most when foster homes were open-ended, where neither foster parent

nor social worker had any definite plans for the child's future.

Conversely, the most secure foster parents were those where there

was a plan either for rehabilitation in the fairly near future

or for the child to remain in care until he was eighteen.

The frequency of social work contact

Irrespective of caretakers' views on th© necessity for social

work visits, social workers have a statutory duty to visit children

in long term foster care. At the time of the study the frequency
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of visits was governed by the 1959 Boarding Out (Scotland)
86

Regulations. These require children in foster care to be

visited at least every three months if they have been in the

placement between three and eighteen months, and at least every

six months if the placement has been for a longer period. This is

a minimum rather than a maximum requirement.

Although there is no similar requirement in relation to

residential care, it has been suggested that contact will promote

in houseparents realistic expectations of natural parents. Pugh

(1968) for example, believes that houseparents usually lead well

organized and very busy lives so that 'it is not easy for them to
R*7

understand the muddle and confusion* of natural parents.

Frequent visits will also ease potential stresses in the relation¬

ship between fieldworker and residential worker and avoid mis¬

conceptions of each other's role. There is unanimous support in

the literature for a close relationship between social workers and

all caretakers. (Kastell 1962,® Winnicott 1961^' Pugh 1968^"
Timms 196991 and DHSS 19?692)

There was little evidence from the study Departments that the

recommendations of the literature had been put into practice. As

Tables 7:81a and b and 7:82a and b show, rather less than half the

study social workers were fulfilling their statutory duty in
93relation to foster homes. To assess the extent to which visits

met statutory requirements, the sample has been divided into homes

where children were in care for under or over two years at the

time of the study. It can be seen from Table 7:81a that only hk.Q%

of children who had been in foster homes for under two years received
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Table 7:8la Frequency of social work visits to foster homes
and children's homes where children have bean in
care under 2 years - total placement sample 89

Foster homes 29 Children's homes 60

No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly
At least twice a year

At least once a year

Less than once a year

Totals 29 100 60 100

Table 7;8lb Frequency of social work visits to fester homes
and children's homes where children have been in
placement over 2 years - total placement sample 100

Foster homes 60 Children's homes 1|0

No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 12 1 33
At least twice a year 8 )
At least once a year 151 ^ y
Less than once a year 25 )

Totals 60 100 U0 100

a visit from a social worker at least three monthly. The 2able also

shows that children in children's homes received a comparable number

of visits.

By contrast. Table 7:81b shows that^ where children had been
in foster homes for over two years?only one third were receiving
visits at least twice a year. This compared with two thirds (67.5%)

of children who had been in children's homes for the same length

of time.
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Tables 7:82a and b show a similar discrepancy in the interview

sample.

Table 7:82a Frequency of social work visits to foster homes
and children's homes where children have been in
placement under 2 years ~ interview placement sample

Foster homes lis- Children's homes 31

No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 8 57.1 13 2*1.9
At least twice a year 2]
At least once a year 3l

j h2.9 4 58.1

Less than once a year 1 ) 0
Totals lli 100 31 100

Table 7:82b Frequency of social work visits to foster homes
and children's homes where children have been in

placement for over 2 years - interview placement
sample

Foster homes lit Children's homes 11

No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 3 "II 35.7 6]
> 72.7

At least twice a year 2 J 2 jI
At least once a year

> 6q.3 J 27.3
Less than once a year [ 2 1I

Totals lU 100 11 100

Table 7:83 3hows that, when a general comparison is made of the

frequency of visits to foster homes and children's homes, there

were considerable differences between the social work contact with

the different types of care. In the total sample, differences

were significant at the 0.05 level. Although there were still

more visits to children's homes than to foster homes in the
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interview sample, Table 7:81; shows, differences were not enough

to be significant.

Table 7:83 Frequency of visits by social workers to caretakers1
home in the last year with type of placement - total
placement sample 189

Foster homes Children 's homes

No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 25 28.1 U6 I4.6.O
At least once/twice a year 35 39.3 3b 31a.O

Less than once a year 29 32.6 20 20.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

X2 - 7.26 d.f. - 2 P - <0.05

Table 7:8b Frequency of visits by social workers to caretakers'
home in the last year with type of placement - interview
placen®nt sample 70

Foster homes Children 's homes

No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 11 39.3 18 U2.9
At least once/twice a year 11 39.3 17 li0-5
Less than once a year 6 21.h 7 16.6

Totals 28 100 U2 100

X2 = 0.55 d.f. = 2 P » <0.90 not significant

It could well be argued that in the very long term foster

homes social workers were pursuing a policy adopted by their

predecessors and promoted by early social work literature, (Balis
9b1958) , that there should be the minimum contact between fostsr

home and social worker. Such reasoning can only be speculation but

what was particularly disturbing was that in around half the
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foster homes in the study, social workers were not carrying out

their statutory duties. Surprisingly, since there was no

statutory duty to visit children's homes, they fared better and

received at least two or three visits a years in 80$ of cases.

The researcher was at a loss to account for these differences

but some explanation was given by the Assistant Director of the

City Department, who related that the six monthly review of

children's progress in children's homes took the form of a meeting

between social workers, residential workers and consultative

staff from the Departments, By contrast, no similar meeting was

95
required in relation to foster homes.

The influence of frequency of social work contact in the placement
on return from care

It can be seen from Tables 7s85 and 7:86 thatfwith the
exception of the total sample of foster homes, there was no

significant difference between social work contact to placements

in the in care and return groups. Table 7s85a shows that social

workers visited foster homes in the return group at least three

monthly in 56.2$ of cases compared with only 21.9$ of cas©3 in the

in care group. Conversely, only 12.5$ of foster homes in the return

group were visited less than once a year compared with 37$ of the in

care group. (Differences between the in care and return group were

significant at the 0.05 level)

Although, as Table 7s86a shows, there was a similar but less

pronounced trend in the interview sample^with Sh ■$% of foster homes
in the return group being visited at least three monthly and 9.1%

having no contact, compared with 29,k% (3 monthly) and 29M% (no
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contact) in the in care group , overall the differences were not-

enough to be statistically significant.

Table 7;85a and b Frequency of social work visits to caretakers
in previous year with return from care - total
placement sample 189

a) Foster homes 89 b) Children's homes 100

Returned In <sare Returned In care

No. % No. % No. % No. %

At last 3 monthly 9 56.2 16 21.9 15 111.7 31 U8.U

At least once a year 5 31.3 30 ill.l 13 36.1 21 32.8

Less than once a year 2 12.5 27 37-0 8 22.2 12 18.7

Totals 16 100 73 100 36 100 6li 100

For foster homes I2 = 8.25 d.f. = 2 P = <0.05
For children's homes X2 »,0.iili d.f. =2 P = 0.90 not significant

Table 7:86a and b Frequency of social work visits to caretakers
in previous year with return from care -
interview placement sample 70

a) Foster homes 28 b) Children's homes iiO

Returned In isare Returned In care

No. % No. % No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 6 5U.5 5 29.ii 6 31.6 13 56.5

At least once a year ii 36.ii 7 ill.2 9 ii7.ii 8 3ii.8
Less than once a year 1 9.1 5 29.ii ii 21.1 2 8.7

Totals 11 100 17 100 19 100 23 100

For children's homes X2 » 2.1i d.f. =2 P = <f0.50 not significant
For foster homes X2 - 2.95 d.f. =2 P = <0.50 not significant

As Tables 7:85b and 7:86b show , unlike the foster home

situation, children in children's homes in the in care group

tended to receive more visits from social workers than those in the



- 597 -

return group, but overall differences were not significant.

The influence of social work contact on the attitudes of care¬
takers

By failing to fulfil their statutory obligations, it could

be argued that social workers were colluding with foster parents

in encouraging them to adopt the role of substitute parent.

Although some of the study foster parents might have been pleased

that social workers did not visit, contrary to expectations, there

was no evidence to suggest that the presence or absence of soeial

workers consciously influenced the attitude of houseparents or

foster parents to social workers or to the child's natural family.

As Table 7:87 and 7:88 show, in both the total and the

interview samples, there was no significant relationship between

the frequency of social work visits and caretakers' attitude to

visits. More foster parents in the total sample who saw social

workers at least every three months thought their visits were

Table 7:87a and b Frequency of social work visits to caretakers
with caretakers• attitude to visits - total
placement sample 189

a) Foster parents 89 b) Houseparents 100
Visits Visits un- Visits Visits un¬

necessary necessary necessary necessary

Mo. % No. % No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 19 33.9 6 18.2 h7.9 1 15.0
At least once & year 22 39.3 13 39.1; 31 33.0 3 80.0
Less than once a yearl5 26.8 ill U2 .h 18 19.1 2 30.0

Totals 56 100 33 100 9h 100 6 100

2
For foster parents X - 3-39 d.f. = 2 P = <0.50 not significant

2
For houseparents X = 2.21; d.f. =2 P = <0.50 not significant
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Table 7:88a and b Frequency of social work visits to caretakers
with caretakers' attitude to visits - interview
placement sample

a) Foster parents 28 b) Houseparents ij.2
Visits Visits un- Visits Visits un¬

necessary necessary necessary necessary

No. $ No. $ No. $ No. %

At least 3 monthly 7 38.9 h UO.O 17 1*2*.7 1 23.0
At least once a year 8 iilt.U 3 30.0 13 39.3' 1 50.0
less than once a year 3 16.7 3 30.0 6 15.8 1 23.0

Totals 18 100 10 100 38 100 k 100

For foster parents X2 ■ 0.88 d.f. =» 2 P » <0.90 not -significant
2

For houseparents X = 2.33 d.f. =2 P « <0.30 not significant

necessary (33.9$ compared with 18.2$) but overall, differences

were not significant. Since 9k% of houseparents viewed social

work visits as necessary, the views of the six houseparents who

thought visits were unnecessary made little difference to the

comparisons.

As Tables 7:89 and 7:90 show, there was a similar lack of

significance between the frequency of social work visits and care¬

takers ' attitudes to contact between children and their natural

parents. Although there was some evidence to suggest the attitude

of foster parents towards natural parents became more hostile as

social work visits declined, overall the frequency of social

work visits did not promote any significant change in attitude.

There was also a lack of significance between the frequency

of social work visits and caretakers' assimilation of children

into the family (Tables 7:91 and 7:92). Almost identical
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Table 7;89a and b Frequency of social work visits to caretakers
with caretakers' attitude to contact between
natural parents and children - total placement
sample 189

a) Foster parents 89(88) b) Houseperents 100
Attitude Attitude Attitude Attitude
positive negative positive negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 16 37.2 9 20.0 38 1*5.8 8 1*7.0
At least once a year 15 3U.9 20 1*1*.1* 27 32.5 7 1*1.2
Less than once a yearl2 27.9 16 35.6 18 21.7 2 11.8

1*3 100Totals

Don't know = 1 ^ ™ ~
For foster parents X = 5.1*6 d.f.

2
For houseparents X =1.0 d.f.

1*5 loo 83 100 17 100

=2 P = <0.10 not significant
2 P = <0«50 not significant

Table 7:90a and b Frequency of social work visits to caretakers
with caretakers' attitude to contact between
natural parents and children - interview
placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28
Attitude
negative

%

Attitude
positive
No No,

b) Houseparents 1*2
Attitude
negative

%

Attitude
positive
No No,

At least 3 monthly 8 53.3 3 23.1 ll* 1*3.8 i* 1*0.0
At least once a year 5 33.3 6 1*6,2 13 1*0.6 1* 1*0.0
Less than once a year 2 13.1* 1* 30.7 5 15.6 2 20.0

Totals 15 100 13 100 32 100 10 100

For foster parents X = 0.28 d.f. =2 P

For houseparents X^ =» 0.73 d.f. = 2 P

<0.90 not significant

<0.90 not significant
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Table 7:91a and b Frequency of social work visits to caretakers
with caretakers' assimilation of children
into family - total placement sample 189

a) Foster parents 89 b) Houseparents 100
Children Not as Children Not as

as own own as own own

No. % No. % No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 22 28.2 3 27.3 22 51.2 21* 1*2.1
At least once a year 30 38.5 5 U5-5 lU 32.6 20 35.1
Less than once a year26 33-3 3 27.2 7 16.2 13 22.8

Totals 78 100 11 100 1*3 100 57 100

For foster parents X2 = 0.1*5 d.f. -2 P =» <0.90 not significant
For houseparents X2 =3.59 d.f. =2 P=<0.50 not significant

Table 7:92a and b Frequency of social work visits to caretakers
with caretakers' assimilation of children
into family - interview placement sample 70

a) Foster parents 28 b) Houseparents 1*2
Children Not as Children Not as

as own own as own own

No. % No. % No. % No. %

At least 3 monthly 9 39.1 2 1*0.0 6 1*2.9 12 1*2.9
At least once a year 9 1*9.1 2 1*0.0 6 1*2.9 11 39.3
Less then once a year 5 21.8 1 1*0.0 2 ll*.2 5 17.8

Totals 23 100 5 100 ll* 100 28 100

2
For foster parents X ■ 0.28 d.f. = 2 P = <0.90 not significant

2
For houseparents X =0. d.f. =2 P = <0.90 not significant

percentages of foster parents who viewed children as their own

saw social workers at least three monthly compared with those who

did not view the children as their own.

The minority of houseparents who thought of children as their

own were also evenly distributed between those who saw social
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workers frequently or infrequently.

The lack of significance between the frequency of social

work contact and caretakers 1 attitudes towards children and their

families may be attributed to two factors. Firstly, it may be

that caretakers' role perceptions are influenced far more by

factors inherent in the placement. The first possibility is that

any long term educative function of social workers is controlled

by the pattern of relationships established early in the place¬

ment. If foster parents are allowed to take up a role of parent

early in the placement, this may set the pattern of interaction

for many years to come. Furthermore, once natural parents have

been excluded from the placement, foster parents' potential for

change may be seriously reduced.

The second possibility is that many of the study caretakers

had what they considered to be a superficial relationship with

social workers, so that any modification of attitudes might well

have been limited. There are two implications of these findings;

that the selection procedure of foster parents may be extremely

important in establishing the type of foster parent used by the

agency and secondly, that whether the foster parents selected

are seen as providers of short term care with a view to rehabilitation

or long terra care either indefinite or which may become permanent,

it is essential that both they and social workers set up clear

expectations ana planned goals.

The social worker's recognition of a child's need for self-knowledge

The Guide to Fostering Practice (1976) believes that the social

worker 'must provide information for the child about himself and
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his past, either directly or through the foster parents. She will

perhaps be the most appropriate person to help him. consider and

talk about some of the more painful experiences from his past and

how they Btffect his present situation but it will be important
96

that she does this in consultation with the foster parents..'

A second way in Which social workers might have colluded

with caretakers was by not helping a child to tmderstand about

his past. It has already been shown that some of the study foster

parents were not aware of a child's need to have knowledge about

his origins. Tables 7:93 and 7:9U show that social workers took
f

little part in compensating for caretakers difficulties by talking

to children themselves. In just under two thirds of both foster

homes and children's homes in the total placement sample social

workers were thought not to have talked to children about their

families at any time. Table 7:9k shows, in the interview placement

sample, there was a similar lack of initiative with children in

67.9% of foster home placements and 6l.9% of children's home

placements. This acceptance of the status quo would seem to be

at odds with social theory which advocates a more directive approach.

There was however, no evidence that this type of collusion

occured exclusively between social workers and foster parents.

Children in children's homes were denied the opportunity to talk

to social workers about their families just as much as those in

foster homes.
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Table 7:93 Discussion between social worker and child(raS ) about
child(ren)»s natural family with type of placement -
total placement sample 189

Foster home Children's home

No. % No. %

Never 57 6U.0 63 63.0

Yes 22 2h.l 23 23.0

Too young 3 3.h 3 3.0

Don't know 7 7.9 11 11.0

Totals 89 100 100 100

X - 2.^1 d.f. " k P " <(0.90 not significant

Table 7:9k Discussion between social worker and child(ren) about
child(ren)'s natural family with type of placement -
interview placement sample TO

Foster home Children's home

No. % No. %

Never 19 67.9 26 61.9

Yes 7 25.0 11 26.2

Too young 1 3.6 2 1*.8
Don't know 1 3.6 3 7.1

Totals 28 100 h2 100

X^ » 1.30 d.f. ° k P = <0.90 not significant

Collusion between caretakers and social workers in relation to
encouragement of natural parents ~

Another way in which social workers could have colluded with

caretakers was to take no active part in encouraging natural parents

to see their children when such contact was against the wishes of

foster parents. Jenkins (1969) has suggested that social workers
• $

are inclined to 'go along with the foster parents wishes to prevent
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contact• between children and parents. This was tested out in

the study in three ways.

Firstly, social workers were asked to give their perceptions

of caretakers' reactions to parental visiting. Their answers were

then tested against the caretakers' attitudes in reality. It can

be seen from Tables 7:95a and b and 7:96a and b that, in the

total sample, social workers tended to over estimate the positive

attitudes of both foster parents and houseparents towards natural

parents. Tables 7:95a and b show that;in 75% of cases where
foster parents» attitudes towards mothers was positive and in 97%

of cases where houseparents1 attitudes were positive social

workers correctly assessed that caretakers would hold these

attitudes. By contrast, they underestimated the negative

attitudes of foster parents and houseparents in around h0% of cases.

Table 7:95a and b Social workers' assessment of caretakers'
attitude to contact between mothers and children
with actual attitude - total placement/social
work sample 109

a) Foster parents i;6(U2) b) Houseparents 63(52)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

12 10 38'5 32 97.0 9 U7.k

Social workers' k 25.016 6l-; i 3.0 10 g2.6
assessment negative

Totals 16 100 26 100 33 100 19 100

Don't know = U Don't know = 11
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Table 7:96a and b Social workers' assessment of caretakers'
attitude to contact between fathers and children
with actual attitude - total placement/social
work sample 109

a) Foster parents 1*6(33) b) Houseparents 63(1*9)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. ^ Ko. $ No. $ No. %

assossment^ositive 8 72.7 9 ^-9 28 *>•* 9 42"9

Sse^Sfnegative 5 27.3' M 57.1 3 10.7 12 57.1
Totals 11 100 21 100 28 100 21 loo

Don't know = 14 Don't know = 14

Table 7:96a and b show that the same discrepancies existed

in relation to fathers,with social workers estimating the correct

positive attitude of foster parents in 72.7% cases and that of

houseparents in 89.3% cases but underestimating the negative attitude

of both foster parents and houseparents in over 1*0$ of cases.

There were similar discrepancies in the interview sample as

Tables 7:97a and b and 7:98a and b show. Social workers assessed,

correctly the positive attitudes of foster parents and houseparents

towards mothers in both groups in 100$ of cases and those of foster

parents towards fathers in 85.7$ of cases and of houseparents towards

fathers in 100$ of cases. By contrast they underestimated the

negative attitude of both foster parents and houseparents towards

mothers and fathers in 50$ or more of cases.



- 606 -

Table 7:97a and b Social workers' assessment of caretakers'
attitude to contact between mothers and
children with actual attitude - interview
placement/social work sample IiO

a) Foster parents l5(lii) b) Houseparents 25(23)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Social workers'
assessment positive
Social workers'
assessment negative

100 it 57.1 13 100 5 50.0

3 1)2.9 - - 5 50.0

Totals 100 100 .13 100 10 100

Dont't know excluded Don't know excluded

Table 7;58a and b Social workers' assessment of caretakers'
™

attitude to contact between fathers and
children with actual attitude - interview

placement/social work sample ItO

a:) Foster parents 15(12) b) Houseparents 25(18)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Social workers'
assessment positive
Social workers'
assessment negative

6 85.7 h 80.0

Hi. 3 10.0

8 100 5 50.0

5 50.0

Totals 100 100 8 100 10 100

Don't know excluded » 3 Don't know excluded

The rate of agreement between caretakers and social workers on the
maintenance of contact~bi'f.ween parents~ahdi' ckil3ren

Tables 7:99a and b and 7:100a and b show that^not only were

social workers unaware of the negative attitudes of caretakers

towards natural parents, but they also did not agree with them.
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Table 7;99a and b Social workers' attitude to contact between
mothers and children with caretakers» attitude
to contact - total placement/social work
sample 109

a) Foster parents U6(lj-2) b) Houseparents 6.3(02)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Social worker
positive

11 73.3 12 33 100 19 78.9

Social worker
negative

it 26.7 19 99.6 - - it 11.1

Totals 19 100 27 100 33 100 19 100

Don't know = it Dont't know = 11

Table 7:100a and b Social workers' attitude to contact between
fathers and children with caretakers' attitude
to contact - total placement/social work
sample 109

a) Foster parents U6(32) b) Houseparents 63(h9)
Positive Negative positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No.

Social worker

positive
9 81.8 15 71.it 2b 85.7 17 80.9

Social worker
negative

2 20.2 6 28.6 it lit.3 it 19.1

Totals 11 100 21 100 28 100 21 100

Bon11 know = lit Don't know « lit

Tables 7:99a and b show that in itit.it^ of cases in the total sample

where foster parents had negative attitudes towards mothers and in

78.9# where these attitudes were held by houseparentss they were

not shared by social workers.

The same finding occurred in relation to fathers^as Tables
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7:100a and b show. In over 70$ of cases where both foster parents

and houseparents held a negative attitude towards contact between

fathers and children this was not shared by social workers.

The converse of this situation was that social workers would

have supported the positive attitude of foster parents and house-

parents in the majority of cases.

As Tables 7:101a and b and 7:102a and b show, the interview

sample reflected the findings of the total sample with considerable

agreement between the positive attitudes of caretakers and social

workers but considerable disagreement on negative attitudes.

Table 7:101a and b Social workers' attitude to contact between
mothers and children with caretakers' attitude
to contact - interview placement/social work
sample U0

a) Foster parents l5(lU) b) Houseparents 25(2ii)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Social worker positive 7 100 6 85.7 Hi 100 10 100

Social worker negative - 1 Hi.3 - -

Totals 7 100 7 100 Hi 100 10 100

Don't know = 1 Don't know = 1

The findings of the Tables 7:95 to 7s102 suggest that there

was a little collusion in thought between caretakers and social

workers. On the whole, social workers held a much more positive

attitude towards the maintenance of contact between parents and

children than both foster parents and houseparents. Furthermore,

social workers did not seem to be aware of these attitudes in a

number of cases.
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Table 7:102a and b Social workers' attitude to contact between
fathers and children with caretakers' attitude
to contact - interview placement/social work
sample I4.O

a) Foster parents 15(12) b) Houseparents 25(18)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Social worker positive 7 100 3 60.0 7 87.5 10 100

Social worker negative 2 UO.O 1 12.5 - -

Totals 7 100 5 100 8 100 10 100

Don' t know = 3 Don ' t know = 7

Support for social workers' overestimation of the positive
98

attitudes of caretakers comes from Adamson (1970) who found in

her study that social workers assumed that foster parents under¬

stood their role far better than they actually did.

The relationship between caretakers 1 attitudes to natural parents
and social work encouragement to parents to maintain contact with
their children

Although social workers did not seem aware of caretakers.'

negative attitudes, they could have colluded with them by going

along with their wishes to exclude parents. Table 7:103a and b

shows that in the total sample, there was a very significant

relationship between the social work encouragement offered to

mothers and foster parents• attitudes to the maintenance of contact

between mothers and children. In 60% of cases where social workers

encouraged mothers to visit the foster parent attitude towards such

visits was positive and in only lii.8)£ of cases was negative.

Although far fewer fathers were encouraged to maintain contact, as

Table 7:10Ua shows, there was a similar discrepancy, with a positive
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Table 7:103a and b Social workers» encouragement of contact from
mothers with caretakers' attitudes to contact
- total placement/social work sample 109

a) Foster parents 2+6(1+2) b) Houseparents 63(£2)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Social worker
encourages mother

9 60.0 1+ lit.8 13 39.1+ 9 1+7 -u

Does not 1+ 26.7 8 29.6 10 30.0 5 26.3

No contact 2 13.3 15 55.6 10 30.0 5 26.3

Totals 15 100 27 100 33 100 19 100

Don't know = 1* Don11 know = 11

For foster parents X^ = 10.61+ d .f. = 2 P » <0.01
?

For houseparents X = 1.07 d.f. -2 P = <13.90 not significant

Table 7:lQUa and b Social workers' encouragement of contact from
fathers with caretakers' attitudes to contact

*

- total placement/social work sample 109

a) Foster parents 1+6(32) b) Houseparents 63(it9)
Positive Negative Positive Negative

No. % No. % No. % No %

Social worker

encourages father
3 27.h 2 9.6 5 17.8 7 33.3

Does not 2+ 36.3 h 19.0 12 1+2.9 8 38.1

No contact 1+ 36.3 15 71-U 11 39.3 6 28.6

Totals 11 100 21 100 . 28 100 21 100

Don't know = 14 Don 't know » 11+
2

For foster parents X = 5.1+2+ d.f. =2 p « <0.10 not significant
2

For houseparents X = 2.1+5 d.f. -2 P = <0.50 not significant

attitude being held by 27*4% of foster parents where social work

encouragement was offered to fathers and a negative attitude by
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only 9.636.

As Tabler7:103b and 7:10Ub show, houseparents' attitude

towards natural parents was completely independent of the social

work encouragement offered to them. A higher percentage of house-

parents held a negative attitude towards natural parents where

social work encouragement was offered than a positive attitude.

What is of most interest in the Tables is the effect of

social work passivity on the attitude of caretakers. Social

workers had no contact with $$.6% of mothers and 71 of fathers

where the foster parent attitude was negative, but had no contact

with only 13.3$ of mothers and 36.3$ of fathers where foster parents

attitude towards parents was positive.

There was no similar relationship between the absence of

contact between social workers and parents and the attitude of

houseparents.

To some extent as Table 7s105'a and b and 7:106a and b show,

the trends of the total sample were repeated in the interview sample

but differences were not enough to be statistically significant.

More foster parents held a positive attitude towards mothers and

slightly more held a positive attitude towards fathers where

social workers offered encouragement to these parents. Conversely,

foster parent attitudes were more negative where there was no contact

between social workers and parents. As in the total sample, there

was no relationship between the attitudes of houseparents and the

encouragement offered by social workers to natural parents.

The question of passivity is an important one in view of the

fact that caretakers were more hostile to parents who did not visit
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Table 7:105a and b Social workers' encouragement of contact from
mothers with caretakers' attitude to contact
- interview placement/social work sample uO

a) Foster parents l5(ll*) b) Houseparents 25(21*)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No %

Social worker
encourages mother

6 85.7 3 1*2.9 5 35.7 7 70.0

Does not 1 1U.3 3 1*2.9 3 21.1* 2 20.0

No contact - _ 1 11*.2 6 1*2.9 1 10.0

Totals 7 100 7 100 11* 100 10 100

Don't know = 1 Don •t know = 1

2
For foster parents X ■ 3- 0 d.f. = 2 P = <0.50
For houseparents X2 - 3.51* d.f. =2 p « ^0.50
Table 7:106a and b Social workers' encouragement of contact from

fathers with caretakers' attitude to contact
- interview placement/social work sample 1*0

a) Foster parents 15(12) b) Houseparents 25(18)
Positive Negative Positive Negative
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Social worker
encourages father

3 1*2.8 2 1*0.0 2 25.0 5 50.0

Does not 2 28.6 1 20.0 5 62.5 1* 1*0.0
No contact 2 28.6 2 1*0.0 1 12.5 1 10.0

Totals 7 100 5 100 8 100 10 100

Don't know = 3 Don't knowr = 7

2
For foster parents X - 1.19 d.f. - 2 p . <0.90

2
For houseparents X - 0.21 d.f. » 2 P - <0.90
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their children, and the difficulties parents found in maintaining

contact with their children. The effects of social work passivity

on contributing to the alienation of natural parents from their

children will be considered further in the next chapter.

Summary of social work intervention in the placement

Social work theory places considerable emphasis on the relation¬

ship between social workers, caretakers and children in care. The

nature of this relationship and its intensity is considered cracial

to the success of the placement. Holman. (1975) suggests, 'few

social workers are likely to disagree that clients should be seen

99
at least once a month.Taking into consideration a child's

time span, this statement may be even more important in relation

to children in care. By contrast, the findings of this chapter

present a dismal picture of minimal social work activity, whereby

over half the children placed in foster homes were not receiving

even the minimum visits required by statute. Children in resident¬

ial care fared better, but there were still 20% who had not seen a

social worker for over a year. The absence of substantial social

work contact with children in foster homes reported in this study-

confirms the findings of George (1970),Lu°Holman (1973)/ ! and
102

Thorpe (197U), ~ and is in direct contradiction with social work

theoiy which stresses the importance of contact between a child

and social worker to preserve the child's sense of reality.
103

Furthermore, as the Colwell Report (197k) so tragically pointed

out, it is vital if there is to be meaningful communication be¬

tween child and social worker.

One reason which may have accounted for the lack of social work
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activity in relation to foster homes may have been social

workers' overestimation of foster parents' concept of their role.

As Shaw and Lebens (1976) point out 'social workers are trained to

regard fostering as a form of professional care (potentially) and

as a partnership between social worker, foster parent and natural

parents. This was shown in the study by the fact that social

workers tended to overestimate the positive attitudes of foster

parents to natural parents. Since social workers visited foster

homes so infrequently, they had little opportunity to test out

their assumptions. Even when social workers did visit foster

homes fairly regularly, their visits had little effect upon either

foster parents' attitudes towards natural parents or their concept

of their role. A similar finding was reported by Shaw and Lebens

(1976). They state 'we found no evidence that more experienced

foster parents are gradually socialized into the professional

role and gained the strong impression from foster parents themselves

that social workers are seen as pleasant and supportive but, in the
105

end, rather peripheral.'

The peripheral effect that ongoing social work contact had

on the attitudes of foster parents was connected with their wish to

pursue an 'exclusive' role whereby social workers and natural

parents were excluded from the placement. By contrast houseparents

regretted the peripheral nature of social work activity both for

the sake of the child and for the support for themselves which

increased contact would have brought.

There are three further reasons which may have contributed

to the lack of social work contact. The first is that social
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workers may themselves have been confused about the foster parent

role. The second is that visits may have proved difficult since

foster parents openly displayed a hostility towards social

workers. By contrast, houseparents were generally welcoming to

social workers which may well have reinforced a more frequent

pattern of contact with children's homes. The third reason has been

put forward by Rowe and Lambert (1973), who concluded from their

stuc^y that 'often it was obvious that social workers knew what the

children needed but did not have the resources to meet these

needs. Many also had the necessary skills but lacked the time to

use them to their best advantage'. Some of the study social

workers gave the impression to the researcher that they were under

considerable strain, with heavy caseloads. Since an

evaluation of the number of cases in a caseload was outside the

scope of this study, their views can only be counted at a

descriptive level, and any conclusions can only be mare speculation.

It is relevant to note that Rowe and "Lambert (1973) remarked on

the high caseloads and considerable pressure under which social
107

workers seemed to be working at the time of their study.

Summary and conclusions

The findings of this chapter suggest that both study Depart¬

ments put foster homes and children's homes to different uses. Al¬

though both foster homes and children's homes that were large took

children on a short stay basis and a minority of children remained

in large children's homes long term, in general foster homes

tended to be used for long stay children while small family group

homes and voluntary homes were also preserved for this purpose.
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Such a policy would be consistent with the theoretical recommend¬

ations that children should, wherever possible, not be brought up

in large institutions.

Irrespective of the type of placement, the effect of a

child's length of stay on return was particularly significant.

Nearly 90% of children who returned home in the total placement

sample (and over 90% if differences are measured on the total

family sample of 222 families), returned to their parents within

two years of their admission to care. This finding has important

implications for long term planning and suggests that children's

chances of return may be severely reduced after this time if the

pattern of social work activity found in this study is at all

representative of conditions elsewhere. The finding also

compliments the effect of time on parental contact established in

Chapter 6. It was around the two year point that parental contact

began to decline substantially. Together, the factors suggest that-

social work input early in the placement may be of crucial import¬

ance in the rehabilitation process.

Parental contact is also influenced by the attitude of care¬

takers. The findings of the chapter raise many questions about the

impact of caretakers" attitudes on patterns of parental contact and

raise doubts about the effectiveness of long term social work inter¬

vention on any modification of attitudes. Tables 7:107 and 7:108

summarise the major findings and outline the differences and

similarities between the study foster parents and houseparents.

One important similarity was that both foster parents and house-

parents held a more positive attitude to natural parents who visited
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Table 7:107 Summary of differences in attitude between foster
parents and houseparents - total placement sample
189

Foster parents Houseparents Significance
at a level

tJhiid should have contact
with parents

U8.8 83.0 0.001

Aim of voluntary care to
rehabilitate

6,1.6 87.0 0.001

Child could be replaced by others 33.7 77.0 0.001

Parent defined - biological
parent

h9.h 90.0 0.001

Wish to adopt child 69.6 7.0 0.001

Think of child as own 87.6 U3.0 0.001

Child needs self-knowledge 78.7 97.0 0.001

Child talks about own family 32.6 75.0 0.001

Social worker defined colleague 12.1* 32.0, 0.001

Attitude to social worker
postive

62.9 9k.0 0.001

Social worker visits at least
3 monthly

28.1 U6.0 o.o5

their children frequently. In other respects the attitudes of

foster parents and houseparents were very different. Foster parents

became more hostile to parental contact over time, a factor which

did not affect the attitudes of houseparents.

The differences in attitudes between the two groups of care¬

takers seemed to derive almost exclusively from their perceptions oi

their role. It is germane to refer to the two definitions of

fostering expounded by Holman (1975), namely the 'exclusive' and

'inclusive' models and. to consider these definitions in relation

to 'caretaking' in general.

The exclusive model of fostering 'may so be termed in that

it attempts to contain the foster child within the foster family
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Table 7:108 Summary of differences in attitude between foster
parents and houseparents-interview placement sample 70

Foster parents Houseparents Significance
level

% %
Child should have contact
with parents

63.6 76.2 0.10

Aim of voluntary care to
rehabilitate 70.lt 92.8 o.o5

Child could be replaced by others 50.0 75-6 0.01

Parent defined - biological
parent

53.6 90.5 o.o5

Wish to adopt child 71.1* 7.3 0.001

Think of child as own 72.1 31.8 0.001

Child needd self-knowledge 82.1 95.3 0.10

Child talks about own family 12.9 83.3 0.01

Social worker defined colleague H*. 3 lo.5 0.01

Attitude to social worker
positive

61.3 90.1 o.o5

Social worker visits at least
3 monthly

39.3 12.9 0.90

108
while excluding other connections.' Therefore, foster parents

regard children as part of their own family and wish to adopt

them. Confirmation of this type of attitude comes from several

research studies; for example, Holman's study (1973) revealed that

63$ of local authority foster parents would have liked to have

adopted their foster child, while Adamson (1973)"'' found that

over half thought of themselves as the child's natural parents - a

view shared by 62.1$ of foster parents in George's study (1970)11***.
Such an attitude is confirmed in this study in that ever oQ% of

foster parents wished to adopt their foster children, and $0$

defined the role of parent in terms of the person who had prime

responsibility over the child's day to day care. Inherent in this
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type of fostering model is the exclusion of natural parents re¬

ported by George (1970) 1±2 and Adamson (1973).11^ 3h this study

over 50$ of foster parents thought that natural parents should be

partially or completely excluded from the placement. What is of

importance is that this exclusive fostering role seemed to develop

early in the placement and was not influenced significantly by

the length of time the child had been in the placement, the

contact between child and parent or the frequency of contact

with social workers. The corollary of the exclusive model is

that of inclusive fostering which Holman (1975) says 'is based

on the readiness to draw the various components into the

fostering situation. The foster parents can offer love without

having to regard themselves as the real parents... natural parents

are regarded more positively with the greater willingness that

children should possess full knowledge about them. The social

workers are also included... with the inclusive concept, emphasis

is placed on the children's need to obtain a true sense of the re¬

present identity and the past history within a framework of

affection.Other research studies have reported a minority
115

of foster parents who hold this view. The same holds for this

study were around 20$ of foster parents believing that natural

parents should always be included in the placement,and 32.6/0 offer¬

ing children the opportunity to talk about their origins. By

contrast, the foster parents in this study held a more positive

attitude to social workers with over 60$ advocating the inclusion of

the social worker in the placement to some extent.

This type of role could also be applied to the study house-
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parents, of whom the majority (over 90%) did not see themselves

as the children's real parents, did not wish to adopt children

and ascribed the role of parent exclusively to natural parents.

The early development of role expectations suggests that

the initial contact between social workers and foster parents

may be extremely important, a factor recognised by Pugh (1968)

who says that 'in the process of investigating a foster parent
ff '
abdication the child care officer establishes a relationship

with the applicants which lays the foundations of their expect-
lig¬

ations of the department.' Holman (1975) however, believes

that if such a process is to be effective, social workers have to

make a distinction between 'professionals' and ''professionalism1.

He believes that the 'professional person is commonly regarded, as

middleclass, highly trained, possessing special skills, intelligent,

not given to emotional involvement and in receipt of reasonably
117

financial returns.' No doubt, this description would fit the
. 118

concept of 'foster care workers' advocated by George (1971)• '

Holman believes on the evidence of research in this area, that the

typical foster parent does not fit this description, but 'may

be regarded as a workingclass, untrained, not desirous of obtaining

new skills, not over-intelligent and likely to invest too much

emotion.' A definition of the 'professional workingclass foster

parents' has therefore to be developed. Holman believes 'they
>

will not be professional in the conventional sense of possessing a

monopoly of practice or being highly trained and paid. Instead their

professionalism will be revealed in the following: possessing skills

above that of a natural parent; sharing experiences and mutually
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supporting each other; accepting the natural parents and social

workers as an integral part of the fostering situation; working

closely with the social services departments, not just in the

sense of accepting visits, but also in co-operating in conjunction

with children's homes and residential staff; receiving an element
119

of financial reward.'

This definition brings considerable clarity to the confusion

about the foster parent role and may enable social workers to

maximise the talents of foster parents without wishing them to

imitate houseparents, whose training places them in the category

of traditional professionals.

The idea of co-operation as a major base for the: working

relationship between foster parents and the other participants

in the caring process has been emphasised for some time. The

achievement of this type of professional involvement places

considerable demands on social work time, demands which as Parker

(1971) has suggested, will only be met by a reallocation of
120

priorities and social work resources.

If social work involvement is of the peripheral nature in

this study, there is considerable danger of promoting confusion in

the foster parents about their role, and of colluding with them in

their wish to exclude natural parents from the placement. It was

significant that, although social workers seemed unaware of the

negative attitudes of some of the study caretakers, their passivity

towards natural parents helped to reinforce caretakers' negative

attitudes.
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Chapter 8

Social work activity with natural parents

Introduction

Irvine (1961s.)*" suggests that social work activity in relation

to clients may be seen 'as a continuum a whole scale of responses,

ranging from the interpretation (transference - or extra trans¬

ference) which we had been learning from the analysts, to the
i

largely noverbal interaction in terms of practical help, drift3,-

loans, accompaniment to the doctor or the court which is

appropriate to the problem family.'

This continuum may be divided into three major areas of

activity:

1. The social worker's use of self as a main resource

2. The linking of clients to outside resources

3. The provision of practical support.

Triseliotis (1976) ^ has suggested that the first type of

activity may be divided into four main areas. The first area of

emotional support is that'which can include sympathetic listening,

communicating warmth and concern, interest and encouragement,

honest approval and stressing confidence in clients' resources.'

The second activity is the social worker's encouragement of the

client to 'ventilate or pour out his feelings which may be distort¬

ing his perception of reality.' Thirdly, the social worker can he!

the client by problem-solving techniques through which discussion

is used in an attempt to encourage the client to examine or

analyse his problem or situation. Problem-solving nay be used in
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relation to both interpersonal and intrapersonal problems.

Fourthly, social workers may influence clients in a direct way by

making explicit suggestions.

This type of approach is 'open to controversy because it may

question a client's capacity for self-determination' but where,

through either pathological or cultural influences, a client's

capacity for understanding subtle communication is limited,

it may be very valuable.

The second type of social worker activity involves the linking

of clients to resources. This may be confined merely to information

giving about how to get access to resources^ example,how'to

obtain housing, social security benefits or child minders. For

some,the reception of verbal information may be enough but for

others the social worker may need to link the client personally

with specific services. An extention of this activity is for the

social worker to act as negotiator or infomal advocate on the

clients behalf. In others, it may mean the social worker linking

the client with people who have similar problems within the wider

context of his social environment.

The third type of activity is the use of practical support

which, to some extent, may overlap with the second category through

a linking of clients with resources which will provide this type

of support. Secondly, practical support may involve the provision

of material aid either in cash or in kind. Finally, it may involve

the provision of support from auxilliary services available within

the agency, for example transport.

Traditionally, the interaction between client and worker has
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been described as a casework relationship. Irvine 1961*) describes

this as follows: 'casework becomes a total interaction within which

action is seen to have an aspect of non-verbal communication, and

words to be one of the many forms of helpful activity. There

is just no great difficulty in compiling verbal and non-verbal aid,,

providing both these forms of communication are saying the same

thing.

The goal of this process was simply described many years ago

by Mary Richmond (1921) as 'the art of doing different things for

and with different people by co-operating with them to achieve at

one and the same time their own and society's betterment.'^ Mary

Richmond's view that goals 3hould be set according to each individual

client's need has been reiterated more recently by the Association

of psychiatric Social Workers (1961*); 'the casework relationship

is not the same for every client, but should, as far as possible

be adjusted to meet the varying need of different clients.

There have been varying attempts to define the type of social

work activity which may be most appropriate to the parents of

children in care. Kline and Overstreet (1972) suggest that the

parent of a child in care has the possibility of a dual role, of

'co-operator on behalf of the child and receiver of services.'^
Both Stevenson (1968) and Glickraan (195?) have suggested that

social workers meet parents at every level of emotional develop¬

ment, from those whose neurotic equilibrium has temporarily broken

down to those who are severely handicapped by their experiences of

emotional deprivation. Glickman (1961*) suggests therefore, that

'work with the parent whose child is in placement must be based
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on the diagnostic understanding both of the dynamics and the
8

emotional economy.' Within the range of social work activity

which may be offered to the parents of children in care, Mandell

(1973) suggests that 'therapy that stresses intrapsychic speculation

is more likely to increase guilt.' In her view, a problem-solving

approach is more appropriate. An agency which is 'focused on

the problems involving getting their children back could lead parents

into struggling around environmental and interpersonal problems

and could force the agency to deal with parents' problems soci ol-

9
ogically as well as psychologically.

Such a technique may not be appropriate for all parents.

Jenkins and Norman (1972) suggest that some 'tend to be heavily

self-involved and typically focused on their own problems rather

than on the child.In Cole's opinion (1931) these parents may

need the type of emotional support which gives them 'acceptance

not as good parents, but as they are.'"1^ Glickman (1961*) believes

that the acceptance advocated by Cole will Involve recognition of

the parents need for placement and his individual capabilities.

In the case of the very limited parents whose dependency needs

have not been met in childhood, a more direct approach may be

appropriate whereby the worker adopts 'a dual role of parent and
12

therapist.'

The reason a child is admitted to care may also affect the

type of activity chosen by client and social worker. In JParfit 's

opinion (1967) a distinction may have to be drawn between the

voluntary client -- parent interaction and the involuntary inter¬

action in cases where children have been removed through the courts.
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Tn these latter cases, a more direct approach may also be

appropriate since 'such parents need constant help in maintaining

the link with their child, for coming face to face with the child,

or if those looking after him,is a painful process which is only too

easy to avoid.

Apart from the type of emotional support discussed above,

the parents of children in care may need practical support in

order to remain in contact with their children. To this end,

Kline and Overstreet (1972) believe that the visiting arrangements

should be 'recognised as a dynamic important aspect of the treat¬

ment strategy.Stevenson (1968) believes that part of the en¬

couragement programme offered to parents should involve the provision

of transport to facilitate contact between parent and child,
19

particularly in the early stages of the placement.

A further way in which practical support can be offered, other

than transport, is through material aid. The DHSS Quids to

Fostering Practice (1976) asserts 'that no child should remain

separated from his parents solely on the grounds of material hard¬

ship."*"0 Where financial difficulties form a major contributory

reason for care, the guide suggests that the social workers should

use their power to assist parents in cash or in kind in order to

facilitate the discharge of a child from care and ensure that 'all

17
available resources are used to meet the needs of such families.»

Achieving this end may necessitate a negotiation of behalf of the

parents with other professional agencies.

Whatever form the social work activity with a particular

family may take, there seems to be general agreement that the social
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worker has a responsibility to act as co-ordinator for all the

services the child and his family needs, and to ensure that

adequate communication is maintained between the natural family,

the child, the caretakers and other professionals involved. Roberts

(1969) believes that a team approach is the most efficient way of

maximizing social work activity. Although she is talking about

foster care, her views apply equally to children in residential

care. 'The child care officer is at the centre holding the

pieces together, because she believes at the start, before the

parent, child or foster parents are able to visualize it, that the

success of fostering for all parties concerned depends upon all

parties, including the child care officer, working as a team and

not as disjointed parts which have to continue to pull in all
18

directions.'"1" It is essential that the agency's attitudes and

procedures as represented by the social worker are clearly defined

at the beginning of the placement. The importance of this is

stressed by Mapstone (1971) who is convinced that 'the social

worker's treatment of parents at the stage of reception into care

19
is the foundation of her subsequent relationship with her.'

In contrast to the theory, there is considerable research

evidence, for example, Boehm (195'8)f" Shapiro ( 1972^ and Thorpe

\197U/ to support Maas' view (1959) that 'if parental conditions

are to be modified, the process will have to be.one of self-

healing without the assistance of casework services.' ^3
What research exists on the positive effects of social activity

with the parents of children in case leads to the conclusion that

a more assertive approach on the part of social workers may be more
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appropriate than a non-directive approach. There is limited but

heartening evidence from Shapiro (1972)^ and Edinger (1970)'"''

to suggest that intensive contact between social worker and client,

either on an individual or a group basis, can facilitate the

rehabilitation process. Even where rehabilitation may not be

possible, Simmons et.al. (1973)2<^ and Thorpe and Gibbs(1975T ^
have demonstrated that social work activity can increase the contact

between parents and children in care; in cases where permanent
28

alternative care is planned, Malone (I960) and Fellner and
29

Solomon (1973) consider the involvement of natural parents to be

an important part of the relinquishment programme.

There has been little consumer research on the views of

different client groups on the effectiveness of social work activity.

From thesoant research that does exist on clients other than the

parents of children in care, it seems that activity is most

effective where clients and workers share the same expectations

(Mayer and Timms 1970)."^
Client-based studies have stressed the importance of practical

support. In her study of elderly clients, Goldberg (1970) found

that clients experienced *feelings have been forgotten and not
31cared for'when they received little practical support. The

32
clients of Mayer and Timms (1970) expressed dissatisfaction

with social work activity when emotional support was offered

exclusively to solve both material and interpersonal problems.

More recently, the work of McKay et.al. (1973) has drawn

attention to the importance of the social worker's use of se If in

his activity. They found that 'consumers who express ed negative
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attitudes towards their social workers were more likely to be

dissatisfied...help received made little difference to whether
33

the social workers were easy to talk to or good listeners.*
•5!

Their findings are supported by Sains'bury (1975 )j4 whose study of
the clients of a Family Service Unit revealed that clients found

considerable difficulty in distinguishing between social work

activity and their relationship with the social worker.
35

In relation to the parents of children in care. Me Kay (1973)

and Thorpe (197^4-) suggest thatf whilst the parents of children in

care may place as much value on practical support as other clients,

they may also need emotional support which recognises the sense of

stigma they feel from having their children received into care.

Measuring social work intar-vention

There were several problems involved in evaluating the effect

of social work activity on the rehabilitation of children from caxe«

The first of these was that in measuring intensity of social work-

help, account could only be taken of frequency of meetings between

the natural parents and social workers. It was not possible to

evaluate the actual process of client-worker interaction. Secondly,,

there was no way of telling whether two social workers • descriptions

of the same type of" help necessarily referred to identical content.

It was particularly true in relation to emotional support where

two social workers' definitions of 'casework' could xefer to

different concepts and methods. Furthermore, the retrospective

nature of the study did not enable quantitive analysis of the

different types of social work help. It might have been that one

family, for example^received practical support in the form of
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material aid on one occasion only whereas another received such

support on many occasions.

A further point to be considered is the difficulty in

evaluating the effectiveness of social work help as opposed to
37

other factors, without a proper control group. Hutten (197 4)

believes that improvement in a client situation may be attributed

to many factors of which social work activity is only one. In

relation to children in care, Parker (1971) has suggested the

reasons why children wait in indeterminate long term care are

•undoubtedly complex. They are a mixture of the child's

characteristics and problems, the supply of substitute parents,

the attitudes of social workers and the policies and traditions

of the agencies which employ them.' The return of children

from care may also be influenced by several other factors includ¬

ing family cohesion, the severity of the problem and the parentsf

own capacities for parenting. Nevertheless, because of the theo¬

retical importance attached to social work activity with natural

parents, it is reasonable to assume that such intervention may well

be influential in its own right for facilitating the return of

children from care.

Social work intervention was measured in three ways. Firstly,

the intensity of social work activity was assessed in relation to

return. Factors which might affect this intensity such as the

length of time the child had been in care, differences in agency

policy and the reason for admission to care, were also considered.

Secondly, an attempt was made to evaluate the type of social work

activity which might have been most effective in bringing about re-
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habilltation. The views of social workers and natural parents

were sought and compared. Thirdly, it has already been shown that

contact between natural parents and children was a significant

factor indicating for return, and that social work activity in the

form of verbal encouragement or the provision of transport helped

sustain contact between parents and children. Because of the

emphasis placed on this particular blend of emotional and practical

support, social workers® perception of encouragement as a contrib¬

utory factor to rehabilitation was considered in its own right.

In looking at these factors, as in previous chapters, a

distinction has been brought between the total sample and the

interview sample. In the first part of the chapter, when

discussion relates to social workers'perceptions, data is family-

based, relating to the views of twenty-seven social workers on one

hundred and thirty-five families in the total sample, and

eighteen social workers on forty-nine out of the fifty-four families

where one or both parents were interviewed. Because of the low

response rate from social workers, the total sample was considerably

reduced. Although this may have introduced some bias, it is still

a large enough group in its own right to make inferences about

the type of social work activity given to natural parents.

In the second half of the chapter, where natural parents'

perceptions of social work activity are considered, the sample is

confined to the parents who were interviewed. Allowing for the

addition of variables where children were admitted or discharged

from care at different times, this sample represents the views of

sixty parents on sixty-eight different placements. When the views
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of natural parents and social workers are compared, the sample

is further reduced to the comparisons of thirty-three mothers and

eighteen fathers.

Social workers were asked to account for the intensity of

cnrhtact between themselves and natural parents during the previous

year. From their replies, a global distinction was drawn between

cases where there had been no contact with both parents in the

previous year and cases where there had been some contact with

one or both parents. A second, more refined definition cf contact

was then made to include cases where one or both parents had seen

social workers consistently, at least once a month,during the
• 1

preceding year*. This was defined as frequent contact. All other
• t

social work contact was defined as infrequent.

Intensity of contact - total sample

It can be seen from Table 8 :1a that there was an extremely

significant difference between the number of families in the in

care group who had no contact with social workers compared with

the return group (X^ m 20.06 d.f. =3 P = <0.001), In 67.7%

of cases in the return group there was some contact with both

parents compared with 26,9# of cases in the in care group. By

contrast, in only 12.9# of cases in the return groups was there no

contact with either parent compared with h2.3# of cases in the in

care group.

Where frequent contact was measured on a return/non return

dichotomy against all other or no contact, it can be seen that

there was an equally significant difference between the in care

2
and return groups. (X « 23.29 d.f. = 3 P » <0.01) Table 8;lb
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Table 8:1a Intensity of social work contact in previous year with
return from care - total social work sample 135'

Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %

No contact with both parents k 12.9 hk U5.3
Some contact with mother only 6 19.1* 21 10.6

Some contact with father only - 11 20.2

Some contact with both parents 21 67.7 28 • 26.9

Totals 31 100 10U 100

X2 - 20.06 d.f. - 3 P = <0.001

Table 8;lb Frequent contact between social workers and parents
in previous year with return from care - total
social work sample 135

Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %

Frequent contact with both o ?c:
parents

Frequent contact with mother only 8 25.
Frequent contact with father only 1 3.
No/other contact with both parents lit. ii5.2 8? 83.7

Totals 31 100 10U 100

X~ - 23.29 d.f. =3 p - <0.001

shows that contact with, both parents or mother was more significant

than contact with the father. Overall, at least one parent from

5U.8* of families in the return group had frequent contact with

their social worker compared with only 16.3$ of families in the

in care group.

The intensity of social work contact - interview sample

As Table 8:2a shows, the interview sample reflected only some

8] h 3.8j
8/5U.8 9 8.7\16.3

2) U 3.8/
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Table 8;2a Intensity of social work contact in previous year
with return from care - interview social work sample
h?

Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %

No contact with both parents - -

Some contact with mother only I4. 18.2 7 25.9
Some contact with father only - - 3 11.1
Some contact with both parents 18 81.8 17 63.0

Totals 22 100 27 100

X2 = 3.hi d.f. ~ Z P = <0.50 not significant

Table 8;2b Frequent contact between social workers and parents
in previous year with return from care - inter-view
social work sample h,9

Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %

Frequsant contact with both parents 9~) 3
Frequent contact with mother only 7 S 72.7 8 51.9
Frequent contact with father only -J 3 J
No/other contact with both parents 6 27.3 13 1*8.1

Totals 22 100 27 100

X2 = 1-19 d.f. =3 p 3 <0.05 (both/mother/father/both)

of the trends of the total sample. The most notable difference

was that in no family in the interview sample had contact between

social worker and parent lapsed. There was far more contact with

both parents in the interview sample which reflects the lower

proportion of one-parent families in this sample.

As in the total sample, frequent contact between social worker
2and one or both parents indicated significantly for return. (X r- 7.79
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d.f. =3 P " <0.05) In the return group, there was frequent

contact with one or both parents in 72.7% of cases compared with

similar contact in only 51.9% of cases in the in care group.

In no case in the return group was there frequent contact only

with fathers, a reflection of the large number of cases in the

interview sample where children returned to both parents or their

mothers. The three cases in the in care group where fathers only-

had frequent social work contact were confined;in two cases to

families where mothers were in desertion and in the thirdto

where a father was widowed.

39 /
These findings reflect those of Shapiro (1972) and Edinger V 19'

who both found that intense family-centred social work was

significantly related to a child's exit from agency care.

length of time in care

It has already been shown that the length a child remained

in care influenced the contact he had with his natural parents and

the attitude of caretakers towards parents It was therefore decid¬

ed to investigate whether the time factor also affected the intensity

of social work contact with natural parents.

Originally, the intention had been to establish from social

work files the point at which contact had lapsed. Because of the

primitive nature of some of the files this was not possible.

Statistics were therefore confined to current social workers' views

on contact with parents during the year prior to the study. While

this did not identify the point at which contact had been lost, it

did indicate points at which social work contact was most likely

to decline.



Table8;3aIntensityofsocialworkcontactwithlengthofstayineare-totalsocialworksample135 Returnedin
Returnedall
In

car®under
In

care2-5
In

careover

1

year

others

2

years

years

5years

No.

%

No

•fo

No.

%

No.

%

No

%

Nocontactwithbothparents
1

4.8

4

40.0

-

-

6

15.3

37

68.5

Somecontactwithoneorboth parents

20

95.2

6

60.0

5

100

39

86.7

17

31.5

Totals

21

100

10

100

5

100

45

100

5b

100

X^(nocontactboth/somemother/father/both)■58.99d.f.=P■<0.001 Table8;3bFrequentsocialworkcontactwithlengthofstayincare-totalsocialworksample135 Returnedin
Returnedall
In(
3areunder
In

care2-5
Incareover

1

year

others

2

years

years

5years

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No,

%

No.

%

Frequentcontactwithoneor bothparents

13

61.9

,5

50.0

1

20.0

Hi

5-1.0

1

1.9

No/othercontactwithboth parents

8

38.1

5

50.0

b

80.0

31

53

98.1

Totals

21

100

10

100

5

100

100

51i

100

X"(no/othercontactbothparents/frequentinother/father/both)
=1*2„77d.
•f*

i4.6

p=

<0.001
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length of time in care - total sample

As Tables 8:3a and b show, in the total sample there was an

identifiable decline in contact in relation to the length of time

children had been in care. On a some contact/no contact dichotomy

X2 - $B .99 d.f« = P - <0.001. There was an equal significance

level for comparisons of frequent contact with one or both parents

against all other contact. In this case X2 - U2.77 d.f. - .

P - <0-001.

It can be seen from the Tables that, in 95.2% of cases where

children returned home within one year, social workers had some

contact with one or both parents and in 6l.9% of cases this contact

was frequent. In six out of the remaining ten cases

where children returned home, rehabilitation had been effected with¬

in two years. Jji all these si:# cases ("60.®G^o.f this sample) there

had been some contact with one or both parents and in five

cases, this contact had been frequent. Ih the remaining four

cases, there had been no contact with both parents before children

returned home. Parents had appeared after long absences and re¬

claimed children within a short period.

In the in care group, where children had been in care for

under two years, some contact had been retained with all families

but in only one case was this frequent. This contrasted with the

substantial proportion of families in both categories in the return

group who had been in frequent contact with social workers.

After two years in care, contact began to decline. Where

children had been in care between two and five years, social workers

had lost contact with both parents in 13®3$ of cases and had frequent
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contact with one or both parents in only 31$ of cases. After

five years in care, the decline sharpened, with 68.5# of families

having no social work contact and only one mother (1.9#) having

frequent contact with social workers.

Length of stay in care - interview sample

The interview sample did not reflect the same pattern of

significance but did suggest a greater decline in social work

contact for families of children in the in care group.

In 80# of families where children returned within one

year there was frequent contact between at least one parent

and the social worker compared with 20# of cases where children

had been in care for over five years. As in the total sample,

overall, there was more contact with families who returned than

with those who had been in care for a comparable period.

These figures suggest two trends: firstly, that there was

more social work contact with all families in the return group.

The majority of children in this group returned within two years.

By comparison, the families whose children had been in care for

lass than two years at the time of the study already had less

contact with social workers than those who had returned home. After

two years in care there was a noticeable decline in contact, so that,

by the time children had been in care for five or more years,

virtually all frequent contact with parents had ceased and over two

thirds of families in the total sample had no contact with social

workers at all.

Support for the two year point being of importance in measuring

decline in contact comes from Thorpe (197U)^, who found that I4I4..7#



Table8;i;aintensityofsocialworkcontactwithlengthofstayincare-interviewsocialworksamplek9 Returnedin
Returnedall
Incareunder
In

care2-5
Incareover

1year

others

2years

years

5years

No.

%

No.

%

No.%

No.

%

No.%

Somecontactwithoneorboth parents

15"

100

7

100

2100

20

100

5 •100

Table8;UbSequentsocialworkcontactwithlengthofstayincare-interview
socialworksamplei&9

Returnedin
Returnedall
Incareunder
In

care2-5
Incareover

1

year

others

2years

years

5years

No.

%

No.

%

No.%

No.

%

No.%

Frequentcontactwithoneor bothparents

12

80.0

5

65.0

150.0

11

55.0

120.0

Othercontactwithboth parents

3

20.0

2

35.0

150.0

9

45.0

h80.0

Totals

15

100

7

100

2100

20

100

5100

J?-lU.5l<i.f.«=12P=<0.^0notsignificant
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of parents in her study whose children had been in care for over

two years had no present social work contact.

Agency policy and change of social workers

The above findings in relation to length of stay in care

suggest that social workers may try to effect rehabilitation early

in the placement but, if their attempts fail, they may cease their
| p

activity. Jenkins (1969) has suggested that one reason that may

account for decline in social work activity with the parents of
J ^

children in care is a change of social worker. Thorpe (197U)

and George (1970) provide contradictory evidence which

suggests that a change of worker may bring renewed social work

activity.

At the time of the study, the Scottish local authorities had

just undergone major reorganisation. This may have accounted for

some of the changes of social worker, although the evidence from

Packman (1968 )^ and from Boss' review of the child care service

(1971)^, suggests that the turnover of staff and its resulting

affect on clients has existed for some time. Comparable evidence
) '7

from the United States of America comes from Shapiro (1972) , who

found that the lack of agency resources contributed to a poor

service for clients.

In this study, fifty-four out of the one hundred and thirty-

five families reported on by social workerd (I|.0$) had experienced

at least one change of social worker. Similar changes were

described by Rowe and Lambert (1973)^, who found that 6k% of

children in their study in Scottish agencies had experienced at

least one change of social worker. Although their findings are
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not directly comparable to those of this study since their data

is child-based, both studies present a picture of a fairly high

turnover of staff.

Change in social worker - total sample

From Table 8:5a it can be seen that in the total sample a change

of social worker significantly affected the contact with natural

parents. On a some contact/no contact dichotomy, X2 = lk-53 d.f. =

I P = <0.01. In 71.6% of cases where social workers had some

contact with one or both parents there had been no change of

social worker within the past two years compared to 53*7$ of cases

where there had been a change in social worker.

Frequent social work contact was not affected to the same

extent by the retention of the same social worker. Differences
0

were significant at the 0.05 level. In Jh.6% of cases

where there had been no change of social worker, frequent contact

had been retained with families compared with 11.1# of eases where

a new social worker had taken over the case within the last two

years.

Table 8:5a Intensity of social work contact with change of social
worker in previous two years - total social work
sample 135

No change 1 or more social
workers

No. % No. %

No contact with both parents 23 28 25 1*6.3
Some contact with one or both
parents

58 71.6 29 53.7

Totals 81 100 52; 100

X2 = 1U.53 d.f. =1 P = <0.01
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Table 8;5>b Frequent social work contact with change of social
workers in previous two years - total social work
sample 13$

No change 1 or more social
workers

No. % No. $

Frequent contact with one or
both parents

No/other contact with both
parents

28 3U.6 6 11.1

53 6$.h 1*8 68.9

Totals 81 100 $h 100

X2 -11.8 d.f. = I P - <0. 05

Change in social worker - interview sample

As Tables 8;6a and b show, the findings from the interview

sample were inconclusive. In 68.6$ of cases where there had been

no change of social worker families had frequent contact with

social worker compared with 1*2.9$ of cases where there had been

a change. Differences were not significant (P =<0.50).

In four out of the six cases where there had been a change

in social worker but contact had been frequent during the preceding

year, there had been no contact between previous social workers and

families for some time. The current social workers had traced

families and .restarted contact. Similar intervention initiated by

a change of social worker had occurred in twelve families in the

total sample but had only resulted in frequent contact in four

cases o

These findings would seem to support the views of both Jenkins

(1969)^ and George (1970 )^°. On the whole, it seemed that the

enthusiasm for working with families waned when cases wei-e passed
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Table 8;6a Intensity of social work contact with change of
social worker in the previous two years - interview
social work sample 1|9

No change 1 or more social
workers

No. % No. %

Some contact with one or

both parents
35 100 li; 100

Table 8;6b Frequent social work contact with change of social
worker in the previous two years - interview
social work sample U9

No change

No, %

1 or more social
workers

No. %

Frequent contact with one or ,a ,
, ,, , dli oo.oboth parents

No/other contact with both
parents

11 31.U

6 U2.9

8 $7.1

Totals .3$ 100 uu 100

X2 = $.26 d.f. =6 p = <0.50 C AC feof-k)

from one social worker to another. In a minority of cases,

however, a change of social worker had brought renewed social work

activity. There were twelve families where social work contact

withnparents had been renewed after it had lapsed for some con¬

siderable period of time. Each case had been reallocated to a

new social worker within the previous two years.

Agency policy

Social workers are responsible to the agency for which they

work and it was thought that the two Social Work Departments might
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have adopted "different policies towards contact with natural

parents. As Tables 8:7a and b show, in the total sample, there

was no significant difference between the two agencies. The

City Department had slightly more families where there was

frequent contact with one or both parents and slightly less (31$

compared with ii3.7$) where there was no contact with both

families. Differences, however, were not enough to be

statistically significant. In the interview sample, (Tables

8;8a and b) the pattern for the two Departments was similar, with

the City Department having more families where there was frequent

contact with one or both parents (65.8$ compared with U5.5$ in

the County Department).

Table 8:7a "Intensity of social work contact with agency policy
- total social work sample 135

City Department
No. %

County Department
No. %

No contact with both parents
Some contact with one or both
parents

27

6o

31.0

69.0

21

27

1*3.7

56.3

Totals 87 100 US 100

X2 = 5.87 d.f. =3 P = <0.50 C A0 Ovbwf boH ( W ^oKtr| feolA)
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Table 8;7b Frequent social work contact with agency policy - total
social work sample 135

City Department County Department
No. % No. %

Frequent contact with one or
both parents

No/other contact with both
parents

Totals 87 100 1*8 100

= 3.73 d.f. =3 P = <0.50 not significant

Table 8:8a Intensity of social work contact with agency policy
-interview social work sample 1*9

City Department County Department
No. % No. %

Some contact with one or both
parents

11 100

Table 8:8b Frequent social work contact with agency policy -

interview social work sample 1*9

City Department County Department
No. % No. %

Frequent contact with one or ^ ^ g
both parents

5 1*5-5

No/other contact with both 31 2
parents

6 51*.5

Totals 38 100 11 100

= 1.98 d.f. =3 P = <0.90 not significant

26 29.9

61 70.1

8 16.7

1*0 83.3
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Reason for care

A further factor which influenced the social work contact with

natural parents was the reason for the children's admission to

care. As Tables 8:9a and b and 8:10a and b show, there was a

significant relationship between reason for care and intensity

of contact in both the total and interview samples. In the total

sample, (Table 8:9b) there was a significant relationship between

reason for care and frequent contact and a very significant

relationship between families where there was no social work

contact and reason for care (Table 8:9a). The cases which

seemed to be most neglected by social workers were those where

children had been received into care because of the desertion of

both parents, (no contact with both parents in 80# of cases and

frequent contact with one parent in only one case; where children

were illegitimate (no contact in 58.8# of cases and no freqiient

contact with either parent); illness (no contact with both parents

in hi-h% of cases and frequent contact in only 10.5# of cases) and

other family problems (no contact with both parents in 55.6#

of cases). By contrast, there was social work contact in the case

of every family where a child had been received into care because

of neglect and frequent contact with one or both parents in hi-2%

of cases. Families s*ho had been made homeless also fared well

with only 7.7# having no social work contact at all and I4.6.2# having

regular contact with one or both parents.

The patterns were reflected in the interview sample; families

who had been evicted or whose children had been at risk received

the most regular social work attention. Cases where illness or



Table3;9aIntensityofsocialworkcontactwithreasonforcare-totalsocialworksample135 Homeless

Broken family mother +child

Broken family father +child

Both parents absent

Childill¬ egitimate

Illness

Unsatis¬ factory home conditions
Other family problems

No.

/Q

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.

%

No.

%

No.%

Nocontactwith bothparents

2

7.7

325.0

1137.9

880.0

1058.8

9

U7.U

-

-

555.6

Somecontactwith one/bothparents
2h

92.3

975.0

1862.1

220.0

7la.2

10

52.6

13

100

UWj.k

Totals

26

100

12100

29100

10100

17100

19

100

13

100

9100

X2 -1|9.71d.f.=21P=<0.001{



Table8:9bFrequentsocialworkcontactwithreturnfromcare-totalsocialworksample135 Homeless

Broken family mother +child

Broken family father +child

Both parents absent

Childill¬ egitimate

Illness

Unsatis¬ factory home conditions
Other family problems

No.

%

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.

%

No.%

Frequentcontact withone/both parents

12

1*6.2

U33.3

517.2

110.0

-

210.5

6

hi.2

hUi.li

No/othercontact withbothparents
Hi

53.8

866.7

21*82.8

990.0

17100

1789.5

7

53.8

555.6

Totals

26

100

12100

29100

10100

17100

19100

13

100

9100

X2 =38.29d.f.=21P=<0.05S-*k.£*vVU-1boH^



Table8;iOaIntensityofsocialworkcontactwithreasonforcare-interviewsocialworksample1*9 Homeless

Broken family mother +child

Broken family father +child

Both parents absent

Childill¬ egitimate

Illness

Unsatis¬ factory home conditions
Other family problems

No.

%

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.%

Somecontactwith one/bothparents
1?

100

7100

8100

2100

-

-

h

100

8

10c

3100

Totals

17

100

7100

8100

2100

-

-

h

100

8

100

3100

Table8:10bFrequentcontactwithreasonforcare-
interviewsocialworksample1*9

Homeless

Broken family mother +child

Broken family father +child

Both parents absent

Childill¬ egitimate

Illness

Unsatis¬ factory home conditions
Other family problems

No.

%

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.

%

No.

%

No.

%

No.%

Frequentcontact withone/both parents

11

61*.7

1*57.1

1*50.0

150.0

-

1

25.0

6

75.0

3100

No/othercontact withbothparents
6

35.3

31*2.9

1*50.0

150.0

-

-

3

75.0

2

25.0

Totals

17

100

7100

8100

2100

-

-

h

100

8

100

3100

X2 =3^.61d.f.«18P=<0.01



- 650 -

desertion had been the main reason for care were under-represented

in the sample who had frequent contact, but unlike the total sample

were over-represented in the group where there was some contact.

This difference could be accounted for by the fact that all the

study families were in touch with social workers.

The probability of rehabilitation

There was evidence from both the total sample and the

interview sample to suggest that the intensity of social work

contact with families was influenced by the social workers' own

assessment of the probability of rehabilitation. It can be seen

from Table 8:11 that, in the total sample, there was a very

significant relationship between social workers' assessment of

potential for rehabilitation and contact with natural families.

(X^ =25.72 d.f. = 9 P = <03.01). Jx1 7h.5% of cases, where the

social work assessment was short term rehabilitation and in 8S.b%

where it was for long term rehabilitation there was some contact with

natural families. This compared with 50.9% of cases where social

workers thought children were likely to remain in indeterminate

long term care and 20$ of cases where they thought children were

likely to remain in care permanently.

Differences in relation to frequent contact were similar and

were significant at the 0.05 level. In U3-1^ of cases where social

workers planned short term rehabilitation and in 26.3$ of cases

frhere they planned long term rehabilitation they had frequent

contact with one or both parents. By contrast, there was frequent

contact with only 10.5$ of the families whose children were assessed

likely to remain in indeterminate care, and no frequent contact in
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Table 8:11a Intensity of social work contact with social
———

workers' plans for children - total social work
sample 135

No plan- Short term Long term
indeter- rehabilit- rehabilit-
minate ation ation

No, % No. % No.

Permanent
alternative

% No.

No contact with
both parents

Some contact with
one/both parents

28 1*9.1 13 25.5 3 1366 It 80.0

29 50.9 38 71*.5 19 86.1* 20.0

Totals 57 100 51 100 22 100 5 100

x2 - 25.72 d.f. =9 P - <0.01 Oo

Table 8;lib Frequent social work contact with social workers'
plans for children - total social work sample 135

No plan- Short term Long term
indeter- rehabilit- rehabilit-
minate ation ation

No.

Permanent
alternative

% No. No. % No.

Frequent contact
with one/both
parents

Other/no contact

6 10.5 22 1*3.1 6 26.3

51 89.5 29 56.9 16 72.7 100

Totals 57 100 51 100 22 100 100

X2 - 19.06 d.f. - 9 P - <0.05 O" ^1 Scwc ~ulU- ].jUlV

cases where the plan was for permanent care.

In the interview sample there was a similar relationship

between intensity of social work contact and the social workers'

assessment of probability of rehabilitation. (X2 = 1*0.22 d.f. = 2.

P= <0.001) In 71.1*# of cases where social workers anticipated

short term rehabilitation and in 66.7% of cases where they
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Table 8;I2a Intensity of social work contact with social
workers' plans for children - interview social work
sample k9

No plair Short term Long term
indeter- rehabilit- rehabilit-
minate ation ation

No. % No. % No. %

Some contact with one/both 12 iqo 28 100 9 100
parents

Totals 12 100 28 100 9 100

Table 8:12b Frequent social work contact with social workers'
plans for children - interview social work sample i*9

No plan- Short term Long term
indeter- rehabilit- rehab ilit-
minate ation ation

No. % No, % No.

Frequent contact with one/
both parents

Other/no contact with
one/both parents

h 33,3

8 66.7

20 71.1+

8 28.6

6 66.7

3 33.3

Totals 12 100 28 100 9 100

X = 1*0.22 d.f. =1- p = <t).X)l

anticipated long term rehabilitation they have frequent contact

with one or both parents. This compared with only 33.3% of

cases where they thought children were likely to remain in

indeterminate care.

These findings would suggest that the enthusiasm which social

workers may have for working with natural parents may decline

when the prospect of rehabilitation becomes more remote. Such a
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finding is disquieting since it does not acknowledge that the

parents who are most likely to withdraw from contact with both

their children and social workers may be those who need most

help in coming to terms with their experiences of reception into

care.

Lack of planning for the families who have children in long

term care is not confined to this study, Boehm (1958studying

thirty foster children, found that only two natural families

'received casework that fully met the criteria of adequacy and

that programmes for working with natural parents had only been

formulated in half the cases.' Although he does not define the

criteria of adequacy and the study relates to foster children,

the findings suggest a substantial absence of planning for

children in long term care.

The fact that social workers had no constructive plans for

families in 57 cases (h-2%) in the total social work sample and

in 12 cases (26.5$) in the interview sample in this study would

seem to indicate little awareness of the effect on a child's

52
development of being in what Malone (I960) has termed an 'in

between world', where there is no prospect of return home or plans

for definite alternatives. The dangers resulting from the lack
53

of what Barnes (1967)"' calles a 'parental force' have been described

by others including Weinstein (1960)^, Krugman (196Li)^ and
56

Hagan (1969) . Since the services for children in care have

been built upon a commitment to promote rehabilitation wherever

possible, it is not surprising that social workers have tried to

adhere to this philosophy, but their ideals may have been mis-
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57
guided. Boehra (1958) argues that sometimes social workers try

!to cling to unwarrented hopes of reuniting a child to his family.'

Far from promoting parental rights, Keith-Lucas (1961) would

argue that 'a situation where foster children have tenuous and un¬

satisfactory relationships with natural parents has to be the
58

result of not taking parental rights seriously enough.' Rowe

and Lambert (1973) support this view, asserting that some parents

have been so deprived that it is 'an almost arrogant assumption

to suppose that a little casework support can cure this sort of

deprivation or make up for basic inadequacies to fulfill the
59

parental role.' In these cases they believe it may be

necessary for a social worker 'to acknowledge openly the permanence

of the plan and try to build into the situation as much security

and commitment as possible.'^0 Although this may be a difficult

task for the social worker, in the opinion of Fellner and Solomon

(1973) it is far better for the social worker to face this state

of affairs than 'to sacrifice the childAbove all, Bryce and

Elhert (1971) are convinced that 'the aim is to provide the

promise of permanency in relationships and some continuity of en-
62

vironment.' To this end, it is useful to return to Parker's

(1971) emphasis on the importance of decision making.

The interests of the child in long term care are
likely to be best served by a firm commitment
on the part of those in a position of responsibility
to some course of deliberate action. It may mean
going all out to get the child back to his family,
obtaining the best treatment for his disabilities,
searching out a long stay foster home or deciding
that adoption is the best course.'63

The findings of this study would partly support Parker's

assertionj where rehabilitation was considered possible social
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workers did actively try to help parents effect reunion with their

children. In the-majority of other cases, they adopted no active

policy at all. The Association of British Adoption and Fostering

Agencies (1976) would treat such indefinite postponement of

decision-making as 'an abrogation of professional responsibility.'^
Ultimately, one can only agree with Rowe and Lambert (1973) that

'failure to make adequate plans for the children and to carry

them out properly is likely to result in years of unhappiness for

the individual and trouble and expense for the community.1

The influence of intensity of social work contact may be

summarised as follows: The intensity of social work activity

significantly influenced the return of children from care but

there was a high percentage of cases (35-5% of families) where

there was no social work contact with either parent. The intensity

of activity declined with the passage of time and was influenced

by the reason for care. Where children had been received into

care because of homelessness or neglect, social work activity

was most intense. Where children had been deserted or had been

received into care because they were illegitimate or because their

parents were illf social work activity was much less. Changes in
social worker and differences in agency policy had some effect

upon the social work contact but the social workers' plans for

families affected substantially their contact with natural

parents. Where rehabilitation wa3 considered possible social

workers adopted an active policy towards helping parents effect a

speedy reunion with their children. In over i|.0£ of cases, social

workers had not formulated any definite plans for children, a



- 656 -

finding which presents considerable discrepancy between the

theoiy and the practice of the Study Departments in relation

to the needs of children in long term care.

The type of social work activity offered to natural parents

The second way of looking at social work activity with

natural parents was to examine help which had been offered, ir¬

respective of intensity of contact. Firstly, social workers were

asked to give a global assessment of whether or not they had felt

their intervention was helpful to natural parents. It can be seen

from Tables 8:13 and 8 sill- that, in both the total sample and the

interview sample, social workers felt that intervention was far

more effective with mothers than it was with fathers. In the

total sample, sixty-eight mothers ($1.1%) had been helped, compared

with only forty-three fathers (32.1$). Differences were even more

marked in the interview sample where social workers felt they had

helped 83.3$ of mothers but only 56.3$ of fathers.

Looking at social workers» global assessment of activity on

a return/non return dichotomy, in the total sample it can be seen

that there was a very significant difference between the return

and in care groups for both mothers and fathers. For mothers X2 =

16.37 d.f. = 1 P = <0.001. Social workers felt their activity

had been effective for 83.9$ of the return group of mothers but

for only 1*1.2$ of the in care group.

2
There were similar differences for fathers, X =9.92 d.f. =

1 P = <0.01. Social workers assessed their activity had been

effective for 51*.8$ of the return group of fathers compared with

only 25.2$ of the in care group.
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Table 8:13 Social workers' global assessment of effectiveness
of activity with return from care

a) Mothers total social work sample 135(133)
Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %

Activity effective 26 83.9 1*2 1*1.2

Not effective 5 16.1 60 58.8

Totals 31 100 102 100

Parent dead = 2

X2 = 16.37 d.f. = 1 P = <0.001

b) Fathers total social work sample 135(131*)
Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %

Activity effective 17 Sh. 8 26 25.2

Not effective 1h 1*5.2 77 71*. 8

Totals 31 100 103 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 = 9.92 d.f. = 1 P - <0.01

In the interview sample, although social workers again felt

they had helped mothers more effectively than fathers, there was

no significant difference between the activity in the in care

and return groups.

Tab-les 8:15 and 8:16 show that, in the total and interview

samples effective activity was by no means synonymous with contact

with natural parents. Confining the sample to cases where there

was current contact between social workers and parents, it can be
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Table 8:1U Social workers' global assessment of effectiveness
of activity with return from care

&) Mothers interview social work sample U9(U8)
Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %

Activity effective 20 90.9 20 76.9
Not effective 2 19.1 6 23.1

Totals 22 100 26 100

Parent dead - 1

X2 = 1.31 d.f. = 1 P = <0.50 not significant

b) Fathers interview social work sample U9(lj.8)
Children returned Children in care

No. % No. $

Actively effective 13 59.1 lh 53.9
Not effective 9 ho.9 12 1*6.1

Totals 22 100 26 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 - 0.97 d.f. =1 P - <0.50

seen from Table 8:15 that, although social workers had contact with

seventy-three mothers and fifty-three fathers, they felt they

had only been able to help 93.2$ of these mothers and 81.1$ of

fathers. There were similar differences in the interview sample

where social workers had contact with forty-six mothers and thirty-

eight fathers but had only been able to offer effective help to

86.9$ of mothers and 71$ of fathers.
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Table 8:15 Relationship between social work contact with parents
and effectiveness of contact - total social work
sample 135 families

Mothers Fathers

No. % No. %

Social
assess

workers have
effective

contact - 68 93.2 U3 81.1

Social
assess

workers have
ineffective

contact - 5 6.8 10 10.9

Totals 73 100 53 100

Mathers no contact = 62
Fathers no contact = 82

Table 8;16 Relationship between social work contact with parents
and effectiveness of contact - interview social work
sample Ij.9 families

Social workers have contact -
assess effective

Social workers have contact -
assess ineffective

Mothers Fathers

No. % No. %

UO 86.9 2? 71.0

6 13.1 11 29.0

Totals U6 100 38 100

Mothers no contact = 3
Fathers no contact = 11

Type of social work activity

While studies have criticised the inadequacy of social work
66

services to the parents of children in care, there has been little

attempt to evaluate the type of activity which might be most

effective in bringing about the rehabilitation of families. Some

attempt was made in this study, to evaluate activity from social
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workers' spontaneous responses to a question asking them to

define in what way they had been able to help the study families.

Recognising that self-selection may lend itself to omission, it

was felt that this would be compensated for by allowing social

workers the opportunity of stressing their own priorities.

The replies of social workers suggested the type of divisions

of activity described at the beginning of the chapter. These weres

1• The social worker's use of self

(a) General encouragement, empathy and facilitation

of expression of feelings termed 'general support'

(b) Specific encouragement in relation to the

maintainance of contact between parents and children

(c) Problem-solving and insight giving activity in

relation to interpersonal problems termed 'casework'

2. Practical support

(a)Material aid in the form of cash or goods

(b) Transport to facilitate the maintainance of

contact between parents and children

3. Linking of client with other agencies

(a) Referral to other agencies

(b) Negotiation on behalf of the client.

Within the definitions of emotional support and of practical

support were two activities which related specifically to the

maintenance of contact between parents and children in care. These

were verbal encouragement and the provision of transport. Because

of the theoretical importance placed on the maintenance of contact

between parents and children, it was decided that where one or both
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of these two activities were cited specifically by social workers, as

part of their programme of activity, they should be combined into a
fourth sub-category termed encouragement for the purpose of the

maintenance of contact between parents and children.

Tables 8:17 and 8:18 show the distribution of the different

types of social work activity for both the total and the interview

samples. Parents who had no contact with social workers at the

time of the study were excluded from the samples (since the aim

was to assess the part played by ongoing activity). Tables 8:19

to 8:22 show the effect of the different activities on return

from care in both samples.

The social worker's use of self - 'general support' or 'casework'

The subdivision of these two uses of self by social workers

were distinguished by their content. General support implied

a befriending attitude from the social worker where help offered

included that which would be offered in friendship, for example

sympathy, empathy and encouragement. By contrast, the problem-

solving activity defined by social workers as 'casework', involved

the client and worker in a more controlled interaction, where as

Sainsbury (1979) has noted, the social worker 'employed self-

discipline and skill in patience and careful listing, prompting

and commenting with a conscious intention of encouraging 'the
zT *7

expression of unhappy feelings.'

These two types of emotional support offered by social workers

bear some similarity to those given by Mayer and Timms (1970)/''
who differentiated between relationships which were functionally

specific and those which were diffuse. They also resemble the
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Table 8:17 Type of social work activity offered to parents - total
____ ..

gocial work saIUpie (mothers 73, fathers 33)*

Percentages
of activity

100

90

80

70

60

30

U0

30

20

10

Key

76.7

&U2,

Emotional
support

mothers

fathers

Practical Linking to Encouragement
support resources to see child¬

ren

Table 8;l8 Type of social work activity offered to parents -

interview social work sample (mothers U6, fathers 38)*

Percentages
of activity

100

90 80.

80 |
70

60
•• Vh-

30

ho •;
^ <

30 1||
20

10 • -•••?'

Key

Emotional

support

mothers

fathers

Practical

support
Linking to
resources

K

63.0

Mi1

Wm
Encouragement
to see child¬

ren

*Samples confined to parents
where there was ongoing
activity



Table3:19Typeofsocialworkactivitytomotherswithreturnfromcare-totalsocialwork sample73

Returned No.%

Incare No.%

Returned No.<

Incare No.%

Emotionalsupport Other/nohelp

228U.6 h15.U

3h72.3 1327.7

Practicalsupport Other/nohelp

1557.7 11k2.3

163U•0 3166.0

Totals

26100

hi100

Totals

26100

hi100

X2 =0.81d.f.=1
P=<0.50notsignificant

X2 =2.91d.f.=1
P=<0.10almostsignificant

Returned No.%

Incare No.%

Returned No.%

Incare No.%

Linkingclientto resources Other/nohelp

93h.6
1765.k

1327.7 3U72.3

Encouragementto seechildren Other/nohelp

1661.5 1038.5

2655.3 21bh.l

Totals261002?100Totals26100hi100
X=0.13d.f.=1?=<0.50notsignificantX2 =0.07d.f.=1P-<0.50notsignificant



Table8:20Typeofsocialworkactivitytofatherswithreturnfromcare-totalsocialwork sample53

Returned

Incare

Returned

Incare

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.%

Emotionalsupport
Hi77.8

2057.1

Practicalsupport
633.3

h11.ii

Other/nohelp

1;22.2

15U2.9

Other/nohelp

1266.7

3188.6

Totals

18100

35100

Totals

18100

35100

X2 -1.39d.f.=1
P=<0.50notsignificant
X2 =2.75d.f.=1
P=<0.10almostsignificant

Returned

Incare

Returned

Incare

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.%

Linkingclientto resources

527.8

1028.5

Encouragementto seechildren

8ljli.ii

1336.1

Other/nohelp

1372.2

2571.5

Other/nohelp

1055.6

2263.9

Totals

18100

35100

Totals

18100

35100

X2 =0.08d.f.=••1
P=<0.90notsignificant
X2 =0.09d.f.-1
P-<0.90notsignificant



Table8;21Typeofsocialworkactivitytomotherswithreturnfromcare-interviewsocial worksampleij.6
Returned

incare

Returned

Incare

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.%

Emotionalsupport
1870.0

1968.8

Practicalsupport
125U.5

729.2

Other/nohelp

h29.h

531.2

Other/nohelp

15U5.5

1770.8

Totals

22100

2h100

Totals

22100

2ii100

X2 =0.01d.f.=1
P=<0.50notsignificant

X2 =3.22d.f.=1
P=<0.10almostsignificant

Returned

Incare

Returned

Incare

.No.%

No.%

No.%

No.%

Linkingclientto resources

836.U

729.2

Encouragementto seechildren-

836.U

937.5

Other/nohelp

lU63.6

1770.8

Other/nohelp

11163.6

1562.5

Totals

22100

2h100

Totals

22100

2li100

X2 =1.13d.f.=1P=<0.50notsignificantX2 =0.89d.f.=1P~<0.50notsignificant



Table6:22Typeofsocialworkactivitytofatherswithreturnfromcare-interviewsocial worksample38
Returned Wo.%

Incare No.%

Returned No.%

Incare No.%

Emotionalsupport Other/nohelp

1266.7 633.3

1260.0 8Uo.0

Practicalsupport Other/nohelp

1266.7 633.3

735.0
1365.0

Totals

18100

20100

Totals

18100

20100

X2 =O.liid.f.=1
P-<t).50notsignificant
X2 =3.66d.f.=1
P=0.10almostsignificant

Returned No.%

Incare No.%

Returned No.%

Incare No.%

Linkingclientto resources Other/nohelp

633.3
1266.7

525.0
15'75.0

Encouragementto seechildren Other/nohelp

lk77.8 h22.2

1575.0 525.0

Totals

18100

20100

Totals

18100

20100

X2=1.36d.f.»1
P-<0.50notsignificant

X2 =0.09d.f.-1
P=»<p*50notsignificant
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•discussions of a professional kind and discussions of a

69
friendly kind' described by Sainsbury (1975). Both of these

writers draw attention to the fact that the befriending or diffuse

relationship envhlved some notion of reciprocity on behalf

of the client. There was no evidence for this in the present

study; in the majority of cases parents expected to be on the

receiving end of services.

It was difficult to tell how far either general support or

casework involved direct advice to clients. It is of interest to

note that no social worker cited the giving of advice in relation

to emotiona. problems; the term 'advice' was reserved exclusively

for the verbal communication of information about resources.

The distinctions however, can at best be only very crude

ones since the study social workers were not interviewed to

elaborate on their definitions. Some indication of the distinctions

between the general emotional support or problem-solving offered

to parents are shown by social workers' comments. When talking

about 'general support' social workers described their work as

follows:

A socisl worker; General encouragement for
parents to keep in touch with children and
advice on how to go about being rehoused.

A social worker; General support for family,
encouragement while the children were away
and help with the information of plans. Parents'
desire for reconciliation with the children
helped bring about the reality.

A social worker: General support at times of
crisis - provision of care and enabling family
to keep in touch.

By contrastjsocial workers reserved the definition of 'case-
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work' for activity which involved an interpretive and problem-

solving focus on a specific aspect of the parents interpersonal

problems, as the following examples show;

A social worker; Progress is very slow with
this family, but over a period of time through
interview I have helped the mother to accept
her limitations and come to terms with her broken
marriage.

A social worker: Our main task has been strengthen¬
ing of the marital bonds between the parents through
interview and encouraging the couple to make the
best use of their resources as a family. This has
involved looking at their social acceptance and
their social stability within their own home town.

A social worker; Initially, help was given to both
parents when the marriage was breaking up. Later
when mother deserted, father was very depressed
and required a lot of help. Later still, father
needed more support through the divorce proceed¬
ings and specific help in coming to terms with his
divorce.

It can be seen from Tables 8;17 and 8;18 that emotional support

was the most widely offered help which was given to 76.1% of

mothers and 6U.2$ of fathers in the total sample and 88.5$ of

mothers and 77.8% of fathers in the interview sample. The

interview sample was therefore closely representative of the total-

sample. In neither sample, as Tables 8;19 to 8:22 show, was the

social workers' use of self in either of these ways significant

in indicating for return from care.

Linking the client to other resources

3h the total sample 30.1$ of mothers and 30.2$ of fathers received

this type of activity as did 32.6$ of mothers and 28.9$ of fathers

in the interview sample. The interview sample reflected closely

the total sample. In general, the help took the form of negotiation
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with the Department of Health and Social Security or the Housing

Department in order to help families be rehoused. In other

instances it involved advocacy on behalf of the client at D.H.S.S.

Tribunals and occasionally in the criminal court. Referrals were

made to other agencies who might provide material assistance, for

example the Salvation Army or a voluntary agency which provided grants
70

for single mothers.

In neither sample, as Tables 8:19 to 8:22 show, did this

type of activity significantly affect return.

Practical support

This type of activity included material aid offered to families

in cash or in kind and the provision of transport. As Tables 8:17

and 8:18 show, practical support in some form had been offered to

k2.5% of mothers and 18.9% fathers in the total sample and to

hi>3% mothers and 23.6% fathers in the interview sample. The under-

representation of help to fathers reflects the large number of one

parent families in the study. By far the most popular use of

practical support x^as the payment of rent arrears(nineteen out of

twenty families in the total sample, and eighteen out of nineteen

families in the interview sample). The widespread use of material

aid for the payment of rent arrears is consistent with the

71
national figures for Scotland. Carmichael (197k) reports that

in 1971, kS% of the total material aid supplied to clients under

Section 12 of the Social Work (Scotland) Act was specifically for

this purpose.

Apart from help with rent arrears, other practical support

given to the parents of children in care took the form of payment
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of debts for essential services and the provision of household

necessities, travelling expenses for parents to see children and

the provision of transport.

The usefulness of practical support in the rehabilitation proc¬

ess has been emphasised by its provision in legislation, formerly under

Section 1 of the 1963 Children and Young Persons Act and currently

under Section 12 of the 1968 Social Work (Scotland) Act.''"

As Tables 8:19 to 8:22 show; in the total and the interview

samples, more parents in the return group were given practical

support, particularly in the form of material aid than in the

in care group. Differences were almost significant at the 0.05

level (P = <0.10).

The importance of practical support in the form of material

aid in the rehabilitation process may reflect the large number of

families in the study who were experiencing financial difficulties

at reception into care. Shortage of income was a major problem to

many of the study families whose situation may not be unrepresent¬

ative of the general level of poverty in the industrial part

of Scotland at the time of the study.

Social work encouragement to facilitate the maintenance of contact
between parents and children

Encouragement offered to natural parents included both

emotional and practical support. It was defined in three ways.

Firstly, there was the emotional support in the form of verbal

encouragement to parents to maintain a pattern of contact which

existed between their children and themselves. Secondly, there was

the more intensive emotional support which took the form of social

workers actively seeking out the parents whose contact with their
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children had lapsed or declined. Sometimes, social work accounts

of these two types of emotional support clearly distinguished

between the two activities, but in others it was difficult to

tell which type of emotional support made up this element of

encouragement. Accordingly, it was decided to combine the two

types of support into one definition and link them with the third

way in which social workers offered encouragement to parents,

through the practical support of transport.

Tables 8:17 and 8;l8 show the ongoing social work encourage¬

ment which Mas being offered to parents at the time of the

study. Any encouragement which had been offered at reception

into care to parents of children in long term care had to be dis¬

counted because of lack of information in case files and the un¬

availability of social workers.

Confining the total sample to cases where social workers were

currently in contact with parents > it can be seen that en¬

couragement in the form of either emotional support or the

provision of transport had been offered to 57-5$ of mothers and

38.9$ of fathers. It is germane to note that in all cases where

transport had been offered, social workers had also offered

emotional support in the form of verbal encouragement. Along¬

side verbal encouragement, transport had been offered to twenty-

three out of the forty-two mothers and to eight out of the twenty-

one fathers.

In the interview sample encouragement through emotional or:

practical support had been offered to 59.2% of mothers and hh.7%

of fathers who had ongoing contact with social workers. Transport
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had been offered to seventeen out of the twenty-nine mothers,

but to only seven out of the seventeen fathers.

The lower percentage of fathers who had been offered en¬

couragement in the total sample may be accounted for by the

larger number of one parent families in the sample. To some

extent,this may account in part for the more frequent provision

of transport for mothers but these differences between mothers

and fathers may also relate to the reluctance of fathers to

accept this kind of practical support. In Chapter 6, it was

shown that interviewed fathers sometimes saw the provision of

transport as an intrusion on their independence.

As Tables 8:19 to 8:22 show^on a return/non return dichotomy,

the provision of ongoing social work encouragement was not significant

in the rehabilitation process.

The importance of social work passivity in relation to contact
between parents and children

The above findings suggest that the study parents were given

substantial encouragement to maintain contact with their children

but it should be remembered that the sample refers only to cases

where there was ongoing social work contact with families. While

this finding is useful in showing the part which encouragement

played in ongoing social work help, it may be misleading in that it

denies the possibility of discouragement through passivity or ab-
73

sence of social work contact. In George's opinion (1970) passivity

may be equally as alienating to natural parents as deliberate
7)

hostility. From Australia, Tiernoy (1963) has reported that a

policy of marked inaction can be used to demonstrate the lack of

76
parental interest or capacity. Wolins and Piiiavin (196U) " feel
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that exclusion of parents may result from reasons of convenience

and expediency and at times perhaps out of conviction. Thorpe

(197h) ' suggests that,while inactivity may often stem from the

wish to spare the child distress caused by contact, this is not

in the long term interests of helping the foster child face the

pain inherent in the fostering situation. Herstein (1970) is

convinced that,in arguing for the exclusion of natural parents,

social workers are often providing for themselves 'reassuring
77

rationales for untenable realities.' The counter1 arguments for

the promoting contact between parents and children have been

discussed in Chapter 6. These are, briefly, that contact promotes

a child's physical and emotional well-being, that the experience of

filial deprivation demands constructive help be given to some

parents to enable them to maintain contact. Even in cases where

permanent alternative care is considered, it may be in a child's

interest to retain some planned contact with his natural family.

Table 8:23 shows that when the dimension of passivity is

included as an indicator of discouragement, in the total sample,

less than one third of mothers (30.6%) and less than one fifth of

fathers (16.h%) were offered any active social work encouragement

to maintain contact with their children. These findings reflect

those of other studies but it is difficult to make direct com¬

parisons since other research has tended to refer exclusively to

foster care and has not distinguished between mothers and fathers.
7 ft

Holman (1973) found social workers had encouraged parents to

visit their children in local authority foster care in only 23>1%
79

of cases. Thorpe (197ii) reported that 26.3% of social workers
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Table 8;23 Encouragement to natural parents - total social work
sample 135
(no contact included)

Mothers 1.35 (133)
Encouragement

No encouragement

No contact

No. $

1*1 30.8

31 23.3

61 U5.9

Fathers 135(131;) No. $
22 16.U

35 26.1

77 57.5

Totals 133 100 13U 100

Parent dead = 2 Parent dead - 1

Table 8; 21; Encouragement to natural parents - interview socia]
work sample U9
(no contact included)

Mothers 1;9(1;8)
Encouragement
No encouragement
No contact

No. $
29 60.U
16 33.3

3 6.3

Fathers i;9(l;8) No. $
17 35A
19 39.6
12 25.0

Totals U8 100 1;8 100

Parent dead = 1 Parent dead = 1

favoured contact between parents and children in foster care but

in some of these cases, their attitude was one of passive accept¬

ance rather than active encouragement. Contrary to the findings
00

of these studies, George (1970) reported an extremely low rate

of encouragement (3.8$).

As Table 8:21; shows, the interview sample was not affected so

dramatically by the inclusion of the dimension of passivity. There

was still a reduction to 60.1;$ for mothers and 35.1;$ for fathers.

Though fathers in both the total and interview samples received

less encouragement than mothers, the interview sample was atypical
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in that all parents had received far more encouragement than

parents in the total sample.

The influences on social work encouragement - length of the
child's stay in care

Since the intensity of social work activity declined in

relation to the length of a child's stay in care, it is not

surprising,as Table 8:25 shows, that in the total social work

sample, there was a similar decline in encouragement. There was

an extremely significant relationship between the length of time

children had been in care, irrespective of whether or not they

had eventually returned home and encouragement given to parents.

For both mothers and fathers P = <"0.001. Although 63.3$ of

mothers had been offered encouragement when their children had been

In care for under one year, by contrast, in the group where

children had been in care for over five years, only 7.7$ of

mothers had received encouragement. There were similar differ¬

ences for fathers. While ten fathers (33-3$) whose children had

been in care under one year had received encouragement, this

contrasted with only two fathers (5.8$) in the group whose

children had been in care for over five years. In the interview

social work sample, Table 8:26 shows that differences were

significant at the 0.05 level for mothers and fathers. 81|.2$

of mothers whose children had been in care for over one year had

received encouragement but this had declined to 60$ where children

had been in care over five years. Although 52.6$ of fathers whose

children had been in care for under one year had received en¬

couragement this had declined to k0% for the group where children
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Table 8; 25 Encouragement by social workers with number of years
in care - total social work sample 135

a) Mothers - total sample 135(133)
Under 1 1-2
year
No. % No.

years

%

2-5 years

No. %

Over 5
years
No. %

Encouragement

No encouragement/no
contact

19 63.3 9

11 36.7 9

50.0

50.0

9 26.5

25 73.5

1* 7.7

1*7 92.3

Totals 30 100 18 100 3U 100 51 100

Parent dead = 2

X2 = 1*8.17 d.f. = o P - <0.001 { e^o.j oo 4V\C|| *o a-W)

b) Fathers - total s:ample 135(13U)
Under 1 1-2
year
No. % No.

years

%

2-5 years

No. %

Over 5
years
No. %

Encouragement

No encouragement/no
contact

10 33.3 1*

20 66.7 II*

22.2

87.8

5 Hi.3

30 85.7

3 5.8

1*8 91*.2

Totals 30 100 18 100 35 100 5i ioo

Parent dead = 1

X2 = 35.51 d.f. = 6 P = <0.001 (^t. | A(? . jI no (U-VNV-.'J
had been in care for over five years. The interview sample was

slightly unrepresentative of the total sample since there was

far more encouragement but the pattern of decline in both

samples was similar.

I
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Table 8:26 Encouragement by social workers with number of years
in care - interview social work sample h9

a) Mothers - interview sample h9(h8)
Under 1
year
No. %

1-2

No.

years

%

2-5 years

No. %

Over 5
years
No. %

Encouragentent 16 8U.2 5 35.7 5 5o.o 3 60.0

No encouragement/no
contact

3 15.8 9 6!i.3 5 5o.o 2 liO.O

Totals 19 100 lli 100 10 100 5 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 = Hi.35 d.f. = 6 P = <0.05 ■ j rtO . J C

b) Fathers - interview sample Ii9(li8)
Under 1
year
No. %

1-2

No.

years

%

2-5 years

No. %

Over 5
years
No. %

Encouragement 10 52.6 1 7.1 li liO.O 2 iiO.O

No encouragement/no
contact

9 U7.U 13 92.9 6 60.0 3 60.0

Totals 19 100 Hi 100 10 100 5 ioo

Parent dead = 1

X2 = 12.76 d.f. = 6 P = <0.05

Social workers 1 assessment of probability of rehabilitation

As with the intensity of social work activity^ Table 8;27
shows that,in the total social work sample,there was a significant

relationship between encouragement offered to natural parents and

social workers' assessment of the chances of rehabilitation. For

mothers X2 = 2U.1 d.f. =6 P = <0.001 and for fathers X2 - 19.01

d.f. = 6 P = <0.01.
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Table 8:27 Encouragement by social workers with social workers'
plans for rehabilitation - total social work sample
135

a) Mothers - total sample 135(133)
Short term Long term No plans Permanent
rehabilit- rehabilit- (indetermin- alternative

at ion at ion ate care)
No % No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement 22 U3.1 11 5o.o 8 Ik.5 - -

No encouragement/ 29 56.9 11 5o.o k7 85.5 5 100
no contact

Totals 51 100 22 100 55 100 5 100

Parent dead = 2

X2 = 2k.1 d.f. = 6 P = <0.001 . Joo . ) •lO c^vv.hvc*^

b) Fathers - total s<ample 135(13k)
Short term Long term No plans Permanent
rehabilit- rehabilit¬ (indetermin¬ alternative

at ion ation ate care)
No a1 No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement 15 29-k 3 13.6 k 7.0 -

No encouragement/
no contact 36 70.6 19 86 .h 5i 93.0 5 100

Totals 5i 100 22 100 56 100 5 100

Parent dead = 1

x" = 19.01 d.f. =6 P = <0.01 Wc. .j rvo tvc. co'whA-ct)
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Table 8;28 Encouragement by social workers with social workers'
plans for rehabilitation - interview social work
sample 49

a) Mothers - interview sample 49(1+8)
Short term
rehabilit¬

ation

Long term
rehabilit¬

ation

No plans
(indetermin¬
ate care)

No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement 2k 85.7 3 33.3 2 22.2

No encouragement/
no contact h 14.3 6 66.7 9 87.8

Totals 28 100 9 100 11 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 = 5.67 d.f. = 4 P - <0 • 50 not significant (_ jao -£^c • j Ao

b) Fathers - interview sample ij.9(JU-8)
Short term Long term No plans
rehabilit- rehabilit- (indetermin-

ation ation ate care)
No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement
No encouragement/
ho contact

7

21

25.0

75.0

5

4

55.6

44.4

5

6

45.5

54-5

Totals 28 100 9 100 11 100

Parent dead = 1

O /

XC = 4.04 d.f. = 4 p = <0.50 not significant (. t . j AO ■ I rQ J
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In h3'l% of cases in the total social work sample where

short term rehabilitation was planned social workers encouraged

mothers to maintain contact and in 29.h% of cases encouraged

fathers to maintain contact. In no case where the plan was for a
*

permanent home had either mothers or fathers been offered en¬

couragement and in all cases, there was no contact with a social

worker. Very little encouragement was offered in cases where

social workers had no plans for children. Only lit.5$ of mothers

and 7% of fathers had been actively encouraged to maintain contact

in these cases.

In the interview social work sample, differences were not

significant for mothers or for fathers but there were some

indications that more encouragement was offered to mothers where

the plan was for a short term rehabilitation than where in¬

determinate care was indicated. In no case in the interview sample

was there a plan for permanent alternative care.

Social workers' views of the ideal pattern of contact

Encouragement was related to social workers® views of how

often parents should see children. Table 8:29 shows that,in the

total social work sample,there was a very significant relationship

between encouragement and social workers' views of the ideal
2

pattern of contact between parents and children. For mothers X =

6I4..8I4. d.f. =6 P = <0.001 and for fathers X^ = 62|.98 d.f. = 6

P = <0.01. The Tables show that encouragement declined in

relation to social workers' views on contact. No parent had been

encouraged to see his children where social workers felt that

contact should not be maintained. Only 13.6$ of mothers and 3-li$
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Table 8:29 Encouragement by social workers with social workers'
~~

view of ideal pattern of contact between parents
and children-total social work sample 155

a) Mothers total sample 135(133)
Should see children

Frequently Infrequently Not at all
No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement 38 51.3 3 13.6 _

No encouragement/no
contact 36 1x8.7 19 86 .U 20 100

Totals 7h 100 22 100 20 100

Parent dead = 2

X2 - 61;. 81; d.f. =6 p « <0.001

b) Fathers - total sample 135(131;)
Should see children

Frequently Infrequently Not at all
No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement 21 32.8 1 3.1; -

No encouragement/no
contact 53 67.2 28 96.6 2+1 100

Totals 6U 100 29 100 1+1 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 = 61;.98 d.f. =6 p = <0.001

of fathers had been offered encouragement where social, workers

felt contact should be infrequent. Far more parents had been en¬

couraged to 3ee their children when social workers were in favour

of frequent contact. In these cases, 51.3# of mothers and 32.8#

of fathers had received encouragement. Although parents in this

category had received far more encouragement than those in the
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other two groups, there was still considerable passivity dis¬

played by social workers who had not encouraged h8-7% of mothers

and 67.2% of fathers in this group, although they felt there

should be frequent contact between parents and children.

The interview sample presented a rather different picture

(Table 8:30). For mothers, there was no significant relationship

Table 8:30 Encouragement by social workers with social workers'
view of ideal pattern of contact between parents
and children-interview social work sample 49

a) Mothers - interview sample U9(U8)
Should see children

Frequently Infrequently Not at all

No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement 27 62.8 2 50.0 - -

No encouragement/no
contact

16 27.2 2 5o.o 1 100

Totals U3 100 k 100 1 100

Parent dead = 1

p
X = 10.k d.f. = 6 P = <0.50

b) Fathers - interview sample U9(h8)
Should see children

Frequently Infrequently Not at all

No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement
Mo encouragement/no
contact

17

19

U7.2

52.8 9 100 h 100

Totals 36 100 9 100 h 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 - 18.03 d.f. =6 P = <0.05
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between encouragement and the social worker's view of the

ideal pattern of contact. In 62.8$ of cases where social

workers felt mothers should see children frequently, they had

offered encouragement but this had only declined to f>0$ of cases

where social workers thought contact should be infrequent. In the

one case where social workers thought there should be no contact

there had been no encouragement.
2

The relationship for fathers was significant. (X - 18.03 with

d.f. 6 P = \0.05) In hi.2% of cases where social workers thought

fathers should see children frequently, they had offered en¬

couragement but had not offered encouragement in any case where

they felt contact should be infrequent or should not exist.

The relationship between the social workers' ideal model of
contact between parents and children and the reality model of
contact

01
In her study on foster care, Thorpe (197ll) found that

social workers tended to base their ideal model for contact

between parents and children on the reality model which was in

existance. Although no social worker wished contact between parents

and children to be curtailed, in 53-5$ of cases where there was

no apparent contact, social workers thought it should not exist.

The findings of this study were comparable to Thorpe's in

only some respects. It can be seen from Table 8:31 thatyin the
total social work sample, where frequent contact existed between

parents and children social workers wished to maintain this in the

cases of 96.3% of mothers and 88$ of fathers. Where contact was

infrequent, social workers were not satisfied with this pattern

and in the cases of 77.1*$ of mothers and 83.2% of fathers, thought
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Table 8;31 Social workers• view of ideal pattern of contact with
reality pattern of contact between parents and
children in last year - total social work placement
sample 109

a) Mothers - total sample 109(107)
Frequent Infrequent No contact

No. % No. % No. %

Should be:
Frequent contact 26 96.3 2h 77.h 17 3h.7

Infrequent contact 1 3.7 6 19 .1* 11 22.5

No contact - - 1 3.2 21 1*2.8

Totals 27 100 31 100 1*9 100

Parent dead = 2

X2 = 79.05 d.f. = k P - <0.001

b) Fathers - total sample 109(108)
Frequent Infrequent No contact

No. % No. % No. %
Should be i

Frequent contact 22 88.0 23 85.2 13 23.2

Infrequent contact 3 12.0 2 7.1* 17 30.1*

No contact - - 2 7.1* 26 U6.li

Totals 25 100 27 100 56 100

Parent dead = 2

X2 = 61.98 d.f. = to P = <0.001

Note makes a distinction between no contact in previous year
or in placement.
Sample confined to cases where information available from social
workers and caretakers

that contact should be more frequent. Where there was no contact,

while social workers wished to preserve the status quo in the

cases of U2.Q% of mothers and h6.h% of fathers, they advocated more

frequent contact in well over half the cases of both mothers and
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fathers. For both mothers and fathers, differences were

significant at the 0.001 level.

Table 8:32 shows that the interview sample reflected the

findings of the total sample. In the cases of 100# of mothers

Table 8:32 Social workers' view of ideal pattern of contact with
reality pattern of contact between parents and children

interview social work/placement sample 42

a) Mothers - interview sample 1:2(1:1)
Frequent Infrequent No contact
No. # No. # No. %

Should be:
Frequent contact 13 100 16 8U.2 6 83.7

Infrequent contact - - 3 13.8 - -

No contact - - - - 1 Hi.3

Totals 13 100 19 100 7 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 = 30.7 d.f. = la P - <0.001

b) Fathers - interview sample JLt.2 (JLjl)
Frequent Infrequent No contact

No. # No. # No. #
Should be:

Frequent contact 11 91.7 13 86.7 8 37.1

Infrequent contact 1 8.3 2 13.3 h 28.6

No contact - - - - 2 lit.2

Totals 12 100 13 100 lli 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 = 21.36 d.f. = bP = <0.03

and 91.7# of fathers, where there was frequent contact, social

workers thought this pattern should be maintained. In 81)..2# of

cases of mothers and 86.7# of fathers, where there was infrequent
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contact, social workers thought this should be more frequent.

There was little evidence that social workers wished to preserve

the status quo where there was no contact for^in the cases of over
85$ of both mothers and of fathers, they thought that there

should be some contact where none existed. For mothers X2 = 50.?

d.f. = b P = <0.001 and for fathers X2 = 21.36 d.f. = (, P = <0.05-
The relationship between social worker ideals and practice - total
sample

Even though social workers advocated frequent contact between

parents and children in many cases, there was evidence to suggest

that they did not put their ideals into practice. As Table 8:33

shows, ij.8.2$ of mothers and 56$ of fathers in,the total sample

saw their children frequently without any active social work

encouragement. Rather more encouragement had been offered to

mothers who maintained infrequent contact with their children

(58$ of cases) but had only been offered to 22.2$ of fathers in

this group. The differences in encouragement given to mothers

and fathers in this group may reflect the large number of single

parent families or may suggest that social workers put more

emphasis on maintaining relationships between mothers aid children

than they do on that between fathers and children. It could be

argued that the greater encouragement given to mothers to

increase contact which was infrequent recognised the difficulties

inherent in patterns of infrequent contact which have been pointed
82

out in research. Comments from social workers would support this

claim. As one said:

It is hard work but I am trying to help mother
and see the children more often. They greet her
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with some indifference which she finds particular¬
ly hard to tolerate. She is subject to a consider¬
able degree of depression and finds it difficult
to motivate herself to undertake the journey.

This social worker, along with four others,provided support for
83

the view of Jenkins and Norman (1969) who maintain that

passive parents may need active social work intervention more

Table 8:33 Encouragement from social worker with frequency of
contact between parent and child in previous year
- total social work/placement sample 109

a) Mothers - total sample 109(107)
See children See children No contact
frequently
No. % infrequently No. &

Encouragement m 51.8 18 58.1 5 10.2

No encouragement/no
contact 13 U8.2 13 hi .9 89.8

Totals 27 100 31 100 k9 100

Parent dead = 2

x2 = k$.hk d.f. = Li P — <(0.001 t t ^ 1 ^ J
b) Fathers - total sample 109(108)

§ee children See children No contact
irequently infrequently
No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement 11 'Lih. 0 6 22.2 3 5.U
No encouragement/no
contact lil 56.0 21 77.8 53 9U.6

Totals 25 100 27 100 56 100

Parent dead = 1

2
X = 50.5l d.f. = 'f P = <0.001 (_ *<xi. - loo«wo,)rvo r)
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than those who are able to display their emotions outwardly.

The lack of social work encouragement to parents who maintained

frequent contact many have indicated social workers' aware¬

ness of the need for less of this type of activity with more able

parents who could maintain contact independently.

Parents in the interview sample who maintained frequent

contact with their children received rather more encouragement

to do so. In this sample, 66.7% of mothers and 58.3$ of fathers

had received encouragement. A high proportion of the mothers

(57.9$) had received encouragement where they saw their children

infrequently, but as in the total social work/placement sample,

fewer fathers in this group received encouragement (h0%). Where

there was no contact between parents and children 1|2.9% of

mothers had been encouraged to renew contact, compared with only

ill.3% of fathers. The relationship between encouragement and

contact was significant for mothers in the interview
af tit o oS iitd.

sample,,but was significant for fathers (P = <0.00l)# reflecting
the number of one parent families in the study and greater

acceptance of the status quo in cases where there was no

contact between children and fathers.
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Table 8:%. Encouragement from social worker with frequency of
contact between parent and child - interview social
work/placement sample U2

a) Mothers - interview sample U2(Ul)
ee children See children No contact
requently infrequently
No. % No. % No. %

Encouragement 10 66.7 11 67.9 3 k-2.9
No encouragement 6 33-3 8 1;2.1 ii 67.1

Totals 16 100 19 100 7 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 - 7.01 d.f. = X P » <0. >'05. ,

b) Fathers - interview sample 24.2 (J4I)
See children See children No contact
frequently infrequently
No. % No. $ No. %

Encouragement 7 68.3 6 1;0.0 2 lii.3
No encouragement 6 1*1-7 9 60.0 12 86.7

Totals 12 100 16 100 111 100

Parent dead = 1

X2 = 22.61; d.f. = 2 P = <0.001

Attempts to trace parents where contact had been lost

Further evidence that social workers in this study did

display passivity towards parents when contact had been lost comes

from Tables 8:36 and 8:36. Table 8:36 shows that, in the total

social work sample, social workers had attempted to trace only

21.2$ of mothers and 17.3$ of fathers who had lost contact with

their children and the study Social Work Departments. Out of these,

contact had been successfully renewed with nine mothers and three
fathers.
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Table 8:35 Social work attempts to trace parents where contact
with Social Work Departments has lapsed - total
social work sample

Mothers(66) Fathers(81)
No. % No. %

No attempts to renew contact 52 78.8 67 82.7
Attempt to renew contact

a) renewed 91 2 2 31 17-3
b) not renewed 5 J 11)

Totals 66 100 81 100

Table 8:36 Social work attempts to trace parents where contact
with Social Work Departments has lapsed - interview
social work sample

Mathers(13) Fathers(17)
No. % No. %

No attempts to renew contact 7 53.8 11 6i+. 7

Attempt to renew contact
a) renewed
b) not renewed

q6.2 35.3

Totals 13 100 17 100

Note: all parents traced were actually interviewed

As Table 8*36 shows, social workers had attempted to trace

U6.2$ of mothers and 35.3% of fathers in the interview sample.

They had successfully renewed contact with four out of the six

mothers and two out of the six fathers.

Several conclusions can be drawn from these findings.

Firstly, although social workers wished to maintain frequent contact

where it was in existance, there was little evidence that, in relation to

infrequent contact, they based their ideal model on the reality
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model of contact. Secondly, in spite of social workers

enthusiasm for the maintenance of frequent contact or for its

renewal where it did not exist, their activity fell far short of

their ideals. Although there was some evidence to suggest that

social workers were aware of the difficulties involved in the

maintenance of infrequent contact between parents and children,

when it came to tracing and renewing contact between parents and

children they were often reluctant to tackle this very difficult

task. They rationalised their inactivity in terms of protecting

children from distress and in accepting the status quo which

had been handed down from previous workers. In other cases,

though social workers felt there should be some contact between

parents and children, comments revealed considerable confusion

about the value of such meetings. There were a minority of cases

where social workers had taken the initiative to renew contact

between parents and children. Even in these cases, contact had

been restarted only after requests from children. Nevertheless,

it was heartening to find that social workers were able to

tolerate the potential difficulties of renewing contact in order

to pursue a policy which they considered was in the interests of

the children in long term care.

The following comments made by social workers reveal very

clearly the dilemma in which they were placed. It would be wrong

to say that in every case there was no justification for wishing

to preserve the status quo but in some cases, the onus for initiat¬

ing contact was placed heavily on the children in care. In the

light of present social work theory on the difficulties which
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children in long term care may have in talking about their
O)

origins, 4 a conspiracy of silence of this sort cannot be

condoned.

The case against initiating contact between parents and children
- the protection of children from distress

Ih some cases, as the following comments show, social

workers had no doubt that their primary duty lay in protecting

children from distress.

A social worker; This is mentally hand-
icapped child whose mother was a child
when she had him. There is a possibility
that the child was a result of incest. A

meeting now would, in my mind, serve very
little useful purpose.

A social worker: Fiona's mother is very
emotionally unstable and becomes terribly
upset whenever she sees her child, much to
Fiona's detriment.

In other cases, the request for protection came from

children themselves:

A social worker: Margo had very ambivalent
feelings about her father but she realises
he is living with another woman on occasions
and has had other children. She says she
never wants to see him, and perhaps at this
point in time this is right. But she does
know how to contact him and may do so in her
own good time when she feels more secure her¬
self.

Ih this case,the social worker had placed the onus for the

decision on the child concerned, a rationalisation which was

present in other cases where social workers wished to preserve

the status quo of a quasi-adoptive foster home. The rational-

sation was almost exclusively child-based and not related to an

awareness of foster parents' views on contact,as Chapter 7 showed.
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A social worker; It is difficult to answer for
children in the older teenage group where
natural curiosity may lead them to finding out
more about their parents. James' mother has
not been heard of since he was a baby, but
never is a strong word.

A social worker: Willy and Wilma are now young
adults who have been in care for most of their
lives. Daring the ensuing period, contact
with the parents was nil. The children see the
foster parents' home as their own. They are
allowed to develop personalities of their own
and would no doubt be free to raake their own

decision. There should be no contact unless
a request came from the children themselves.

A social worker: I feel that Moira has been so

long in care with no contact with her parents
that this would have an unsettling effect at
this stage. However, this should be considered
in the light of firstly, parental contact, and
secondly, Moira expressing a desire to see her
parents.

Finally, there were cases where social workers accepted

the status quo by continuing the policy of previous workers. This

is a difficult question because to say that each social worker

should be autonomous in his judgement denies any notion of

professionalism, long term planning or continuity. On the other

hand,to accept what has happened long in the past without any

questioning denies a client's potential for change and the greater

sophistication deriving from an increased body of social work

theory. Certainly in this study, there was evidence that, while

natural parents might have been unable to accept responsibility

at the point of reception into care, at a later stage they were

86
both willing and able to accept the parental role. Some

social workers were not prepared to give natural parents the benefit

of the doubt, as the following comments show:
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A social worker: The child was abandoned
by her mother whose whereabouts are unknown;
the fathers identity is also uncertain.

A social worker: According to reports, the
mother is of low moral character and potent¬
ially harmful for the child.

A social worker: From what I can gather the
father is uninterested and is alcoholic.

A similar assumption that parents who were not in touch with
an

their children were uninterested was found by Rowe and Lambert.(1973) •

In the cases of nine mothers and twenty-five fathers, social

workers felt there should be some contact between parent and

child but that this should be limited to three or four times a

year. Social workers expressed considerable ambivalence about

the parental visiting in these cases and seemed unable to

resolve the conflict of protecting the child, preserving a

'secure' fostering situation and presenting the child with the

reality of his situation. ,

A social worker: Both parents are rather
bizarre in their behaviour and though the
reality has to be maintained, Doreen needs
some protection against financial and
emotional sponging. In this case parent and
child roles are reversed.

A social worker: The mother is presently ex¬
pressing to reunite the family; I feel that
controlled contact is desirable to give the
mother encouragement and follow this through.
Obviously this has to be weighed against the
protection of the child if the mother fails
to carry through her plans.

A social worker: The children are still attached
to their mother but she is very unreliable and
apt to make wild promises. Then these visits un¬
settle them. ,

Social workers' reluctance to restart contact between children
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and parents may have derived from their inability to accept the

pain inherent in working with children in long term care and

their families. Yet, as the Association of British Adoption and

Fostering Agencies has suggested, 'pain, guilt and uncertainty,
88

are inescapable parts of social work in child care'.(ABAFA 1975)

Even if these difficulties are accepted, some social workers may

have felt they did not possess the skills to tackle the task of

working with children in long term care. The UHBS Guide to
go

Fostering Practice (1976) suggests that very sensitive work

by social workers will be necessary to achieve an acceptance

of reality essential for a child's well-being. A child's sense

of reality may be provided acceptably from knowledge of his

origins but may be promoted most effectively by contact with his

natural parents. Not all the study social workers felt the task

was beyond them; a minority had attempted to promote contact be¬

tween parents and children, even in the face of considerable

difficulties.

A social worker-. Mother has maintained sporadic
contact with the children. The trouble is she
is inconsistent and totally unreliable in her
visiting pattern, often upsetting the children
because of this. On the other hand they do
like to see her and my aim is to encourage her
to visit more often.

In three cases, contact had been restarted , The following

examples Illustrate the social workers' grasp of the conflicting

needs of all concerned and how the dilemma had been resolved by

putting the needs of the children first.

A social worker; Douglas can never remember
seeing his mother and a visit from her has
needed much encouragement but he is asking
about her and, if his curiosity is not honestly
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answered, he will have no understanding
of why he is fostered.

A social worker: I have recently started the
boys seeing their mother, but the foster
mother was worried in the initial stages so
we decided to limit the visits to about one in
fourteen days until she feels more capable of
coping with this new relationship.

In another case, although there was no prospect of re¬

habilitation, after a gap of ten years the social worker had

restarted contact between a foster child and his mother who was

a long term patient in a psychiatric hospital. The social

worker said 'Lindsay should see his mother as often as possible.

Realistically, this would probably be once a month but we would

be guided by Lindsay's interest and the practicality of getting

him to see his mother in hospital and the social work support

available for the foster parents.'

This case, along with three others, illustrated the

willingness of social workers to accept and work with parental

limitations. This attitude is confirmed by two further examples:

A social worker: The mother is an alcoholic
who visits irregularly but receive s a great
welcome from the children. I hope she will
continue to visit and will encourage her to
do so.

A social worker; The mother visits regularly but
the father is irresponsible and doesn't visit so
much. I am trying to encourage him to go more.

What is at issue here is not that the renewal of contact

between children and parents was advantageous in all cases but

that social workers did not seem to have weighed the balance of

responsibility and considered consciously whether or not this

was in the child's best interests.
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There were no discernible policy differences between the two

Social Work Departments towards renewing contact. The decision

to involve parents seemed to rest with the individual social

workers and practice was such that two social workers within the

same area could adopt very different patterns of activity. This

could represent professional autonomy, but in reality was more

likely to have been partly a result'of the disorientation which

followed the formation of Social Work Departments shortly before

the study commenced. Reorganisation could not be blamed entirely

for lapse of contact since patterns have sometimes been

established under the aegis of the old Children's Departments.

Summary of findings on encouragement to natural parents by social
workers

Encouragement to natural parents to maintain contact with

their children was measured in two ways. Social workers who had on¬

going contact with natural parents saw encouragement as an import¬

ant part of their work.

It could be argued, that some of these parents might have

maintained contact with their children in any case and,by
concentrating their efforts on these parents,social workers were

not offering help to those who needed it most,a fact which might

have contributed to the loss of contact between some of the study

parents and the Social Work Departments. The reasons for parents'

decline in contact are related to the experience of reception

into care. Because of ttei* sense of failure at this time, some

parents may find it difficult to keep in touch both with their

children and social workers and may need active help in their own

right to come to terms with the event of reception into care.
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90
As Kline and Overstreet (1972) have suggested 'casework

passivity in failure to take the initiative in promoting the

parents participation in appropriate aspects of the child's

life is likely to be interpreted by the parent as having a

specific purpose: to shut him out or to express tacit approval of

his withdrawal.'

The study social workers seemed to be aware of the need for

contact between parent and child, as many said that ideally,they

would like contact to exist. Tn practice, they did very little to

promote contact in cases where it had lapsed or was infrequent.

There was little evidence to suggest that the adoption of this

practice of passivity was due to departmental policy. In both

Social Work Departments, there were social workers who had

pursued an active policy of encouragement as much as there were

those who had maintained a passive stance. Both contact with and

encouragement of natural parents declined with length of stay

in care. A second factor derived from this first one. This ws.s

that social workers tended to encourage parents in cases where they

thought there was a reasonable chance of rehabilitation. In

other cases, on the grounds of protecting children from distress,

adopted a passive attitude both towards decision-making on behalf

of the child and encouragement for natural parents. Such a view

cannot be condoned since the uncertainty of unplanned long term

care cannot lead to any security or continuity for all concerned nor

promote the well-being of the child. In these cases, social

workers seemed unwilling to accept the complexity of the

circumstances surrounding the child in long term cars end therefore
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adopted the superficially easiest course of accepting the status quo.

There were some social workers, albeit a minority, who resolved

their difficulties by focusing on the welfare of the child. With

this guideline in mind, they seemed able to maintain a balance

between the needs of the child, his parents and his foster

parents. It was of interest that, far from causing a disruption

of the placement, the renewal of contact had brought reassurance

for natural parents and reaffirmation of reality for the child and

his foster parents. Both parents and caretakers commented that

the success of this course of action was due mainly to the

activity of social workers.

Social workers' intervention, perceptions of natural parents

Mayer and Timms (l970 have suggested that the help

offered by social workers and that which clients perceive has been

offered are by no means synonymous. Discrepancies in perceptions

may be accounted for by different expectations and definitions of

the social worker's role. In this study an attempt was made to

test this out by comparing the perceptions of social workers

and natural parents in three ways.

Global assessment of activity perceived by natural parents

In the same way that social workers had been asked whether

natural parents had been helped by their intervention, parents were

asked to give their global assessment of the effectiveness of

social work activity. Tables 8:37, 8:38 and 8:39 show parents'

answer to the question: 'Is it helpful to see your social worker?'

Twelve mothers (27.3%) and seven fathers (29.2$) thought that

social work intervention had been helpful. A further sixteen mothers
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Table 8;37 Parents' assessment of social work activity with
return from care - parents interview sample 68

Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %
Not helpful 11 39.3 19 U7.5

Helpful 8 28.6 11 27.5

Makes no difference 9 32.1 10 25.0

Totals 28 100 ho 100

X2 = 2.63 d.f. = 2 P = <0.50

Table 8:38 Mothers' assessment of social work activity with
return from care - mothers interview sample UU

Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %
Not helpful 6 30.0 To"~hI7T~""""~
Helpful 6 30.0 6 25.0
Makes no difference 8 1*0.0 8 33.3

Totals 20 100 2U 100

X2 = 2.95 d.f. =2 p - <0.50

Table 8;39 Fathers' assessment of social work activity with
return from care - fathers interview sample 2k

Children returned Children in care

No. % No. %
Not helpful 5 62.5 9 36". 2
Helpful 2 25.0 5 31.3

Makes no difference 1 12.5 2 12.5

Totals 8 100 16 100

X = o.ll d.f. ==2 p » <(p.90
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(36.h%) and fourteen fathers (58.3$) thought that social work Inter¬

vention had been of no help at all. The remaining sixteen mothers

(36.Jl$) and three fathers (12.5$) said that although they had

welcomed contact with social workers, the activity offered had made

no difference to their situation.

Looking at their views on a return/non-return dichotomy, it

can be seen that for both mothers and fathers, social work help

was not a significant factor influencing the return of children

from care. 3h this respect, the views of natural parents compli¬

mented the views of social workers on the forty-nine families in

the interview sample given earlier in the chapter.

Comparisons of the effectiveness of social work help as seen by
parents and social workers

A second assessment of the effectiveness of social work

activity was made by comparing directly the evaluation of effective

activity as given by parents and social workers. For the purpose

of this comparison, the sample of parents was confined only to

those who had been interviewed rather than to families as a whole.

It can be seen from Table 8:U0 that;while mothers and social

workers shared the same perception that social work help had been

effective in 57.1$ of cases, in a further U2.9$ of cases, help

offered by social workers had not been perceived as useful by

mothers. A further five mothers (19.2$) thought that contact with

their social workers had been useful even though social workers

thought they had not been able to help parents in these cases. The

agreement between mothers and social workers were significant at

the 0.05 level.
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Table 8;ii0 Comparison of assessment of activity as seen by social
workers and mothers - mothers/social workers interview
sample 33

Social worker assesses activity

Helpful Unhelpful
No. % No. %

Parent sees activity ;

Helpful h 57.1 5 19.2

Unhelpful) ao cJ'iPf ci 3 U2.9 21 8Q.8

Totals 7 100 26 100

I2 = 6.2J+ d.f. - 2 p «= <0.05 C todpfvl J | ^

Table 8 ;iil Comparison of assessment of activity as seen by social
workers and fathers - fathers/social workers interview
sample 18

Social worker assesses activity

Helpful Unhelpful

Mo. % No. %

Parent sees activity ;

Helpful 8 72.7 6 85.7

Unhelpful j 3 27.3 1 Hi.3

Totals 11 100 7 100

I2 = 0.75 d.f. = 2 p = <0.90 C iWtffa )a*vldpfU. |ao ).
Cases where both mothers and social worker data available = 33
and where father and social worker data available = 18

There was a rather different pattern of perceptions between

fathers and social workers. Table 8;I|1 shows that in 72,7$ of

cases, social workers said fathers shared the views that activity

offered had been effective and were disagreed on this in rather

less cases (27.3$). By contrast, in 85.7$ of cases, where social
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workers thought their contact with fathers had not been helpful,

fathers held the contrary view. Because agreement rather than

difference was being measured comparisons of the views of fathers

and social workers were not statistically significant but indicated

discrepancies between the two viewpoints. These discrepancies

between the views of parents and social workers are worth further

consideration. ,and will be discussed later in the

chapter.

The third way in which the different perceptions of social

work activity were compared was to ask parents to define spontane¬

ously the type of help they thought they had been given. The

categories given by social workers were then compared with those

given by parents. There were considerable similarities between the types

of activity cited by both social workers and parents. Although

parents described the activity in slightly different ways, it was

clear that this could be divided into three parts.

1. Emotional support -

(a) general

(b) encouragement - specifically in relation to the mainten¬

ance of contact with children

2. Practical support -

(a) material aid

(b) transport

3. Linking client to other resources -

(a) negotiation on behalf of the parent

(b) referral to another agency

h. Encouragement to see children -
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(a) verbal

(b) transport

Unlike the study social workers, parents did not make a distinction

between 'general' emotional support and that which involved problem-

solving or interpretation but it was clear from parental comments

that the two types of activity were perceived. These differences

can be illustrated by several examples. Talking in terms of general

support one father said:

He's my friend, I can talk to him man to
man.

A mother said:

She's been just like a sister to me. You
can confide in her and like family, you
know she won't blab all over the place.

Others had received emotional support in relation to specific

interpersonal problems. Here, the discussion between social workers

and parents could be described as both empathetic and interpretive

as the following example shows. One mother said:

She's very understanding. She never says
to you 'I know what's best for you'. You
feel free to talk to her - not closed-
in like. She'll tell you her opinion and
answer your questions. She explained to me
how the children felt about living away from
home and how they're needing me to visit.
I could talk to her about my husband and she
helped me see where things had gone wrong.

In cases where parents had been helped through discussions

of a problem-solving type, the relationship between parent and social

worker was described with some warmth. Parents in this study had

much in common with those interviewed by Sainsbury (1975) who

noted 'if the worker's help and expressions of concern were seen
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as appropriate and relevant then he was regarded as friendly; if

not, then irrespective of his own feelings or intentions, he was

regarded as unconcerned, and emotionally remote.' Sainsbury

goes on to suggest that glients may have difficulty in ' drawing
a distinction between professional help and help through friend¬

ship especially when the person received as a friend is
92

professionally employed.'

Table 8;U2 Type of social work activity perceived by natural
™ ~

parents - parents, interview sample 68

Percentage
of activity

100

90

80

70

6o

Emotional Linking to Practical Encourage-
support resources support ment

mothers

Key
fathers

It can be seen from Table 8:L|2 that emotional support was

perceived by 31.8# of mothers and 20.8# of fathers, but as Tables

8:b3 and 8:bb show did not affect return significantly. It will

be shown that there were considerable discrepancies between

emotional support offered by social workers and perceived by natural
parents.



Table8:1*3Mothers'perceptionsoftypeofsocialworkactivitywithreturnfromcare-mothers interviewsample
Returned

Incare

Returned

In

care

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.

%

Emotionalsupport
81*0.0

729.2

Practicalsupport
1050.0

3

12.5

No/otheractivity
1260.0

1770.8

No/otheractivity
105o.o

21

87.5

Totals

20100

2I4100

Totals

20100

21*

100

X2 =1.51d.f.=1
P-<0.50notsignificant
X2 =7.0d.f.=1
P=<0.01

Returned

Incare

Returned

In

care

No.%

No.%

No.%

No.

%

Linkingtoresources
1*20.0

625.0

Encouragement

91*5.0

8

33.3

No/otheractivity
1680.0

1875.0

No/otheractivity
1155.0

16

66.7

Totals

20100

21*100

Totals

20100

21*

100

X2 =0.3Ud.f.=1P=<).90notsignificantX2 =0.23d.f.=1P=<0,90notsignificant



Table8;WiFathers'perceptionsoftypeofsocialworkactivitywithreturnfromcare-fathers interviewsample2ij.
Returned

In

care

Returned

In

care

No.%

No,

%

No.%

No.

%

Emotionalsupport
112.5

h

25.0

Practicalsupport
562.5

2

12.5

No/otheractivity
787.5

12

75.0

No/othercontact
337.5

lii

87.5

Totals

8100

16

100

Totals

8100

16

100

X2 =0.03d.f.=1P
=<0.90

X2 =3.9Ud.f.=1
p=<o.o5

Returned

m

care

Returned

In

care

No.%

No,
.%

No.%

No.

%

Linkingtoresources
112.5

3

18.8

Encouragement

337.5

3

18.8

No/otheractivity
787.5

13

81.2

No/otheractivity-
562.5

13

91.2

Totals

8100

16

100

Totals

8100

16

100

X2 =0.07d.f.-IP
=<0.90

X2 =1.03d.f.-1
P=<).5o
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Linking clients to resources

The second type of help perceived by natural parents was where

social workers had attempted negotiations on their behalf with land¬

lords or local authority Housing Separtments. All the fourteen

parents came from families where eviction had been the reason

for care. Parents felt that social workers had played a major

part in arranging for them to be rehoused or to pay off their

debts in instalments. As Table 8:1*2 shows, ten mothers (22.7%)

and four fathers (16.7$) said they had received this typo of help.

Tables 8:1*3 and 8:1*1* show that negotiation was not significant

in indicating for return for either mothers or fathers.

Practical support

This type of activity was perceived by thirteen mothers

(29 Sfo) and seven fathers (29.2$). As Tables 8:1*3 and 8:1*1* show,

it was the only activity which, from the parents' viewpoint,

affected return in a significant way. For mothers, P = <0.01 and

for fathers P = <0.05. Parents cited several types of practical

support; loans, furniture, travelling expenses and transport. Of

these, undoubtedly the most important was the payment of rent

arrears, a finding which confirms the picture presented by the

study social workers.

Encouragement to maintain contact with children

This category was evolved from the emotional and practical

support given specifically for this purpose. Sometimes this took the

form of verbal encouragement; at other times sustained activity

from social workers to help parents .increase contact with children.

Alongside these two forms of activity, six mothers and three fathers
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had been offered transport. As Tables 8:li3 and show en¬

couragement did not indicate significantly for return from care •

Comparisons of type of activity as seen by social workers and
parents.

Since there was considerable agreement on the categories

of help offered and received, it was decided to test out whether

the type of help offered by social workers had in fact been

perceived as such by the natural parents. Table 8:U5 compares

the views of social workers and mothers and 8sU6 compares the

views of social workers and fathers. Comparisons of help offered

and perceived were divided into five categories. This allowed for

complete agreement between social workers and parents on whether

a particular type of activity had been offered. It also allowed

parents to distinguish between perception and effectiveness of a

particular type of activity.

As the Tables show, in relation to emotional support, there

were discrepancies between help offered and perceived as offered.

In almost half the cases where emotional support had been offered

to mothers it had not been perceived as such. Four out of

eighteen fathers had also not perceived this sort of activity and

a further four; though they had perceived emotional support thought it un¬

helpful . Two mothers thought that it had been helpful to talk

to social workers but in these cases, social workers had not

cited emotional support as part of their activities.

In all cases where negdtiation had been undertaken on parents'

behalf, this linking to resources activity had been perceived by

parents but had only been found helpful by three out of eight
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Table 8:U$ Comparisons of social work activity offex-ed and
perceived - mothers and social workers interview
sample 33

Emotional linking to Practical Encourage-
support resources support ment

8Agreed offered/
perceived helpful

Agreed offered/
perceived unhelpful

Offered/not perceived lj?
Not offered/perceived ?
offered/helpful

Agreed activity not o

offered

3

5

7

18

7

3

23

7

3

16

Totals 33 33 33 33

Table 8:i|.6 Comparisons of social work activity offered and
perceived - fathers and social workers interview
sample 18

;reea offered/
:rceived helpful

freed offered/
>rceived unhelpful

'fered/not perceived
)t offered/perceived
'fered/helpful

;reed activity not
\fered

1

k

13

b

3

11 12

Totals 18 18 18 18

mothers and one out of five fathers. Seven mothers ascribed this

sort of help to social workers where it had not been offered. In all

seven cases, children had been received into care because of

eviction or financial problems. Parents felt that the provision of
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new housing or prevention of eviction was directly related to the

negotiations made by social workers on their behalf. While in

these cases the power which parents ascribed to social workers

had been used positively, in other cases parents felt that the
93

social workers had unjustifiably refused to use their influence.

Linking clients to resources was not significant in facilitating

rehabilitation.

There was a certain amount of discrepancy in the offer and

receipt of practical support. In all cases, help had been perceived,

but the offer of transport was not seen as Helpful by three mothers

and two fathers. This was in line with parental views on the

inhibiting effects that social workers' presence could have on

9k
meetings with children shown in Chapter 6.

With one exception, practical support in the form of material

aid had beenges*©a£ved when offered and viewed as helpful. The

exception was one father who had been given second-hand furniture,

which he described as 'shoddy' and 'insulting'. He was so incensed

by this action that he returned the goods.

In seven of the seventeen cases where social workers had

offered encouragement to mothers and in two out of the six cases

where encouragement had been offered to fathers, this type of

intervention had not been perceived by parents. In each case, the

parent expressed some negative feeling towards his or her social

worker. All the cases where encouragement had been perceived but was

considered unhelpful referred to the provision of transport.

Possible reasons_ for the discrepancies between the views of social
workers and parents

1) The relationship between client and worker
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There are several reasons why discrepancies may exist between

perceptions of help offered, by social workers and that received

by clients. The first reason may stem from the complexity of the

relationship that exists between client and worker. McKay et.al.

(1975) found that clients in Eiiglish Social Services Departments

they studied had great difficulty in distinguishing between the

help offered and their relationship with a social worker. Consumers

who expressed a negative attitude towards their social workers were

more likely to be dissatisfied. Further support for the difficulty

of differentiating between the help offered and the personality

of the social worker comes from Overton (1960)^ who has suggested that

clients» perceptions of the personality of the social worker are

more influential on their attitudes than their expectations or

perceptions of the agency. Additionally, Sainsbury (1975) suggests

that 'the effectiveness of a social service is judged by its users

more in terms of the perceived personalities of social workers than

by any official statement or advertisement of the agency work;

and that the functions of an agency are less influential on

consumer opinion than are the processes of perception taking place
97

between users and staff.'

This difference in perceptions and the importance of the

personality of the worker may well account for the differences given

by parents and social workers in this study. It will be remember¬

ed that there was most discrepancy in the area of emotional support

or encouragement to see children; and in other cases,where social

workers made negotiations on behalf of clients, parents ascribed

to them a power which did not exist in reality®
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The effect of the relationship on parental perceptions of

help was tested out by comparing parents' global assessment of help
with their attitude to social workers on a three point scale which

allowed for positive, negative or mixed feelings. As Tables

8:1|7 and 8 ;U8 show, in two thirds of the cases where parents

liked their social workers they considered their intervention help¬

ful. Conversely, where they regarded social workers in a negative

light, intervention had been viewed as unhelpful. Furthermore, in

the cases of four mothers and two fathers where positive feeling

was expressed towards social workers parents excused the social

worker's ineffectiveness. Conversely, where their feelings

were negative, they blamed social workers for a lack of action on

their behalf. The influence of personality factors on the perception

of parents is borne out by their comments.

A mother; I don't like her. I canna' talk
to her somehow. She doesna' seem interested
in me. No-sh^s been no help to me at all.

A mother; Miss Carfrae is awfully nice - just
like a friend to me she is. You can talk to
her without feeling ashamed. She's a very fair
person and very kindly. You can open your mind
to her and tell her what you think.

A mother: She's an awfully nice person,you feel
you can speak to her. I don't know what else she
could have done; it was my fault that the bairns
were put away, wasn't it?

Further evidence for the influence of personality factors

comes from the fact that at least six parents felt it was necessary

for social workers to have the same life experiences themselves

in order to help tham. Among these parents there was a general

dissatisfaction with social workers who were young and, in the
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Table 8;ii7 Mothers' global assessment of help given with attitude
towards social worker - interview sample Idi

Like social
worker

Dislike social
worker

Mixed
attitude

Mo. % No. % No. %

Social worker helpful 9 69.2 1 a.5 2 22.2

Social worker not helpful i; 30.8 21 95.5 7 87.8

Totals 13 100 22 100 9 100

Table 8:U8 Fathers' global assessment of help given vrith attitude
towards social worker - interview sample $4

Like social
worker

Dislike social
worker

Mixed
attitude

No. % No. % No. %

Social worker helpful ii 66.7 — - 3 30.0

Social worker not helpful 2 33.3 8 100 7 70.0

Totals 6 100 8 100 10 100

parents 1 eyes had a limited life experience.

A mother; You used to have time with the old
ones to get over what you wanted to say, but not
now. When you go up there you get young ones who
don't understand as much as the old ones did. You
need, to have a married woman who has to do all the
daily work herself and cope with a family to
understand your problems. I think Mrs.Gordon
is very kind but she hasn't a family herself - so
how can she understand folks like me?

A father; I'm not against young things you
realise, but I think there's a place for every¬
thing and when folks are in trouble they want
to be treated seriously.

A mother: It's better when you get a head one.
They are older like you and understand. The young
ones always have to go and ask "the old ones anyway.They
can never tell you what to do on their own.
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The influence of life experience on clients' expectations

has also been noted by Mayer aftd Timms (1970),who suggest that the

belief that workers must live throu^isituations is an implicit

challenge to the fundamental precept 'that social work skills
98

derive from an abstract body of knowledge.'

2) The influence on perceptions of parents' views on the necessity
for care

The second factor which influenced parents' perceptions of

social work activity was their attitude towards the placement. This

was tested out by comparing the parents' perceptions of social

work activity with their views on the necessity for care. As

Table 8:U9 shows, there was a very significant relationship between

the two variables. (X^ = 17.ill d.f. = U P = <^0.01) When the

sample was divided into mothers and fathers, the significant

level was maintained for mothers (P =<^0.05) but was almost, but
not quite significant for fathers (P =^0.10).

Tables 8:50 and 8:51 show that 39-1$ of mothers ana h2.9%

of fathers who thought reception into care had been absolutely

necessary also found social work help useful. Where parents thought

care might have been avoided, their views on the effectiveness

of social work help declined. Only llx.3% of mothers and 20$ of

fathers thought social workers had been helpful in this group. Parents

who thought reception into care could have been avoided were very

dubious about the value of social work intervention. Only one

mother thought the social worker had been helpful and fathers

were unanimously agreed on the ineffectiveness of intervention,

eleven out of the: twelve parents in this group and half the parents
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Table 8:U9 Parents' attitude towards social work help with views
on necessity for care - parents interview sample 68

Care absolute- Possibly not Absolutely not
ly necessary necessary necessary

No. % No % No. %

Social worker helpful 15 U0.5 3 15.8 1 8 3
Social worker not helpful' 22 59.5 16 81*.2 11 91.7

fto <4 , tf

Totals 37 100 19 100 12 100

1C = 17.Ul d.f. = U P = ^0.001 (helpful/not/no difference)

Table 8;50 Mothers' attitude towards social work help with views
on necessity for care - mothers interview sample UU

Care absolute- Possibly not Absolutely not
ly necessary necessary necessary

No. % No. % No. %

Social worker helpful 9 39.1 2 1U.3 1 lU.3

Social worker not helpful/ iu 68.9 12 85.7 6 85.7

Totals 23 100 1U 100 7 100

X = 10.61 d.f. = b P « (0.05 (helpful/not/no difference)

Table 8;5l Fathers' attitude towards social work help with views
on necessity for care - fathers interview sample 2b

Care absolute¬ Possibly not Absolutely not
ly necessary necessary necessary

No. % No. % No. %

Social worker helpful 6 U2.9 1 20.0 - -

Social worker not helpful1 8 57.1
ru,

U 80.0 5 100

Totals lU 100 5 loo 5 100

X2 = 8.1*2 d.f. -UP =^0.10 (helpful/not/no difference)
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in the group who thought separation might have been avoided^

blamed social wo ricers for reception into care. In twelve cases they

thought that social workers had deliberately withheld financial aid

to prevent eviction, or had failed to use their power to negotiate

with Housing Departments on the client's behalf. There seemed to be

a misunderstanding of the relationship between the Social Work

Department and the Housing Department. Clients felt the final

decision lay with the Social Work Department whereas in fact, in

the City, the burden of decision rested squarely on the shoulders

of the Housing Department. Some clients who had been rehoused also

held the same view and wrongly attributed the provision of a house
99

to the Social Work Department rather than to the Housing Department.

The children of the remaining seven parents who held negative

views on social workers and thought care could have been avoided

had been received into care because of unsatisfactory home

conditions. In four cases, parents had been taken to court for

neglect. The negative attitude of neglecting parents has been

pointed out by Thorpe (197i|),who found that parents whose children

were received into care through the courts 'tended to perceive a

social worker in the role of child snatcher with no redeeming

positive characteristics.'"'"^
As one mother in this study commented; 'They've been no

good to me, all they did was take my bairns away..'

By contrast, where parents felt the placement had been

absolutely necessary, they tended to express feelings of indebted¬

ness and gratitude to social workers.
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A father: We were at the end of the line -

then the social worker took the bairns away.
What a relief that was, we shall always be
grateful to her.

A mother: She's been very good to me. She
found a place for the bairns which was just
right. I couldn't say anything against her
at all.

Similar feelings of gratitude have been found in the studies

of Cohen (1975)^^" and were expressed by one consumer group whose
102 103

views were recorded by Timms (1973). Thorpe (197U) also

found a relationship between gratitude and satisfaction with social

work help but she attributed this satisfaction to the limited

expectations of parents. There was no evidence to support such

a view in this study. Expectations of satisfied clients were not

limited but sometimes were different from those of dissatisfied

clients. Sometimes both came with the expectation that they would

receive material aid. Where their expectations were fulfilled, they

were satisfied but where this type of help was not available were

dissatisfied. Some of the satisfied clients who viewed reception

into care as necessary had been facing extreme personal crises. In

these cases, the social worker had recognised the severity of the
104

problem and reception into care provided relief from stress.

3) The frequency of social work contact

As Table 8?52 shows there was a very significant relationship

between the frequency of social work contact and the parents'

attitude towards social workers. For all parents interviewed (X^ =

32.56 d.f. = b P ® <(0.01). Over 50$ mothers and 100$ fathers
who saw social workers frequently said that such meetings were

helpful compared with only a third of those who saw social workers
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Table 8:52 Attitude of parents towards social work help with
frequency of contact with social worker in previous
year - parents interview sample 68

Never infrequently Infrequently Frequently
No. % No. % No. % No. %

Social worker help- . -

ful

- 1 5.6 8 33.3 10 66,7

Not helpful/
makes no difference

100 17 9ii.il 16 66.7 5 33.3

Totals 11 100 18 100 2ii 100 15 100

X^ = 32.56 d.f. = 6 P = ('O.OI (helpful/not/no difference)

Table 8;53 Mothers' attitude towards social work help with
frequency of contact with social worker - mothers
interview sample liU

Never Very Infrequently Frequently
Infrequently

No. % No. % No. q>
A> No. %

Social worker help¬
ful

- - 1 9.1 5 33.3 6 52i.5

Not helpful/
makes no difference 7 100 10 90.9 10 66.7 5 U5.5

Totals 7 100 11 100 15 100 11 100

2
x 21.75 d.f. = 6 P = (0.05 (helpful/not/no difference)
Table 8;5U Fathers' attitude towards social work help with

frequency of contact with social workers - fathers
interview sample 2I4

Never Very Infrequently Frequently
Infrequently

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Social worker help¬
ful

Not helpful/
makes no difference k 100 7 100

3

6

33.3

66.7

k 100

Totals h 100 7 100 9 100 h 100

2
X - 17.60 d.f. = 6 P \0.05 (helpful/not/no difference)
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infrequently. Conversely, 100$ of parents who never saw social

workers, 90.9$ mothers and 100$ fathers who had only seen a social

worker once in the last year felt that contact with social workers

had not been helpful. Frequent contact with social workers express¬

ed concern as the following comment from a father shows:

He gave me the impression he wanted to help,
he was down every week and always had a smile
on his face as if he was pleased to see you.
I know he was busy but he made you feel the
time he was with you was always for you. If
he couldn't come he always let me know.

l.i . Different expectations and systems of problem-solving

The fourth reason which may have contributed to the parents'

perception of social work help was that social workers and parents

may have had very different expectations about the nature of the

intervention offered. In their study of working class clients,
10d

Mayer and Timms (1970) found that clients' dissatisfaction of

social work help stemmed from a different system of problem-

solving utilised by client and worker. Discussion of their

findingais relevant since they relate closely to those of this

study, where clients came for material help they expected that

this would be given and were puzzled by social workers' discussion

of other topics which they considered irrelevant. Those seeking inter¬

personal help expected the worker 'to base his actions on a

unicausal, moralistic, suppressive approach to problem-solving;'

where the social worker would accept the client's view of his world

and offer appropriate help. Differences in expectations were

often unrecognised and interaction resulted in a tug of war be¬

tween social workers and parents which led elieatfcs to conclude that

/
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the worker was uninterested in them, distrusted them, failed to

understand their problems and so forth. These misinterpretations

in turn tended to generate anger and resentment and impeded the

workers efforts to be helpful.

Parents' reasons for dissatisfaction with social work help

Table 8:55 shows the distribution of parents reasons for satis¬

faction and dissatisfaction with the social work services they had

received. There were six main areas of dissatisfaction.

Table 8:55 Parents' reasons for dissatisfaction with social work
activity.

Mothers Fathers

No. % No. %

Unmet expectations of material aid 9 28.1 9 52.9

No action 6 18.8 8 U7.0

Ihsensitivity 16 50.0 h 23.5
Break promises 7 21.9 5 29.U
Child-centred 5 15.6 h 39.5

Child snatchers 3 9.3 1 5.9

Totals U6 1^3.7 31 138.3

Nos. and percentages more than 32, 17 and 100$ since sometimes
more than one reason given.

1. Unmet expectations of material aid

Mayer and Timms (1970) found that very little obtained
107

material help was a major source of dissatisfaction for clients.

This was equally the case in this study where eighteen parents felt

they could have been helped more by the provision of such services.

There were two sources of discontent: firstly, that by paying off
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debts or by influencing the Housing Department social workers

could have prevented reception into care caused by eviction and

secondly, that if eviction did occur, social workers could have

provided similar loans or influenced the Housing Department to

speed up rehabilitation. Parents spoke vehemently of their unmet

expectations of material aid which provoked feelings of anger,

frustration and degredation. These added to the sense of fail¬

ure which was caused by the reception of their children into care.

Reluctance to seek material aid had been noted by others (Mayer
108

and Timms 1970 et.al.) The particular reluctance of this study's
109

fathers to seek help has been outlined in Chapter 5- A

major source of frustration was that parents felt they had been

discriminated against unfairly by social workers and cited examples

of other cases where money had been given.

A father; There's no justice with the Welfare.
People who are genuine cases get flung aside.
Those who are playing them on get help time
after time.

A father: They didn't seem to understand my
case at all. I know of others who have got
far more money from the Welfare. Then they
took away half my wages to pay for the child¬
ren.

It is of interest that the views of this last father represented

those of at least three others who felt the payment of maintenance

was a punitive measure to keep children in care longer since there

was no possibility of effecting rehabilitation without considerable

savings.

2. The equasion between action and satisfactory social work help

Several parents equated satisfaction with social work activity
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with action on their behalf by social workers. As Mayer and Timms

(1970) noted 'workers who wished to help you expend energy on you

in some way. As clients see it, listening does not involve

expenditure of energy.'1x0 Certainly this was the case for this group

of dissatisfied clients. Practical support in the form of material

aid was the only action which they felt would have solved their

problems.

A father; Social workers think they can talk
your problems away. But that's a load of rubbish
when you are fit0 in debt.

A mother: Do you want the truth? The social
worker's been no help at all. She was supposed
to get a bed for me and some clothes but I
haven't seen or heard of them. She never bother¬
ed to see the children and only once has she been
to see me in the last year.

A mother; She could have helped me more to get
a house. She promised to xvrite to the Corporation
but she didn't and she didn't tell me what was

happening either, you don't like to bother them
because they seem so busy, but they could keep
you in touch'.

A mother; She always asks me how the kids are
getting on an how I am. I'm not really getting
nothing out of it. It's always questions from
her. When I ask one I never get any
answers. Nothing comes out of seeing her - she
could do a lot more as far as the housing is
concerned.

The comments of this mother illustrate a further source

of dissatisfaction related to lack of action: that social workers

concentrated on areas which to the client were irrelevant. The

views of this second mother support those of the first.

A mother: What I wanted was some help to get
a house. 3ie kept asking me about my husband and
how I got on with the bairns. I didn't see the point.

A third dissatisfaction related to lack of action was that
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social workers were seen as indecisive since they gave parents no

advice. Listening was indeed not enough; the social worker was

expected to express his or her opinion.

A mother: If we had had the right sort of help
the children wouldn't have gone away. If an
older woman had come, she would have realised
what my husband was like. I think she would
have talked to him and sorted him out.

A mother; No, it's not helpful. I canna' speak
to her. If you talk to her she just sits there
and doesn't advise you what to do. You can't
get through to her. When she comes, she only talks
about Andrew being in care. She doesn't seem to
have the time to bother with me.

3. Insensitivity to the needs of parents

The third major source of parental discontent expressed by

twenty of the study parents and one which was particularly important

to mothers, was that social workers were not sensitive to their

needs. This was related to clients' perceptions of the pressure

under which social workers were working. There was the feeling

that social workers were often too busy to give their time to

parents who needed help with interpersonal problems.

A mother: Miss McKinnon makes suggestions but
she doesn't have time to talk these days. She's
a senior worker now - she used to have time to
come and chat to you and have a cup of tea.

A mother: She's a very nice person but she
doesn'thave enough interest in us. You can
never get hold of her. I think she's doing
too much. They should be limited in what they
do.

The time factor also made clients feel they were being

rushed through the helping process at a pace that was too fast for

them. For example, one mother said:

You feel you've got to say everything in ten

I



- 725 -

minutes when you go to the Welfare. You
feel like you're a number not a person.

Three parents whose children had been returned to them regretted

very much that social workers had not kept in contact after the

placement had ended. They would have welcomed support at the

difficult time of rehabilitation. One father felt he would have

liked the social worker to see the progress which the family had

made. As he put it:

I think they could have helped more when
the bairns came home. I know it's part of
their training to get a case off their hands
as quickly as possible, but sometimes I
feel that my wife needs someone to talk to
with regard to the children. Also you like them
to see how well you've done.

I4.. Social workers did not keep their promises

A fourth source of discontent was that clients felt social

workers made promises which they did not keep. This type of

discontent has also been noted by Sainsbury (1975).x~^ The

idea that social workers made promises to natural parents was in

line with their perceptions of social workers as friends who were

helping them. It will be shown that consistency was the major

source of satisfaction in the relationship between parents and social

workers but failure to keep promises reinforced parents' sense

of failure.

A mother: They make you feel you stand for
nothing. They make promises plenty of times
but they never keep them. They say, 'Oh yes,
I'll get you some clothes or some expenses',
but they never come back again and it's a
different one every time. They just let you
down, I think they aren't bothered about you
at all.

A mother: I asked if they could move the
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bairns nearer and was told they would try
but nothing ever happened.

5. Social workers' activity tended to be child-centred.

Parents perceived the breaking of promises or the lack of time

given to them by the social workers as indifference to their needs.

iiqual indifference was interpreted by a minority of parents in cases

where social workers tended to be child-centred. This was not a

major preoccupation for the study parents since only nine cited

this as a way in which social workers could help them more. There

was far more emphasis on dissatisfaction with unmet material needs.
N 112

This contrasts with the findings of Thorpe (197k) who found

that lack of involvement with plans relating to children's placements

was a major source of dissatisfaction for parents. The differences

may be accounted for by the fact that many of the parents in this

study were in regular touch with their children and therefore had

at least some involvement in decisions made on their children's

behalf.

For the nine parents in this group the lack of consultation

increased a sense of worthlessness.

A mother? What I don't like with the Welfare
is the way they don't consult you about any¬
thing. While at first, Jimmy was in the home,
I could visit him all the time. I went up
there one Saturday and he wasn't there. The
matron told me he had been moved to a foster
home. Nobody told me and I didn't know where
he was. When I found out where the foster home
was, up there in the north, (near Aberdeen) I
was very angry. How did they expect me to go
to see him? When I saw them about it they told
me they needed the place in the home and he was
better in a foster home anyway. It's all wrong.
You're the parent, you should decide.

A mother: I feel they're all against me. I don't
count for anything. I'm just nothing in their
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eyes. I've never been consulted about
the children being moved. The social worker
came in and said they had gone to another
home. They never once brought the children
to see us in all the seven years they've been
in care. We've had to go to see them at our
own expense.

A father; The trouble is they're always for
the children never for you.

One father was particularly resentful that the social worker

had not consulted him before she wrote a report on the family for

the Children's Hearing. His fourteen year old daughter who was

in a children's home had stolen some money from school. Mr. Grant

said he would have welcomed social work support at other times and

resented the inference that his participation was only valued at

times of trouble.

To me this one's not competent for her job.
I never met her before April, 'though she's
been my social worker for two years. She
spent a lot of time going round other people
getting up a case history but never came to
see me until there was trouble with the bairns.
She came down once to see me before the Hearing.
I don't know how she did her social report on
me because I never had any interview properly
with her as far as I was concerned.

Although some parents would have liked to have been consulted

about their children and would have welcomed contact with social

workers, as shown in Chapter 6, they felt very insecure about making

the first move."^

A mother; No-one ever came to see me after
the bairns went away. I didn't like to visit
them. They could have been more understanding with
me, could have said let's have a talk, but nobody
said'I'll come and visit you. ' I asked to see Mr.
Sutherland months ago, but he's never been to see
me. I don't know what to do for the best. I
could do with someone to advise me.
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Unlike this mother's attitude of passive acceptance of

the status quo, at least one father thought that, if social

workers could not display interest by visiting him at home, he was

not going to suffer what he considered to be the indignity of going

to the Social Work Department.

A father; They make you feel embarrased going
to the office. When you sit in the hall there's
always people there and you feel ashamed. They
come to the home you have a better chance of
getting through to them. The trouble is they
don't come to your home so they make you feel-
wby should I bother if this is the sort of help
they give me.

6. Social workers as child snatchers

The srxth source of dissatisfaction was that social workers

were seen to have stolen children away unnecessarily. It has

already been shown that some parents felt reception into care could

have been prevented by the provision of material aid or through

negotiation on their behalf by social workers. There were four

cases where children had been received into care through the

courts because of neglect. These parents thought that reception

into care was completely unnecessary. Their comments speak for

themselves.

A father: The Welfare never did any good to
me. All they did was come to take the children
away.

A mother; The Welfare said the place wasn't
fit although we thought it was alright. They
said the children would have to be took away-
I was never consulted about it. As far as I
am concerned the Welfare have been no good at
all.

Satisfaction with social work interaction

As Table 8:56 shows, there were nineteen parents who were
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Table 8:56 Parents' reasons for satisfaction with social work

activity.

Mothers Fathers

No. % No. %

Material aid given 8 66.7 5 71.U
Emotional and material help 3 25.0 3 ii2.9

Home visits 3 25.0 2 28.6

Accepts parent's decisions h 33.3 1 Hi.3

Consistency and efficiency 2 16.7 h 57.1

Totals 20 166.7 15 21U.3

Nos. and percentages more than 12 , 7 and 100$ since sometimes
more than one reason given.

I

completely satisfied with the services they had received. Clients

needs were met in five main ways.

1, Clients' expectations of material aid met

This category was the corollary of the first reason given by

parents who were dissatisfied. In all cases where clients were

satisfied, help had been received in cash or in kind. Action was

equated with help as the following two comments show;

A mother: She was very good on the information,
very helpful and explained about how to get a
house. She gave me a letter to go to the
Corporation.

A father; He couldn't have helped me more.
I got a five apartment house and that was
what I wanted.

2. Help with practical and emotional problems

Goldberg (1970found that the satisfaction of elderly

clients was related to the meeting of both practical and emotional

needs within a single process of helping. In Salisbury's opinion
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(1975) 'material and other forms of help are sometimes linked

emotionally, especially in a crisis situation where one form of

help may symbolise the other. Jackson (1973)^"^ has brought

support for this view by demonstrating client need for concurrent

material and emotional help.

Equal satisfaction from receiving a combination from material

and emotional help was shown by six parents in this study. For

this group of parents, reception into care was seen as action which

had met their needs at a time of family crisis.

A mother; We had just come to the end of our
tether. It was such a relief to us when the
bairns were taken away. I can never thank
Miss Dundas enough for being there at the
right time.

A father: He understood about the children
after my wife left. There was lots of debt
too, it was difficult but he understood. He
always had the welfare of the boya; at heart
and knew if they were happy I was happy. He
was on top of the job, always listening,
weighing up what was said and then he would
give you his advice. He gave me a loan to pay
off the debts, that was the start, then we went
on from there.

3. Concern expressed through home visits

Not all parents who were satisfied with social work activity

equated action with services; some saw the social workers' use

of home visits as an action which expressed concern and interest.

In parents opinion, although these social workers were subjected

to equal pressure as their colleagues, by making home visits they

made each parent feel he was an individual who was worthy of

special attention. In at least five cases, provided that social

workers were willing to expend energy by visiting clients, listening
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to their problems in interview was seen as an essential part of the

helping process in its own right. The views of this father express

those of others.

A father; Mr. Stevens used to sit and let me

talk away; he always came to the home in the
evening. He understood I couldn't get off
work. He listened to you - like what you
had to say was worth hearing.

U. The social worker's acceptance of the client's ability to make
decisions

Reception into care had left some parents feeling uncertain

of their parental role and had reduced their general level of

functioning. In these cases social workers hexped to restore their

self-esteem by conveying an acceptance of the parents' right to

make decisions. Implicit in this was the social worker's accept¬

ance that the parent needed to work things out at his own pace.

The following comments illustrate these points.

A mother: Mrs. Gordon lets me decide what to
do, she never pushes me. home people would
say, 'I think you should do this', but she
never does. I like that, I can talk to her
and tell her what I think. Then she lets me

decide.

A mother; Miss Carfrae never tells me what to
do, she just listens to what I say. I feel
she knows what's going on in my mind.

A mother; Miss Dundas is very understanding, she
never says to you - I know what's best for you,
you feel free to talk to her not closed in like -

Some satisfied clients were willing to accept advice and

direction from social workers but only on three conditions;

firstly,that the social worker left the ultimate decision to them,

secondly, that the parent ikea the social worker and thirdJy,he

accepted parents! limitations. One mother described the situation.
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She's a fair person you can open your mind
to her^ tell her what you think, she'll
tell you straight if she doesn't agree with
you but she doesn't make you think you
should do things her way if you don't want
to. I had one before who was always pushing
me, telling me that I could do things I
knew I couldn't but this one is different.

Dissatisfied parents were divided in their opinion on the

use of advice. Some would have welcomed a directive approach;

others who had been offered advice felt it was an infringement of

their autonomy. It is of interest that in these cases, parents

expressed dislike of their social workers.

Some explanation for the acceptance of direction had been

given by Salnsbury who suggests that 'a client's acceptance of a

social worker's directiveness depends on his awareness of

accurate empathy - a feeling of really being understood.' This

was shown in this study by the fact that clients were only willing

to accept advice when they liked their social workers.

5. Consistency and efficiency

Several satisfied parents recognised that sometimes agency

resources set a limit on the help that social workers could offer.

These limitations where acceptable provided that social workers

were honest with clients and did not make promises which they

could not keep. Above all, social workers were expected to have

a certain amount of knowledge and to carry out any actions to

which they had committed themselves quickly and efficiently. Hie

following comments of a mother and a father illustrate the salient

characteristics in the relationship between social workers and

satisfied parents.

I
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A mother; She does everything proper. She
doesn't carry on about it, she helps you as
much as she can and as much as the Authority
will stand, quietly and efficiently.

A father; You can ask Mr. Stevens questions
and generally he knows the answers. If he doesn't
know, he says1I'll go and try and find out/and
then he always comes back. He keeps his promises,
he's helped me a great deal.

Returning home

Apart from the series of factors discussed above, which seemed to

have contributed to the rehabilitation of children from care,

social workers and natural parents were asked to give their own

assessment of the major reason why families had been reunited.

Thirty-one families in the total sample and twenty-two in the
9

interview sample who had been reunited, the social workers reasons

for reunion are shown in Table 8:$7.

Table 8:57 Reasons for return of families given by social workers
- total and interview social work samples

Total sample
31

No. %

Interview sample
22

No. %

Reason:
Parents request child returned

Parent rehoused

Social worker causes return

Parent with new partner
Parent recovered from illness

10 32.3

9 29.0

5 16.1

5 16.1
2 6.5

8 36.4

9 40.9
2 9.1

2 9.1

1 4.5

Totals 31 100 22 100

It can be seen from the Table that, in many cases the request

for return came from the parent rather than from the social worker,

although there was some evidence from parents to suggest that
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social workers had taken a more directive approach in bringing

about return, (see below) Parents were also asked to give the

main reason why their children had returned home. Their reasons

are shown in Table 8;58. The main reason for return was after

parents had been rehoused (fifteen cases). No natural parent

cited a change in his family relationships as a major cause of re¬

union but put far more stress on environmental and social factors.

Table 8;58 Parents'views on reason for children's return (family
based data 25)

Families

No. %

Crisis resolved h. 16.0

Rehoused 15 60.0

New family (with new partner) 6 2I4..O

Totals 25 100

A detailed description of the involvement of social workers

in the rehabilitation process once a decision for return had been

made was outside the scope of this study but from parental comments,

it was clear that few parents had received intensive social work

help at the time their children were returned home and yet, for many,

return was almost as difficult as separation. The reasons for this

are several. Firstly, the further separation that a child experiences

in returning to his parents confronts him with 'the reawakening

of earlier separation anxieties superimposed on current stress.'

(Kline and Overstreet 1972) "^ Although a child's first reaction on

hearing he is to return is generally one of delight, this may be

followed by strong ambivalence shown by anxiety or depression.
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Anxiety comes from facing renewed feelings of anger towards

parents who placed him in care and guilt about the anger. He may

also regret leaving the substitute family he has become close to.

For parents at this time, reunion with their children may re¬

awaken old feelings of guilt and inadequacy.

To help parent and child over the transition it is recommended

that return should be carefully planned. In Aldgate's opinion

(1976) 'to return home means loss and change no less than

reception into care and it is the social worker's task to help

both the child and parents come to terms with their feelings if

a satisfactory rehabilitation, in every sense of the word is to

be obtained.

In this study parents expressed considerable ambivalence

about return. Some felt their children would be like strangers:

We weren't really looking forward to their
return. Well, that's not really true - but
we knew it would be hard having them back
after just the two of us.

The resentment expressed in giving up new found freedom was

echoed by another parent who appreciated the directive approach of

a social worker who had helped him resolve this problem.

Every parent needs a break from the bairns -

we just had too much. But you know, once they
were away, we got used to the idea and we ware
beginning to like it. It was great to go out
without thinking about it. We were so free.
If Mrs. Gordon hadn't pushed us a bit, I
don't think we would have got the bairns back
so soon, but I'm glad we did; they were begin¬
ning to be like strangers.

Other parents found it hard to accept that children might wish

to retain links with their substitute homes and had magical expectations
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that children would return to them to live happily ever after and

that their time in care would be thought of as a bad dream, best

forgotten. The attitude of children who were testing out their

parents to see if they would again be rejected was hard to accept as

the following comments show:

A mother who had been rehoused: They had been
away so long they were like strangers. When
they were at the home they were given a lot
of toys; I think they miss the other children
too .They wanted to go back - that really hurt
me - I thought their home now and we're a
family, why should they want those people?

A father who had been rehoused and resolved
marital^roblems: We'd been looking forward
to them coming back so much, but the first
few weeks after their return were awful. They
were so bad we kept threatening to send them
back - eventually they settled down.

These comments reveal some of the difficulties that parents

went through on their children's return home. For the majority

of these parents in the study, both reception into care and return

had been difficult. The separation had changed the lives of both

parents and children, but perhaps the meaning of the event is best

summarised by the words of one mother in the study who talked about

her experiences as follows:

I'll never forget the day the bairns went
away- it was like the world had ended - but
I thought och well, they'll be back in a
few weeks. I didn't realise it would take
so long - nearly a year to get them back. When
they came home at first they were no like my
bairns. Now they're alright, but sometimes I
look at them and I wonder what they really
think of me for sending them away - it's a
queer like feeling. One thing though - they'll
no* go away again.

Summary and conclusions

Bearing in mind the limitations of studying only two Social
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Work Departments and restricting interviews to a minority

of social workers and natural parents, several conclusions can be

made tentatively from the findings of this chapter.

Table 8:38 Summary of influence of social work activity on return
from care - total and interview samples

Significance levels on return/non
return dichotomy
Total sample Interview sample

1. Intensity of activity

Frequent social work contact
with one or both parents
2. Type of activity (social
workers)
Emotional support a) mothers 0.50 0.50

b) fathers o.3o o.3o

linking to resources
a) mothers o.3o 0.30
b) fathers 0.90 o.3o

Practical support a) mothers 0.10 0.10
b) fathers 0.10 0.10

Encouragement a) mothers 0.90 0.50
b) fathers 0.90 o.3o

3. iype of activity (parents)
Emotional support a) mothers - o.3o

b) fathers - 0.90

Linking to resources
a) mothers - 0.90
b) fathers - 0.90

Practical support a) mothers - 0.01
b) fathers - 0.03

Encouragement a) mothers - 0.90
b) fathers - o.3o

Table 8»58 summarises the effectiveness of social work activity

in relation to return from care for both the total and the interview

samples.

It can be seen from the Table that the intensity of social
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work contact was a significant factor which influenced return.

In the return group5b.8% families saw social workers at least

monthly, compared with 16.3% in the in care group, The pattern

was repeated in the interview sample with 72,7% families in the

return group experiencing frequent social work contact compared

with $1.9% in the in care group.

The identification of the type of activity which might bs

effectivewas another matter, as the Table shows. Although parents

and social workers were agreed on the content of intervention,

with the exception of practical support mainly in the form of mater¬

ial aid, no one type of help cited was particularly useful in bring¬

ing about the reunion of families. The importance of this type of

practical support may reflect the large number of families who

were living in material poverty. In some of these cases, as

suggested in Chapter it, a more rational house letting policy by

the local authority Housing Departments and more material provision

might well have prevented reception into care. In others, it

might have been as Parfitt (1967) has suggested, that 'preventing
119

homelessness is a complex operation.' In some families material

needs may combine with emotional needs to precipitate a temporary

or permanent break up of a family and in these cases, parents may

need additional or alternative help with emotional problems. It is

difficult to generalise about the type of activity which would benefit

families who need more than practical support. Certainly Jordan

(1972) would question the traditional dysfunctional approach to

working with families since, in his opinion, this represents 'the

imposition by social workers of the norms of social and family
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120
life of the dominant classes upon the disadvantaged group.'

His views reflect the findings of this study where,with the exception

of material aid, neither social workers nor parents could agree that

any one type of activity facilitated rehabilitation.

There was sometimes confusion in the minds of both social

workers and parents as to what the Social Work Department had to

offer. Such confusion has been recognised elsewhere. In Spencer's

opinion (1970) 'the organisational problem for the social worker

is not simply being a professional in a burocracy; it is the
121

problem of uncertainty about the nature of social work.» This

was reflected in the dilemma of whether the social worker should

provide services or emotional help. Some clients were very 3ur@

in their own mind that the sole function of the Social Work

Department was to provide services in cash or in kind. Consequently

where their needs were not met, they were angry and frustrated. In

other cases, parents welcomed emotional support, either of a

general nature or that which had a specific problem-solving

function. The success of this type of support depended to a large

extent on whether the client likedthe personality of the social

worker. This finding,endorsed by other studies of client perceptions,

raises many questions about the nature of the relationship between

client and worker and about validity of the current abstract body

of knowledge on which social work practice is based.

An explanation for discrepancies in perceptions comes from

Jordan (1972) who suggests that social workers have not taken

sufficient cognisance of sociological evidence on the nature of

family life. He advocates an increased interest in
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the actual patterns of family life of the kind
of people who become clients. Such an interest
might well reveal both cultural and emotional
factors which would not be apparent from the
functional approach based on considerations
of mental health and illness. If social workers
are generally concerned about the social as well
as the emotional content of the lives of the
families with which they work, they may in fact get
more, rather than less, insight into the ©motional
factors which govern patterns of family life. For
without this interest in the total content of

family life, some psychological insights are
likely to be simple misunderstandings.122

The logical conclusion of this view is that,only when differences

in perceptions are resolved can there be a basis for meaningful

interaction.

There was one consistent factor from parents. Social workers'

use of self was valued if social workers were able to convey to

parents a sense of concern and interest in their welfare,

Particularly at the beginning of the placement, some parents

needed this sort of support in their own right and resented a

totally child-centred approach which neglected their needs.

Acceptance of parental limitations, concern displayed by home

visiting and reassurance for the parent he was valued in his own

right brought positive responses. Social work theory stresses

the importance of deliberate planned social work activity as an

important part of the rehabilitation process. Plans in themselves

are not enough] they have to be translated into action by involving

the natural parents in the caring process. As Chapter 6 showed,

parental participation in the lives of their children in care is an

essential factor in any plans for return. As Table 8:59 shows,

purposeful social work activity was rather limited. Although, in

many cases, social workers acknowledged the value of contact between
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Table 8; 59 Purposeful social work activity to foster rehabilitation
shown by the study social workers

Total sample Interview sample

% %

For rehabilitation

Have plans for child's return 54*0 75*5
Have frequent contact with one or 25.1 61.2
both parents

Encourage mother to see children 3°»8 60.4
Encourage father to see children 43^ 33^4
Attempt to trace parent where m) 21.2 46.2
contact lost 4*^ 47 ^ ^
Against rehabilitation

No plans 42.2 24•5
Mo • contact with one or both 33.3
parents

No encouragement to mother 68.4 39*6
No encouragement to father 83«6 64.6
No attempt to trace parent wherem) 73.3 33^3
contact lost ^ r7

parents and children in care, in reality, they did little to

realise their ideals, either by attempting to trace parents where

contact had been lost, or by actively encouraging parents to see

their children. Such a passive approach reflected the failure of 42%

of social workers in the total social work sample to make any

constructive plans for the study children, a practice at odds with

the accepted view that planning is essential for a child's well-

being.

There was evidence that social workers increased the

intensity of their contact with parents when they thought return

was likely, but the fact that children are likely to need alternatives
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to their natural families does not lessen the need for constructive

123
planning for their future. Parker (1971) suggests that social

workers may be forgiven for wanting to keep the outside chances

alive for return as long as possible and may, as a result, put

off decisions. Such reasoning might have been acceptable in this

study had there been evidence of a concerted policy for

rehabilitation but, as Table 8:59 shows, social workers in the

total and, to a lesser extent, in the interview social work

sample, had no ongoing contact with many parents and offered them

encouragement to see their children to well under half the cases.

Social workers justified their passivity by wishing to protect

children from distress but such a policy, bringing uncertainty

about the future to all concerned could not be said to be in the

long term interests of the child in care. Another rationalisation

for passivity was that social workers were frightened that natural

parents might snatch children away from what they considered to be a

stable foster home. There might well have been a risk of a 'tug-of-

love ' in one or two cases, but the legislation allows social

workers to assume parental rights or to dispense with parental

consent for adoption, where it has been proved that parents had

abdicated their responsibilities.

Whatever the difficulties, inactivity is inexcusable, because

of what Rowe and Lambert (1973) have termed 'the inexorable process
-i ai

of children's development.' To emphasise their view, they quote

Reid (1957) who asserts; 'Children need what they need when they
12 K

need it. Providing it "later" is always too late.'
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Chapter 9

Stmmary of the findings and implications

for practice

The timing of the exit of children from voluntary local

authority care has assumed particular importance with the passing

of the 1975 Children Act. With the emphasis placed on promoting

the welfare of the child 'so that his continuity and stability take

precedence over the needs of significant adults in his life, the

reception of children into care has assumed considerable importance.
2 3

Stevenson (1968) and Jehu (1963) would argue that thi3 ©vent was

always important but its status in legislation has never been so

explicit. Since a child's length of stay in care may be a factor

to be considered in deciding his future, the onus will lie heavily

on social workers to be very sure of both the advisability and

the purpose of reception into care. The Act may have the desirable

affect of encouraging social workers into purposeful activity to

ensure that children either return to their parents remain in

planned long term care or are found some more permanent alternative,

by way of custodianship or adoption. As Rowe and Lambert (1973) have

pointed out 'decisions about the future of children are among the

most difficult and delicate of all those confronting social workers.

Yet if the new Act is to have any meaning, social workers will have

to tackle this difficult task and take an assertive approach to

planning for children who come into care. Planning is meaningless

unless it is based on sound psycho-social diagnosis. As the M5S

Guide to Fostering Practice (1976) asserts;
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In planning her work with the parents of
children who are likely to remain in long
term care, the social worker has to assess
the extent to which they are capable of
either establishing or maintaining their
parental role. Such an assessment is fund¬
amental to decisions about the future of the
children involved; whether they should ult¬
imately be rehabilitated with their parents,
whether they should remain in their fester
home but maintain links with their parents,
whether such links are impossible to
establish or maintain or whether, in extreme^
cases, links with parents should be severed.

It is within the context of planning for children in long term

care that the findings of this study may be placed.

The findings are best summarised under the five headings out¬

lined in Chapter 3.

1. The social circumstances that brought children into care.

2. Children's circumstances before and during care.

3. The part played by natural parents at reception Into care

and during the placement,

ij.. The contribution made by those looking after the children in

care.

3- The activity of the agency.

Tables 9:1 and 9:2 summarise the main factors which indicated

for or against the return of children from care in the total study

sample. Throughout the study comparison has been made between the

total study population of two hundred and twenty-two families or

one hundred and eight-nine caretakers and one hundred and thirty-

five social workers and the sample which represented, only the

families who had been interviewed. Comparison of the two samples

was important in order to measure the reliability of the comments

of the interviewed parents. Tables 9:3 and 9:U repeat the major
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Table 9;1 Summary of primary factors indicating for the return
of children from care - total sample

Return In care Significance
group group level

% %

Reason for care

Homeless
Unsatisfactory conditions
Mother separated

Parental relationships/circum¬
stances
Low income
Parents married
Parents together
Mother present
Mother over 21
Accommodation tenured

a) at reception into care
b) at time of study

Child's circumstances

Legitimate
Over 2 years
From large family (li+siblings)
Reception into care in
sibling cohort

Parental involvement
1 or both parents present
at separation
Frequent ongoing contact
between mother and child
Frequent ongoing contact
between father and child

Placement factors
Child in care under 2 years
Child in children's home
Attitude foster parents
positive

Social work activity
Frequent contact with one or
both parents
Practical support

a) mothers
b) fathers

35 .k
13.8
13.8

13.U
6.1i
7.0

0.001

78 .h
50.8
W.ii
79.9
9li.6

63.8
22.0
26,8
ii5.o
85.5

0.50
0.001
0.01
0.05
0.10

38.3
61.5

21.7
18.5

0.01
0.01

93.3
9k. 7
61.h

61.9
60.O
Ii5.0

0.001
0.001
0.001

68.7 ii0.9 0.001

32.5 33.9 0.50

JlO.ii 16.0 0.001

30.8 Hi .6 0.01

90.li
69.2

2I4.8
I46.7

0.001
0.001

57.1 27-1 0.05

5U.8 16.3 0.001

57.7
33.3

34»0
11.4

0.10
0.10
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Table 9:2 Summary of primary factors indicating against return
from care

In care Return Significance
group group level

% %

Reason for care

Child illegitimate
Mother in desertion

Long term psychiatric illness

Parental relationships/circum¬
stances
Low income (state benefits)
Parents single
Parents apart
Mother absent
Mother under 21
Accommodation ~ shared/
untenured a) at reception into

care

b) at time of study

Child's circumstances
Illegitimate
Under 2 years
'Only' child
Reception into care alone

Parental involvement
Both parents absent or
separation
No ongoing contact between
mothers and children
No ongoing contact between
fathers and children

placement factors
Child in care over 2 years
Child in foster home
Attitude foster parents
negative

Social work activity
No contact with one cr

both parents
No practical support

a) mothers
b) fathers

17.8 1.5 }
26.8 12.3 0.001
13 .a 6.2 )

36.2 21.6 0.50
32.0 1.5 0.001
73.2 51.6 0.01
35.0 20.1 o.o5
m.5 5.U 0.10

78.3 61.7 0.01

71.2 38.5 0.01

38.1 6.7 0.001
liO.O 5.3 0.001
16.7 2.5 0.001
3U.li 8.6 0.001

66.1 67.5 0.50

65.7 13.5 0.001

6?.2 kh.2 0.01

75.2 9.6 0.001
53.3 30.8 0.001

72.9 h2.9 o.o5

U2.3 22.9 0.001

42.3 0,10
88.6 66.7 0.10
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findings of the total sample in relation to the interview sample.

Looking at Tables 9:1 and 9:2, it can be seen that, with the

exception of low income which dominated all the study families, and

the presence or absence of one or both parents on the day they were

separated from their children, the circumstances of families whose

children returned home were rather different from those whose

children remained in care.

Social circumstances

a) reason for care

The reason for care itself was a major factor which determined

the outcome. Children tended to return home where their admission

for care had been caused by homelessness (35>.k$) where they had

been at risk, either emotionally or materially from unsatisfactory

home conditions (13.8$) or where they had been living in a one

parent family with their mothers following marital breakdown (13.8$).

By contrast, children tended to remain in long term care where they

had been admitted as illegitimate infants (17.8$), where the mother

was in desertion (26.8$) or where the principal child caring person,

and in particular the mother, was suffering from long term

psychiatric illness (13.h%) - These primary reasons for care are

often masked contributory reasons of which the most important were

financial difficulties, the incompleteness of families due to the

absence of fathers, and problems associated with homelessness. This

latter contributory factor was particularly important in relation

to the problems of young single mothers who accounted for over one

sixth of the families of children in long terra care,

b) The extent of material poverty
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The circumstances and relationship between parents were in¬

extricably bound up with the reasons for children's admission to

care. One startling factor was the extent of material poverty

in the study which was no less among the group of children who

returned home than those who remained in care. Almost a third

of the study families were known to be living on state benefits

at the time of reception into care. Although the rest were supported

by earnings over three quarters of these families {11.$%) represent¬

ed occupational classesiv and v* By the time children returned to

their parents slightly more families were dependent upon earnings

but over 2$% were still dependent on state benefits,

c) Accommodation

One factor which indicated for or against the return of children

from care was the type of accommodation in which parents were

living both at reception into care and at the time of the study.

There were indications that children who had been received into

care from tenured accommodation had more chance of return (38.3%

compared with 21.7^ who remained in care). A stable base was by

no means a guarantee of .rehabilitation; what was more important

was parents» acquisition of tenured accommodation during the time

their children were in care. 67.7% of families were reunited In

different accommodation from that they had occupied at reception into

care. Many had used the temporary support of their relatives

following eviction or family breakdown to find themselves mere

permanent accommodation. It was significant that 61.$% of children

returned home to local authority accommodation. Although 61.9%

of the families whose children remained in c-are had also changed

I
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their accommodation by the time of the study, only 18.5$ were

living in tenured accommodation,

d) Parental relationships

Parental relationships contributed significantly to the length of

stay in care. 50.8$ of children returned to parents who were

married at reception into care, while almost a third of the group

who remained in care (32%) were the children of single parents.

hQ'h% of children also returned to parents who had been together

at reception into care whereas only 26.8$ of parents in the in

care group had been together. It was of some significance that

k3% of children were discharged to parents who were married to each

other at the time of their return, a status held by only 15,9$ of

the parents of children currently in care at the time of the study.

Although children's chances of return were most favourable

when both parents were present, a substantial number of children

(U6.2%) returned to live with their separated mothers in a one

parent family. Many of these children had been received into care

from the same family unit to which they returned. Divorce, widowhood

or single parenthood all indicated against return from care. A

factor of considerable importance was the presence or absence of the

mother at reception into care and at the time of the study. In

79.9% of the cases where children returned,their mothers had been

present at reception into care and all but four families (93.8$),

returned to a family unit where the mother was present, by contrast,

where children remained in long term care, the mother had been

absent at reception into care in 55$ of cases and by the time of the

study contact had been lost with over one third, of the mothers (32.2$).
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These findings indicate that the one parent family is vulnerable

to long term care, but where lone parenthood is the result of

marital breakdown, families may be more advantaged in that they are

older, have had the opportunity to establish family identity and

been may be more able to gain both private and state financial support.

The child's circumstances

a) Legal status, age and siblings

The importance of the marital relationship was shown by the

fact that only 6.7$ of children who returned home were illegitimate

compared with 38.1$ of children who remained in care. These child¬

ren in the in care group were often the first child in a family and

were still infants at reception into care. It was therefore not

surprising that k0% of the in care group consisted of children

admitted to care under two years of age while 16.7$ were 'only'

children. By contrast, 9h*7$ of children who returned home were

over two years of age at reception into care and 6l.k% came from

large families of four or more siblings. The: admission to care of

many of the illegitimate infants had been largely caused by the

accommodation problems of mothers. There were also indications

that in general, younger children were more vulnerable to long term,

care, a factor which may result from the weaker filial bonding be¬

tween parent and child. The importance of this bonding in relation

to family identity was also shown by the fact that 68.7$ of children

who returned had been received into care in a sibling cohort compared

with only 8.6$ of children who had been received into care alone

from a family of several.

Parental involvement

a) at reception into care
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Reception into care was an extremely painful time for natural

parents and it was very significant that parental involvement

either immediately before or at reception into care did not in¬

fluence the return of children from care in any way. Many parents

had left the difficult decision about reception into care to the

study social workers and two-thirds of parents had felt unable to be

involved at reception into care. Parents' inability to be present

at separation from their children did not affect Rehabilitation

since children returned to slightly more families where parents had

been unable to participate (67.5$ compared with 66.1$), a finding

which suggests that reception into care may be a time when reactions

are unrepresentative of normal parental functioning,

b) During care

By contrast, parental involvement at the time of the study was

an extremely important factor in indicating for the return of

children from care. In the return group, frequent contact had

existed between h0.h% of mothers and children end between 30.8$

of fathers. This compared with the in care group where there had

been frequent contact between mothers and children in only 16$ of

cases and between fathers and children in lli.6$ of cases. The

corollary of this finding was that over two thirds of the in care group

had no ongoing contact with their mothers (65.7$) or with their

fathers (67.7$). Only 13.5$ of children in the return group were

deprived of a© contact with their mothers but Idi.2% were deprived

of contact with their fathers. This last finding confirms the

importance of the presence of the mother <ias an indicator for return

from care.



- 752 -

Length of time in care

The timing of children's exit from care \*as of importance with

over 90% of children (90.h%) returning home within two years of

being in care. This contrasted with 75.2$ of children currently in

care at the time of the study whose stay had been of over two years

duration. Furthermore, 61.8$ of these children had been in care

for over five years.

The placement

The children in long term care tended to be placed in foster

homes whereas those who returned home tended to have been placed in

children's homes. These findings in themselves are not directly

significant in indicating the outcome of care but to demonstrate the

type of resources used by the study Departments for short and long

term care. It will be shown later in the chapter that the type

of placement was an important secondary factor in influencing the

contact maintained between parents and children and the part

played by caretakers in the rehabilitation process. It is,

however, relevent to include at this point the fact that foster

parents in the return group held a more positive attitude towards

natural parents than those in the in care group.

Social work activity

Finally, in summarising the primary factors which Indicated

for or against the return of children from care, account must be

taken of the social work activity with families. The intensity

of social work activity was a very significant factor facilitating

rehabilitation. In 51|.8$ of families where children returned home

one or both parents had frequent social work contact and only 12.9$
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of families had no social work contact. The parents of children

who remained in care were far more deprived of social work contact

with only 16.3$ of families seeing a social worker frequently in

the year prior to the study while U2.3% had no contact at all. In the

majority of cases where parents were not in contact with social

workers their whereabouts were unknown to the Social Work Departments.

Social work activity with the parents of children in care took

several forms of which the most important for indicating for return

was practical support given to 57.7jt.of mothers and 34, f/o of fathers

the return group and to only 34$ of mothers and 11.4$ of fathers in the

in care group. Practical support was given in the form of material

aid of which a substantial part was the payment of rent arrears, This

was consistent with the large number of homeless families in. the

return group and emphasises the widespread material poverty among

the study families.

Summary of primary factors affecting the return of children from
care - interview sample

It can be seen fr©m Tables 9:3 and 9:h that,in general,the

interview sample represented factors presented in the total sample

but differences between the return and in care groups were not

so pronounced and, in many cases, were not enough to reach the 0.05

level of significance.

The divergence from the total sample may be accounted by the

fact that the interviewed parents over-represented families whose

children had returned from care, who had been admitted to care for

mainly environmental reasons and whose parents may be said to

represent the more advantaged portion of the total sample. Differences

do not invalidate the views of the interviewed natural parents but,
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Table 9:3 Summary of primary factors indicating for the return
of children from care - interview sample

Return

group

In care

group

%

Significance
level

Reason for care

Homeless 1*1*. 0
Unsatisfactory home conditions 12.0
Mother separated 16.0

Parental relationships/circum¬
stances
Low income
Parents married
Parents together
Mother present
Mother over 21
Accommodation tenured

a) at reception into ca*
b) at time of study

Child's circumstances
legitimate
Over 2 years at reception
into care

From large family
Reception into care in
sibling cohort
Parental involvement
1 or both parents present
at separation
Frequent ongoing contact
between mother and child

Frequent ongoing contact
between father and child

Placement factors
Child in care under 2 years
Child in children's home
Caretakers' attitude

Social work activity
Frequent contact with one or
both parents
Practical support

a) mothers
b) fathers

18.9
10.8
8.1

0.05

81* .0 57.7 0.50
60.0 29.7 o.5o
60.0 39.9 0.10
88.0 62.1 0.10
95.9 90.0 o.5o

52.0 58.1 o.5o
76.0 35.1 -

93.3 61.9 0.001

9k.1 60.0 0.10

70.2 1*1* .0 0.001

7k.6 56.0 o.5o

1*8.0 52.0 o.5o

53.6 37.0 o.o5

55.6 55.6 o.5o

96.0 35.1 0.001
63.0 57.5 o„5o
1*5.5 33.3 0.90

72.7 51.9 o.o5

54-5 29.2 0.10
66.7 35.0 0.10
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Table 9:1; Summary of primary factors indicating against the
return of children from care - interview sample

In care Return Significance
group group level

at at
A> A>

Reason for care

Child illegitimate
Mother in desertion
Long term psychiatric illness

Parental relationships/circum¬
stances
Low income (state benefits)
Parents single
Parents apart
Mother absent
Mother under 21
Accommodation shared/
untenured a) at reception into

care

b) at" time of study

Child's circumstances.

Illegitimate
Under 2 years
'Only' child
Reception into care alone

Parental involvement
Both parents absent or
separation
No ongoing contact between
mothers and children
No ongoing contact between
fathers and children

Placement factors
Child in care over 2 years
Child in foster home
Attitude of foster parents
negative

Social work activity
No contact with both parents
No practical support

a) mothers
b) fathers

10.8 1
21.1 u.o \ o.o5
10.8 u.o )

13.6 o.5o
27.8 12.0 0.10
61.1 1*0.0 0.10
9.1 l*.l 0.50

2U.5 1*1*.0 0.50
29.8 16.0 -

30.7 7.5 0.001
28.0 13.0 0.10
6.7 - 0.001
18.7 1.5 0.001

j4.8.0 52.0 0.50

26.0 - o.q5

27-7 22.2 o.5o

6u.9 1*.0 0.001
1*2.5 36.7 0.90

66.7 5U.5 o.s^o

70.8 45.5 0.10
63.0 33.3 0.10
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in evaluating their experiences, it should be acknowledged that

they may have been living in more favourable circumstances than

some of the families in the total sample.

Reason for care

It can be seen from Tables 9:3 and 9:k that homeless families

were over-represented in the interview sample, accounting for hh%

of the return group and 18.9# of the in care group. By contrast,

as in the total sample, children remained in care where they had

been admitted because of the desertion of mother (21.1# of cases),

child illegitimate (10.8#) and psychiatric illness of parent (10.8#).

The extent of material poverty

Families in the interview sample were living on low incomes

like those in the total sample. income was not significant in

indicating for or against return from care but in this Sample, it

was possible to assess the actual level of income at the time of

the study which revealed that 85.8# of families were living on

incomes below the national average.

Parental relationships

Families where parents were together at the time of their

children's reception into care were over-represented in this sample.

In spite of this, as in the total sample, the return group was

dominated by families where parents were married (8L.#), together

(60#) and where the mother was present at reception into care (88#).

Although the single parents were under-represented, children tended

to remain in care where their parents were apart (27.8# of the in

care group), and where mothers were absent at reception into care

(61.1#).
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Accommodation

The accommodation which families occupied both at reception into

care and at the time of the 3tudy affected return. Like parents

in the total sample, those in the interview 3ample used relatives

for temporary support but some had been reluctant to approach

relatives because of their feelings of failure.

Child's circumstances

Illegitimate children were just as disadvantaged in the

interview sample as in the total sample, representing 30.7$ of the.

in care group. Children under two years were also disadvantaged and

children from large families or those who had been received into care

in a sibling cohort were most likely to return home.

Parental involvement

a) At reception into care

As in the total sample, the parents' ability to participate

in their children's reception into care was in no way significant

in indicating for children's return from care. Parents in the

interview sample gave clear indications that reception into care had

been a time of trauma which had seriously reduced their normal level

of functioning.

b) Ongoing contact between parents and children

The interview sample over-represented parents who had been

in contact with their children at the time of the study yet, in

spite of this,frequent ongoing contact between mothers and children

indicated for return from care.

Length of time in care

Children's length of stay in care was of equal significance in
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the interview sample as it was in the total sample. Over 96$

of children who had returned home had done so within two year3

of their admission to care.

The placement

Although differences in patterns of parental contact between

children's homes and foster homes were not significant in the inter¬

view sample, parents found it more difficult to visit children who

were in foster care.

Social work activity

The social work activity between parents and children in the

interview sample was over-represented. No family had lost contact

with the Social Work Department by the time of the study and

frequent contact had been maintained with one or both parents

in 72.7$ of cases in the return group and 51.9$ in the in care

group. In spite of this more frequent pattern of contact between

social workers and parents, the intensity of contact was still a

significant factor indicating for return. As in the total Sample,

practical support was the only type of activity assessed by both

parents and social workers as a significant factor in the

rehabilitation process.

Implications for practice

The need for a continuing emphasis on preventive services

In the late 1950s the Children's Officer for Oxfordshire

argued that 'the Children's Committee has the greatest incentive

to make it possible for children to stay at home, since they have

to bear the cost of maintaining them away from home. The staff

of the Department have more direct experience than any other

social workers of the bad effects attendant upon the sepaxation
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of parents and children.Although there has been an increased

emphasis on prevention in child care since 196.3, children still

continue to come into care in large numbers. In 1970, there were

over six thousand children in care in Scotland under Section 15'

7
of the Social Work (Scotland) Act. Thorpe (197ii) suggests that

•historically such family failure has been attributed to personal,

psychological or moral inadequacies rather than to any structural
Q

defect in society.' This derivation may well account for

the emphasis which has been placed on secondary prevention. Jordan

(1975) believes that 'at present local authority social workers

are often doing little more than hand out emergency payments to

get families from one crisis to the next, and in that process

reinforcing the culture of poverty and acting out a cycle of official
9

deprivation of the poor.' The widespread material poverty among

the families in this study would lend support to the views of those

who believe that such secondary intervention is inadequate and

what is needed is the primary prevention of the problems from

which poverty springs. Leonard (1971)^ is convinced that the

only answer is to pursue a policy of primary prevention, a view

endorsed by Jenkins and Norman (1972) who are of the opinion

that 'enlightened social policy designed to improve the living

conditions of the urban, poor could effect significant rediictions
11 12

in the number of children entering care.' ' Mandell (1973) and
33

Jordan (1975) ' argue for radical changes which would involve a

transfer of income from the rich to the poor. Such changes Jordan

believes would demand 'the deliberate cultivation of a different

kind of society in which traditional relationships between groups
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and classes were basically altered.There is no doubt that

a higher income would have-altered substantially the situation of many

of the study families and might have contributed to the prevention

of their children's reception into care.

George (1970) believes that the problem cannot be seen simply

in terms of income. He argues that 'industrial societies have

Increased the role content of parents without,at the same time,

expanding adequately the services which are necessary if parents are

15
to implement their role satisfactorily.' George therefore views

income maintenance as only one aspect of a general preventive

programme which involves the provision of better housing, health,

education and employment opportunities. His views are endorsed by

a recent Government publication The Family in Society, Preparation

for Parenthood (197li)"1'^ which suggests that, because of the

tremendous responsibility involved in being a parent, the task of

preparation for parenthood should begin in childhood when children

are still of school age. If such weight is attached to the

complexity of the parenting task, it Is not surprising, as Crellin
17

(1971) has pointed out, that one parent families are particularly

at risk in many ways. Certainly, the findings of this study would

confirm those of Packman (1968 )x® and Walton and Haywood (1971)*1" '' that

children of one parent families are particularly vulnerable to

long term care. Over 70% of families in this study were living in

either a nuclear or extended one parent family at the time of

their children's reception into care. Yet their situation may not

be atypical. In 197li, the National Council for the Unmarried

Mother and her Child suggested that one parent families^albeit or
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a temporary basis were the norm rather than the exception. 'It

must be accepted that a significant proportion of our children

are going to be brought up in one parent families, at least for a

period between the break up of one marriage and the formation of
20

another.' The Council's comments indicate that it is not simply

the unmarried mother who is at risk, a view substantiated by the
21

Finer Report (197h) which drew attention to the large number of one

parent families resulting from marital breakdown. The socio¬

economic vulnerability of these one parent families has been well

documented. Some of the problems experienced by the lone families

in this study might have been ameliorated by the introduction of the
22

Guaranteed Maintenance Allowance recommended by Finer or the

provision of more adequate housing, an improvement recommended
23

by Hopkinson (1976). Adequate income maintenance and housing could

only ease the lot of the one parent family but it should be recognised

that one of the major problems facing this group may be social

isolation. More flexible day care services might help relieve the

burden of responsibility while the type of peripatetic foster parent

service which has recently been established by one English local

authority could significantly ease the child care problems of one

parent families at times-of crisis. An imaginative part time

residential scheme, like that suggested by Sontag (197h) whereby

children spend their week nights with parents and their weekends in

residential homes might also relieve the continuing frustration

resulting from isolation which puts the children of one parent families

both physically and emotionally at risk. In addition to the

difficulties outlined, the motherless family would sometimes seem
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to have problems which derive from fathers' reluctance to perform

essential child care tasks. A greater emphasis may need to be placed

on the value of the father's role within the home. To aid this,
26

Pringle '1975) J believes that the father's participation in

parenting should begin as early as possible, preferably during the

pre-natal period of a child's life.

The importance of the involvement of parents in the lives of their
children in care

While primary prevention may be a desirable long term goal,

in the short term, it is essential that,if children who come into

care are to return to their familiesjthey should remain in close

contact with their parents while they are in separation. Chapter

5 showed that reception into care may often be a disabling

experience for parents. The reason for this may be that 'society

makes exacting demands of adults to beget children, reinforcing

its assumption by law and social policy that parents should assume

full responsibility for the care of their children. Stigma

attaches, therefore, to the parent who does not fulfil society's

expectations; the parent of a child in public care may be seen as a

27
poor or failed parent.' (DHSS 1976). Added to the fact that many

of the study families were living in situations of material

deprivation which did not encourage initiative, it is hardly

surprising that the decision about reception into care was left

to social workers in the hope that separation could be prevented.

Nor was it unexpected that,because of the trauma attached to reception into

cars, many of the study parents felt unable to participate in their

children's placement on the day of separation. It should be

stressed in no way did this lessen their concern for their children's
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welfare. This finding is particularly important since it emphasises

the abnormality of parental functioning at reception into care. Social

workers need to take into account that parents may be functioning

at well below their normal capacities at this time. Social workers

may also need to be extremely sensitive to parental reactions and

be able to gauge the extent to which they will be able to be

involved at reception into care. Such a policy can only be put

into practice by careful consultation with natural parents before

the reception into care occurs.

28
It is most important, as George (1970 )"~u has suggested, that

natural parents are seen as partners in the placement,who have a

right to be consulted about the plans for their children. The Guide

to Fostering Practice (1976) believes that "the majority of parents,

however serious their problems and curtailed their capacities, expect
29

to d° whatever they can for the child.' Social workers would seem

to have a duty to ensure that parents strengths and limitations are

fully recognised and acknowledged and that every parent is given the

opportunity to participate in plans for his child's placement in

a way that will make the most of his capacities.

Considerable theoretical importance is attached to preparing

parents and children for separation yetjin contradiction with

social work theory, there was little evidence that any time was

left to prepare either child or parent for separation. Such a

practice in the study would seem to be in direct contradiction with

the child's need for continuity and would seem only to reinforce,

even at this early stage in the placement, the alienation of the

natural parent from his child. If rehabilitation is to be effective,
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it may have to begin before reception into care, Not only may such

preparation facilitate parental involvement but as will be shown

later, may provide valuable information about the family's ability

to regain the care of their absent children.

Because parental involvement throughout care is essential

to the rehabilitation process for the reasons outlined at the

beginning of Chapter 6, one of the major aspects of the study has

been to focus on the views of natural parents themselves to help

identify the factors they consider of importance in facilitating

parental involvement in the lives of children in care. Table 9iS

summarises nine major factors which contributed significantly

to the maintainance of frequent contact between the interviewed

study parents and their children.

Factors influencing contact between parents and children

Undoubtedly, the most significant factor which contributed,

to parental contact was the attitude of caretakers towards parents.

Feeling vulnerable and insecure, parents tended to interpret small

gestures of thoughtlessness as signs that their presence was not

wanted or valued. Foster homes presented considerably more threat

to natural parents than children's homes. The reason for this

was the obvious one that foster parents appeared to be in direct

competition with natural parents, while children's homes were

seen as part of the general services offered by Social Work

Departments. Apart from the nature of the institution, the facilit¬

ies afforded by children's homes were altogether more acceptable.

Children's homes offered more flexible visiting times, the greater

opportunity to see children alone, and gave children the opportunity
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Table 9;5 Summary of secondary factors contributing to the
involvement of parents in the placement.
(significance level for sample 82 parents given where
appropriate)

1. Positive attitude to caretakers (0.001)
2. Parent sees value in contact (0.01)
3- Children over 5 years at placement (0.01)
U. Placement within 1 hours journey (0.01)
5- Early social work encouragement (0.01)
6. Placement less threatening (typified by children's home) (0.01)
7. Children's reactions positive (0.05)
8. Frequent contact easier (0.05)
9. Children in care under 2 years (measured by decline ratio) (0.05)

to derive comfort from others in a like situation. By contrast,

foster homes were characterised by their rigid visiting hours and

by the constant comparison the presence of another nuclear family

evoked. It is relevant to note that the most acceptable foster

homes were those where foster parents took several children and

gave natural parents the clear expectation that they would not

usurp their parental role in any way, a finding which raises

questions about the current nature of the caretaking role, which

will be considered later in the chapter.

Apart from the attitude and facilities in the foster homes

and children's homes, other factors helped to establish patterns of

contact. Among these were the parents own motivation for contact,

their wish to rehabilitate the child and children's reactions.

Displays of distress or indifference sometimes had a profound

effect on parents and contributed significantly to their alienation

from their children. Foster parents and houseparents sometimes
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colluded with parental discomfort through their own desire to

protect children from distress. There was little awareness of the

theoretical importance attached to a child's need for expression

of his feelings on separation from his parents as exemplified

by Littner (1965) ."^ Allied to negative reactions was the fact

that younger children seemed more vulnerable to alienation from

their parents. The age of a child at placement would seem to be

a crucial factor to be considered when patterns of contact are

being established. A younger child may need far more frequent

contact with his parents in order to avoid detachment from them.

Nowadays, the parents of young children in hospital are often given

the opportunity to spend extensive periods of time with their

children. There would be great value in extending such a scheme

to the parents of young children in care. The value would be two¬

fold: the trauma of separation for young children would be reduced

and parental confidence might be greatly increased.

In view of the pain which children's negative reactions

produced in parents, the early activity of social workers assumes

paramount importance. It is natural that both parents and caretakers

instinctively wish to protect children from distress. Explanations

from social workers about the need for a child to express his

feelings both to caretakers and to parents and an active programme

of encouragement at this early stage in the placement may have

a significant effect on the pattern of contact that is established.

The evidence from the study would suggest that parents who had been

subjected to social work passivity at this early stage were those

who were most likely to drift out of their children's lives» As
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Thorpe (197U) has pointed out 'for reasons of guilt and fear of

pain or stigma, it is unrealistic to expect natural parents to take

the initiative in maintaining contact with their child and also

simplistic to equate their failure to visit with a lack of
31

interest.' The views of the study parents would confirm both

these assertions. Many were extremely unsure of the place they

held in their children's lives and yet, even after an absence of

several years, retained considerable emotional attachment for their

children.

The retention of emotional attachment by natural parents is

worth consideration. The study parents displayed an impressive

ability to differentiate clearly between their desire to retain

some part of their children's lives and their acceptance of a

child's inevitable attachment to psychological parents over time.

While this small sample of natural parents majr be unrepresentative

of all parents, their views suggest that there is a place for a more

open form of guardianship or adoption which ensures children's

continuity in cases where long term care is inevitable but which

also provides the opportunity for them to maintain some planned

links with their origins. The decision facing social workers may not

always have to be seen in terms of either rehabilitation or perm¬

anent alternative care which severs all previous ties but,as Meier
32(1939) has suggested, it may be more appropriate to ask the

dual questions; which aspect of parenting can the child's own

parents provide and which parental functions are the caretakers

expected to fulfil?

It would be unrealistic to deny that there may be some parents

who are incapable of loving their children and may do them irreparable
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emotional damage but unless parents whose children enter voluntary

care are given the opportunity to maximise their potential through

a programme of initiative and committed action from social workers

it cannot be assumed that parentaJLalasence means parental disinterest.

Consciencious social work activity early in the placement is import¬

ant for two reasons: the overwhelming evidence that stresses a

child's need for continuity and secondly? that it may be unrealistic

to expect natural parents to sustain a frequent pattern of contact

over a very considerable period of time.

A blanket approach to encouragement for natural parents may

be undesirable; there will always be some parants who are

able to take the initiative in maintaining contact with their

children without any support from elsewhere. There will be others

who will need considerable direction from social workers. The

skill of the social worker lies in being able to evaluate the needs

of each individual family.

Social workers may need to consider a far more extensive use of

community based resources to supplement their programme of activity.

Some of the study parents made long journeys to visit their

children which they found arduous and expensive. Dependency on

public transport may in itself be an inhibiting factor for the

maintenance of contact between parents ana children. The

negotiation of complex journeys demands an initiative which many

of the socially deprived natural parents may not possess. Yet parents

felt transport from social workers only eroded further their

independence. Placements near at hand or transport from volunteers

which may not have the stigma of statutory services would be worthy

of further consideration.
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Finally, the importance of time cannot be denied] a child's

life does not stand still while he is in care, nor does that of

his parents. If the Children Act 1979 is to work successfully,

recognition must be given to the importance of returning children

to their parents as soon as possible or giving them psychological-

permission to transfer their loyalties from their biological to

psychological parents. There is no hard core evidence to suggest

that the latter alternative automatically implies a severance of all

links with the past. Far more research is needed to identify

the number of significant adults a child can accommodate in his

life and the types of roles and interrelationship s which will be

compatible with the promotion of his welfare.

The part played by caretakers

A fourth factor that contributed to the return of children from

care,both in a primary and secondary way, was the attitude of care¬

takers towards parents. Parents were significantly far more likely

to maintain contact with their children when they received positive

encouragement from caretakers and the attitude of foster parents to¬

wards the return of children from care seemed to be in itself a

significant factor indicating for return.

How caretakers view their role is crucial to the success of

the rehabilitation process. In handing over their children to

others who will be providing the day-to-day care, inevitably parents

suffer a loss of power and status. One way in which there can be

compensation for this loss is through the involvement of parents in

the placement] another is through the positive attitude of care¬

takers who reassure parents that they do not see themselves as
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rivals for children's affections.

Williston (1963)"^ and Hoiman (1975)"^ put forward two con¬

trasting models of foster parenthood which can usefully be expanded

to include all caretakers. On the one hand they claim there is

a 'lay' or 'exclusive' model where the ultimate goal is for the

caretakers to become the child's psychological parents and for the

child to drop all ties with his previous life. On the other, there

is the 'professional' or 'inclusive' model where caretakers aim 'to

offer love without having to regard themselves as the real parent.'

To a large extent, these two descriptions represented the

polorisation of the study foster parents into 'exclusive' caretakers

and the houseparents into 'inclusive' caretakers. Over 80$ of

foster parents thought that parents should be partly or wholly

excluded from the placement, a view shared by only 20$ of house-

parents . The minority of foster parents who held a professional

stance were, for the most part, those whose foster homes could

accommodate several children and who saw their task as one foster

mother put it, as that of 'running a mini children's home in our

own home.' There was no distinguishing factor among the study

houseparents who held the exclusive view$ they were distributed

between large and small children's homes.

Table 9:6 shows the differences between the 'exclusive' and

'inclusive' models of caretaking. The 'exclusive' model, adopted

by the majority of the study foster parents, was completely at odds

with the notion of rehabilitation. It consisted of a conscious

determination to exclude natural parents from the placement,to see

social workers as peripheral acquaintances and to become the child's
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adoptive parents. By contrast, the 'inclusive' model was that

advocated in the literature, where the aim was rehabilitation, care¬

takers gave no indications of wishing to pursue an exclusive

parenting role and saw parents and social workers as an integral part

of the caring process.

Table 9;6 Summary of factors which contribute to inclusive and
exclusive caretaker models

Inclusive caretakers

1. Contact between parent and
children frequent

2. Children in placement for
short time

3. Aim placement-rehabilitation
1*. Do not wish to adopt

5. Feel child could be replaced
by others

6. Define parent as biological
parent

7. Do not think of child as own

8. Appreciate child's need for
self-knowledge

9. Create atmosphere where
child can talk of parents

10. Define social worker as

colleague
11. Wish to include social

worker in placement

Exclusive caretakers

1. No contact between parents
and children

2. Children in placement for
long time

3. Aim placement-permanent care

k. Wish to adopt

5. Feel child could not be re¬

placed by others
6. Define parent - person who

cares for child

7. Think of child as own

8. Wish to deny child's need for
self-knowledge.

9. Deny child opportunity to talk
of parents

10. Define social worker as friend

11. Wish to exclude social worker
from placement

George (1971) believes that 'if the aim of fostering is to

rehabilitate the foster child with his own parents then only the
35

professional role makes any sense.' " Satisfactions derive not from

a sense of possession but from a feeling that a job has been well

done and deserves remuneration. In order to implement a programme
hit ^7

of professional fostering, Adamson (1971) and George (1971) believe

I
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that foster parents will have to undergo periods of extensive

training. Remuneration and training would then place them in a

comparable position to residential care workers.

Holman (1975) believes that it may not be possible to recruit

highly trained professional foster parents from the working class

families who have hitherto constituted the majority of foster

parent applicants. He believes that there is a case for a foster

parent who is professional in the sense of 'possessing skills above

that of a natural parent; sharing experiences and mutually support¬

ing each other; accepting the natural parents and social workers as

an integral part of the fostering situation; working closely with

the Social Services Departments; not just in the sense of accepting

visits, but also co-operating in conjunction with children's homes

and residential staff; receiving an element of financial reward.•

In either of these cases it is clear that the success of the

enterprise depends upon the type of foster parents who are recruited.

This factor would seem to be extremely important in view of the

findings of this study that, with the exception of the effect of

frequent contact on the attitudes of caretakers, for the most part,

role perceptions seem to have been formed early in the placement and

were independent of social work intervention or children's length
39

of stay. It is at the stage of recruitment, as Pugh (1968) has

pointed out, that patterns of interaction are set. The importance

of the early stages of professional development applies no less to

houseparents and suggests that the current emphasis on training

for residential staff should continue and be expanded.

While an extention of the professional role of caretakers,
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either in the forms described by George or Holman may be -very

desirable, some writers would argue that the professional role

is only appropriate as a short term measure. In cases of long

term care, Bryce and Ehlert (1971) believe that 'in the absence

of a final sense of belonging and investment, effectiveness of

authority inherent in the parent/child relationship is missing.

Depth, and therefore meaning in relationship is dramatically

reduced.Goldstein, Freud and Solnit (1973) have criticised

the professional foster parent for the same reasons. They believe

that 'this defeats the very intentions of a decision to move from

professional institutional care to family care. Where foster

parents fulfil their task with the reservations implied in a semi-

professional attitude, they evoke in the child a reduced response

as well, too lukewarm to serve the infant's developmental needs for

emotional progress or the older child's need for relatedness and

identification.

The need for this type of home implies that some parents will

not be able to resume the care of their children on a full time

basis. While it is to be hoped that the numbers of these parents would be

considerably reduced if social workers adopted a more assertive

approach early in the placement and if some of the preventive

measures outlined earlier in the chapter could be implemented, it

may be a reality that some parents,as Meier (1959) has suggested,

haw'an irreversible incapacity to love.'^
Rowe and Lambert (1973) believe that the present uncertainty

about the nature of long term care is a result of 'an overall

failure to differentiate between foster parents working closely
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with both agency and natural parents to reunite the family and

foster parents who are truly substitute parents because the aim is no

longer rehabilitation but the provision of a substitute- home. Both
ili.3

types of home are needed. This type of description, which gives

only two alternatives, is rather restrictive. It rnsgr be more

appropriate to adopt Watson's suggestion (1967) that there should

be a continuum of care from very short to adoptive- placements.^
Whatever type of home is selected for a child, it is essential

that there is a plan for a child's length of stay. The uncertainty

of an indeterminate placement cannot b© in the interests of the

child in care and has been universally condemned.It was

particularly disturbing in this study to find that no plans had been

made for children in over k0% of cases. These placements were

not satisfactory for the study caretakers who felt torn between

feeling they should remain detached from the child and

wishing to commit themselves wholeheartedly to a long term relation¬

ship. Rowe and Lambert (1973) ^ believe that the lack of security

in long term care may be a principle cause of the reluctance of

caretakers to encourage natural parents. If caretakers are assured

that a child will remain with them, they may be more able to find an.

acceptable place for natural parents within the placement. Addition¬

ally, Goldstein, Freud and Solnit (1973)^ are convinced, that the un¬

certainty of an indeterminate placement may be the principle cause

of the high rate of fostering breakdown. The high breakdown rata in

foster placements provides a cogent argument for a complete

revaluation of their use. It is extremely important that social

work agencies are very clear in their own minds about the type of
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foster placement they are seeking for children and that their

expectations of foster parents are conveyed at the very beginning

of any recruitment programme. There would also seem to be a place

for far more experimentation with the professional foster home

and ongoing evaluation of its success.

An alternative approach to pursuing the idea of the professional

foster home would be to look at the possibility of expanding the

use of group cars for children. Certainly this type of care would

seem to be more acceptable to natural parents but the question

remains as to whether it would meet the developmental needs of

children. Reviewing the research of the effect of group care in

Europe and Israel, Thorpe (197U) concludes that 'group care is

not necessarily damaging as was feared from the results of

maternal deprivation research... It may be that, if adequate

training and staffing resources were to be invested in residential
18

care, it could prove to be an effective form of substitute care.'

Evidence that residential care is more likely to increase particip¬

ation of natural parents comes not only from this study but from

Rowe and Lambert (1973)^ and Simmons, Gumpert and Rothman (1973)^°who
established that the parents of children in residential care were more

able to be involved in both decision making and interaction with

their children than a control group whose children were in foster

care.

There would seem to be a need for the development of

professional models of foster care and the imaginative adaptation

of current patterns of residential care. In all cases, the onus lies

heavily upon social workers to ensure that placements are selected
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on the basis of meeting the needs of each individual child and his

family.

The importance of purposeful social work activity

The final significant factor which contributed to the return

of children from care was the intensity of social work activity

with natural families. The importance of early social work en¬

couragement for parents who have been disabled by the experience

of reception into care has already been outlined. What emerges

from the study is the considerable emphasis that needs to be placed

by social workers on assessing the potential of individual families.

Only when social workers identify the difference between parents who

are able to maintain contact with their children with minimum

support and those who need a far more directive approach, will they

be able to utilise most effectively the scarce resources which are

available.

The evidence from the study suggested that social, workers did

concentrate their efforts on families for whom they thought

rehabilitation was likely, a view which would have been endorsed by

Rowe and Lambert (1973) who believe that identification of such

cases is important because 'one of the grave dangers of the blanket

plan for rehabilitation is that resources and effort are spread

so thin that few results are forthcoming. ,^"L
There are considerable dangers in such a discriminating

approach if it is based on an assumption that help should only be

offered to families who take the initiative themselves. Further¬

more, it denies the substantial effect which assertive social work

activity may have an increasing parents' participation in. the live3
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52
of their children in care. Shapiro (1972) found that discharge

from care was significantly more likely to occur during the early

part of the placement when an experienced worker with a low case¬

load worked intensively with the natural family. Reinforcement for
53

Shapiro's findings comes from Edinger (1970) who;through the use of

intensive casework and group work sessions with natural parents,

showed that rehabilitation could be actively promoted. Even where
5ii

rehabilitation is unlikely, Thorpe and Evans (1975) have

demonstrated that group activity with natural parents can sub¬

stantially increase their participation in long term foster place¬

ments .

Social workers in the present study seemed for the most part,

reluctant to adopt such en approach. There was little evidence

of attempts to trace natural parents who had lost contact with

their children, a policy of inactivity rationalised by the fear of

causing a deeper distress to the child. Yet, in the minority of

cases where parents who had lost contact had been traced, there

had been a positive outcome for all concerned. What was particular¬

ly important about these cases was that contacting natural parents

did not assume that rehabilitation was inevitable in cases where

children had clearly transferred their psychological allegiance from

their natural parents to their foster parents but that children

found considerable reassurance from knowing the reality of their

life before reception into care. Social workers may assume wrongly

that all parents who have lost contact with their children are too

detached or deprived to participate constructively in the placement.
55

Parker (1971) is convinced that these parents are in the minority,
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a view which is supported by the findings of Thorpe (±97k)^
and those of the present study.

An essential part of planning for a child's stay in car© which

has been reads explicit through the 1975 Children Act is the child's

own participation in the decisions about his future. Such

participation assumes the child will be aware of the reality of his

situation and will have had the opportunity to talk and think about

his total life experience. The child's need for self-knowledge

is unanimously stressed in the literature yet,in the study? there
was little evidence that children in foster homes and;to a lesser

extent, in children's homes were given the opportunity to talk about

their natural families.

Social workers did not compensate for caretakers' inadequacy

by communicating with the children in a meaningful way. It may be

that social workers felt they did not have the skills for effective

communication. The importance of this activity to ensure the well-

being of a child in care demands that priority is given to this area

in social workers' training courses but as the DHSS Guide to Fostering

Practice (1976) points out;

lack of skill must never be an excuse for
social workers failing to try to establish
direct contact with the child. From talking
and playing with the child and seeing his
pictures, hearing stories about his activities,
seeing him with friends and hearing about his
friendships and visits to other children for
tea, etc., the social worker will gain a help¬
ful overall picture of the child's intellectual
and social development which will be vital to
her task of promoting each child's individual
weIfare.57

The practice in this study would seem to be e flagrant denial

of social workers' responsibility to the child in long term care. If
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social workers are to even begin the process of holding paramount

a child's needs, they need to have very clear indications of what

those needs might be. One of the important sources this information

is the child himself.

Finally, there is the question of the timing of a child's

exit from care. Social work literature and research indicate

that, in the interests of the child's development, separation

should be short term. Furthermore, even with substantial social

work support it may be difficult for natural parents to sustain

frequent contact over a considerable period of time. These factors
qq

only serve to reinforce the view of Parker (1971) that social

workers should commit themselves to the task of rehabilitation

from the start and if this fails, be prepared to look at

constructive alternatives. These might include a plan for

permanent shared parenting, a long term placement where it is

recognised that the child's primary allegiance will be trans-

fered to his caretakers or in some cases, adoption. None of these

alternatives precludes continuing contact between the child and his

natural family where this is possible and acceptable to all con¬

cerned .

Presupposing that social workers make a maximum effort to en¬

sure that contact between child and parent is maintained, that care¬

takers have a clear understanding of their role and the child in

care has an accurate picture of his situation, social workers may

still need guidelines in order to assess a family's potential for

rehabilitation. What is needed is a detailed consideration of

family functioning before children come into care. As Kline (196.5)
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hare pointed out 'the severity of the disturbance of the parent

does not in itself indicate a need for long term care. It is the

duration of the problems, the timing and nature of the stresses

that precipitate the crisis, and the degree and kind of damaging

effect on the child that weigh heavily in predicting parental

capacity to provide adequate care for the child in the foreseable
59

future.

Kline and Overstreet (1972) believe that predictions may

be aided considerably by an intensive diagnostic intake study which

takes place before parent and child are separated. It has the

following aims:

1. Prediction of the probable duration of the placement and

the potential of a family for rehabilitation.

2 . Determination of the other services needed by the child

and other family members.

3. Selection of the appropriate placement facility.

k' Preparation of surrogate parents for the child caring

tasks through the caseworker's selective sharing of

information about the child and his family and interpret¬

ation of anticipated needs.

5. Planning and structuring th© context between the placed

child and his nuclear family members in the initial period

after placement.^
Their views would seem to be sound. If planning for children

in care is to be effective, it will demand a considerable reduction

in the number of receptions into care which occur as a last resort.

A change in policy would mean greater emphasis on co-operation be-



- 781 -

tween Income maintainance agencies and housing departments and

an expansion of the use of community services by way of day care

to enable careful consideration of the advisability of voluntary

reception into care. The task is an onerous one which demands

from social workers considerable skills in diagnosis and assessment *

Rowe and Lambert (1973) attach such importance to this task that

they believe it should not be undertaken by one peraon. Their

view is supported by Kline and Overstreet (1972) who consider that :

the task inherent in the diagnostic study and
the decision making processes are not, and can¬
not be, the responsibility of the caseworker
alone... They involve specialised knowledge,
diagnostic skill and administrative planning.
Nowhere is collaborative staff effort and co¬

ordinated planning more specifically needed
than in the process of a diagnostic intake
study and the decision-making steps that lead
to placement.62

It is worth consideration that it was exactly this type of

collaborative staff effort and co-ordinated planning that Social

Work Departments were set up to promote.

There seem few guidelines from the literature on the information

social workers might use in assessing family functioning which may

possibly account for social work passivity in this area. One guide

has been provided by Winnicott (1965). He believes that, 'in order

to discover how we can best help a deprived child we first have to

determine what amount of normal emotional development was made

possible in the beginning by a good enough environment. (1. Infant

mother relationship, 2. triangular father/mother/child relation); and

then in the light of this to try to assess the damage done by the

deprivation, when it began and has it subsequently persisted. History
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of the case is therefore important.

The following six categories may be found useful as a way of

classifying cases of broken homes:

(a) An ordinary good home broken by an accident to one or

both parents.

(b) Home broken by the separation of the parents, who are

good as parents.

(c) Home broken by separation of parents who are not good as

parents.

(d) Home incomplete, because there is no father (child

illegitimate). The mother is good; grandparents may

take over the parental role, or help to some extent.

(e) Home incomplete, because there is no father (child

illegitimate). The mother is not good.

(f) There was never a home.

In addition, classifications will be made; (a) according to the

age of the child; and the age at which a good enough environment

ceased; (b) according to the child's nature and intelligence; (c)

according to the child's psychiatric diagnosis."''

In order to bring these ideas to fruition, social workers

need to recognise the skills they already possess and. develop more

sophisticated practice. Above all, they need time to plan their

activities and translate them into action. As Parker (1971) has

suggested, this type of approach demands a re-allocation of priorities

so that social workers see time for planning as part of their

essential activities.'"^ There are three ways in which social

workers may increase their efficiency. The first is by increasing



- 783 -
Ac!

caseload management. Brown (1976) has described the very

positive effects of using a detailed workload management guide

in one English Social Services Department. This resulted in the

reduction of individual caseloads to forty or less, the virtual

cessation of the reception of children into voluntary care, more

time being made available for rehabilitatire work, a greater input

into preventive work, no children any longer waiting for substitute

family care, a remarkable impetus in the interest of developing

community services and harnessing every sort of voluntary help and

a wider and more equitable deployment of the departments resources

available to the team.

A second way in which social worker activity could be maximised

would be to make a far more constructive use of statutory reviews

of children in care. As Row© and Lambert (1973) have suggested,

•social workers still seem to be making plans about people than with

them.'^° There would seem to be a case for far more involvement

of natural parents, caretakers and children in review meetings.

Above all,the emphasis should be on forward planning with the

strengths of children and parents being stressed rather than their

weaknesses.

A third way which social workers may promote the return of

children from care is to adopt a task centred approach in their

activity with natural parents. Adeock (1976) believes this approach

is most appropriate because of the implications of the time limit

provisions established by the 1975 Children Act, since it stresses

'the importance of work at crisis point because the client is most
A*7

accessible and most motivated to change at this time.' "*' She addss
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the task centred approach is a very practical
one which stresses the satisfaction of achieving
goals however limited. When the parent expresses
a wish for a certain solution, e.g. resuming
care, the worker has to help him or her to see
what affect this will have on the child and
then what action is necessary to achieve the
solution. This could range from obtaining a
nursery place or a programme of intensive
visiting of the child to a period of brief
therapy to increase understanding of why there
are problems in handling him. Some parents
quickly reject unrealistic aims and they have
been -given sufficient information and have felt
they were treated as responsible and respected
adults. Others may need to try out a course of
action before they can make a decision and here it
is the workers responsibility both to ensure that
this does not damage the child and to give the
parent whatever help is possible.68

Such an approach may not only help parents to maximise their

potential but may also prevent social workers from being over¬

whelmed by the conflicting demands of significant adults in the

child's life. The task is indeed a difficult one and social

workers may have to learn to accept that 'pain and guilt are an

69
inescapable part of social work in child care.' (ABAFA 1976) The

task however is quite clear:

We must ourselves accept and then explain
to parents the child's need for love and
security which includes the importance of time
in relation to the age of the child. We must
also involve parents and foster parents in the
decision making so that parents have the opportun¬
ity either to undertake or relinquish the affect¬
ive parenting role before the child had put down
roots elsewhere or been too damaged by separation.
The role of the social worker is to ensure that
decisions are made in the shortest possible time
and that parents are given sufficient help and in¬
formation for these decisions to be based on an

accurate assessment of their needs and capacities.
(Adcock 1976)70

If children are to be prevented from drifting into long term

care, many factors need to be taken into consideration. The emphasis
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must be on the developmental needs of the child which can be

promoted by primary prevention, or where separation occurs, by a

clear definition of task and goals for all concerned, which are

based on sound principles of assessment. The time provisions

of the 1975 Children Act must be used positively if they are to

promote the child's welfare. Social workers will not have to be

trapped into assuming that after six months or a year or three

years there should automatically be a change in. a child's status.

There is a need for far more research on the predictive factors

which will help identify the length of children's stay in care.

Above all, although the objectivity of diagnosis and planning is

to be welcomed, it should not be forgotten that families are

people and people are individual. In their work with the families

of children in care, social workers might like to remember the
71 •

words of Leo Tolstoy:

All happy families are alike, but

an unhappy family is unhappy after

its own fashion.
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Appendix 1

Natural parents' interview schedule

Fart I. Basic Information.

Name and address of natural parents.

Mother Father

Date of interview.

Person(s) interviewed Mother Father Both
(ring as appropriate)

Date of birth of parents Mother Father

Date when first child in family went into care.

Age of this child at this time.

Age of parents at this time.

(a) Mother

(b) Father

Part II. Background information on Family.

How many children do you have who are at present in care or who
have been in care at sometime?

Name

Date of admission to care

Age on admission to oare

Date of admission to present home

Length of time in care (to present or disoharge)
Date of discharge from care (if appropriate)
Name of foster/houseparents

(a) How many other children do you have? Where are they living
at present and where were they living when the ohildren in foster/
children's homes went into care?

(b) Are any of these children in oare, or have been in oare?
If so, when and for how long?

Name

Date of birth

Where living now

Where living when study ohildren admitted to oare

Date of admission to oare

State of disoharge from oare and reason for disoharge
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Length of time in care

Type of care

8. What kind of dwelling is this? If you were not living here when
the children were taken into care, what kind of dwelling were
you living in then?

Name of child Now Time of child's admission to care

Mother Father Mother Father

1

2

3

4

9. What is your weekly income and source of income now, and what
was it when your child(ren) went into care.

„ , „ Income at time child was
Name of child Income Now Source : ;———— —- Source
—— .— received into care —

Mother Father

Separate sheet for each child if necessary for questions
10 - 27 inclusive

10. What is the situation and relationship between you and the child's
other parent now and at the time the child was taken into care?

M No v M child received _
_ __ii _ Married living together — into care —

Married separated alone

Divorced alone

Divorced, with another

Separated, with another

Single parent (alone)
Cohabiting with other parent
and not married to anyone

Cohabiting with other parent
and married to another

Married and living with someone else
Married to another living alone

Cohabiting with another not parent
Not known

Other
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Part III. Situation and involvement of natural parents at the
time children were taken into care.

Name of child

11. Where was this child living immediately before he went into care?
(tick where appropriate)

With mother only
With father only
With both parents

With other relatives
(Specify)
With others (Specify)

12. Why did your relatives
Too old or ill

Live to far away

Have no room

Lost touch

Other (Specify)

13. Why was this child placed in the care of the Local Authority?

Under Section 15> Social Work (Scotland)Act
(a) Abandoned or lost

(b) Parent(s) in desertion

(c) Incapacity of parent or guardian due tox

(i) mental illness

(ii) confinement of mother

(iii) short term (up to 6 months) illness

(iv) other illness or incapacity

(d) Family homeless

(e) Parents committed to prison or remanded in custody

(f) Parents separated

(g) Parents divorced

(h) Parents unable to cope

(i) Behaviour difficulties

(j) Neglect

(k) Outwith parental control

(l) Unsatisfactory home conditions

(m) Moral danger

(n) Parental rejection

(o) Child illegitimate - parents unable to provide

With mother and

other(s)

With father and

other(s)

not look after the child?

Didn't want to ask them

Have been looking after
child - can no longer
Court order
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14. Did you know where and when your child was going before the day
he went into care, and if you did know, who told you and how
long beforehand?

Length of time
in advance
knew of child's
departure

Person who
told parents
of departure

Knew where going before day
child went into care

Did not know where going before
day child went into care

Knew when child was going
before day he went into care

Did not know when child was

going before day he went into
care

15. Did you or your child visit the place he was going to before the
day he went there Was or would it have been helpful?

Point of view
from

(a) Mother

for child

(b) Father

Visited place of care
Pound visit helpful

unhelpful

Indifferent

Did not visit place of
care

Would have found visit

helpful

Would not have found
visit helpful

Indifferent

Comments
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168 The day your child went to his placement you wanted to go with
him?

M F

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
Indifferent

View not known

Please comment on why or why not you didn't want to go with
your child.

17« Did anyone suggest you might go with your child, and were you
able to go?

M P

Person who suggested parents
should go with child

(a) Social worker

(b) Father

(c) Mother

(d) Other (Specify)

(e) No one

M P

Was able to go with child
Was unable to go with child
(Specify)
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18, Bo you think parents should go with their children on the day
they go into care or not? What are your reasons for this?

M P

Strongly agree - should go

Agree - should go

Disagree - should not go

Strongly disagree - should not go

Indifferent

View not known

Comments.

19. It would be helpful to know how parents feel when their children
go away (into care). Perhaps you chould tell me if you had any
of the following feelings on the day your child went away?

M P

Sad

Worried

Empty

Angry )
Bitter J
Thankful

Relieved

Guilty "j
Ashamed)
Numb

About who, what did you have these feelings?



- 856 -

20, Would you have felt differently if your child had gone 'to stay
with(in) any of the following first?

Relatives/friends Children's Home Foster Home

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
Indifferent

Views not
known

In what way would you have felt different?

Relatives/friends Children's Home Poster Home

21. When your child went away from home initially, how long did you
think he would be in care?

22. If he has been away longer than you thought, why do you think
this is?

25* What did you do with your child's toys and clothes after he went
away?

24. How necessary was it for this child to go away?

M P

Absolutely necessary

Possibly

not necessary

Absolutely not
necessary

Don't know

Comments.
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25« How old waB this child when he was first separated from his mother
for a period of 1 month or more (Please indicate if first
separation was this placement or not).

Age of child.

26. How many placements has this child heen in since he went into caret

Ho. of places •type of placement Length of time in each
one

1

2

3

4

5

27. Apart from this time in care, how many other times has this
child lived permanently (over 1 month) apart from his parents?

Length of time Ity-pe of placement Reason for ending
placement

1

2

3

4

5

Part IV. Social Work Involvement. (where appropriate give
separate answers for both mother and father).
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28. How did you learn that the Social Work Department could
children into care?

M F

Ey direct contact (first time)
Through neighbour

Through relative

Through another agency (include G.P., health
visitor, D.H.S.S., R.S.S.P.C.C. etc.) specify

Through other - specify

Through previous contact

Reasons for previous contact and length of
time known to Department

29• Who approached the Social Work Department about the possibility
of the child(ren) being taken into care?
Mother alone Father alone Both parents Relative

Neighbour Agency (specify)
Other (specify)

50. After you had approached the Department, who suggested that your
child could be received into care?

Mother Father Both parents Social Worker Other

Jl. How often and where did you see the social worker during the
time the arrangements for your child's placement were made?

No. of times

Mother
Home

Office

Father
Home

Office
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32. Did you always see the same social worker or different ones?
Same worker always
Different workers (number)
Total no. workers seen

53o How many social workers have you seen from the Department since
your child went into care?

34» When was the last time you saw your social worker?

35* How long have you known him/her?

36® How often have you seen your social worker in the last year?

3?. Were there any particular times when you saw your social worker
more often than you have in the last year? e.g. times of stress,
when children went into care, when children returned home, etc.

38. Do you think it is helpful to see the social worker?

Yes, No, Makes no difference
Comment.

39. Do you think that the social worker could help you more than
he does already?

Strongly agree (could help more)
Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
Indifferent

40. What sort of things do you talk about with your social worker?

41. How would you describe your social worker?
What sort of person do you think he is?

Part V. Parental contact with children who are or who have been
in care. (where appropriate, separate sheet for each
child). Give answers for both mother and father if
possible. Where no column for both, mark answers by
letters M and P instead of ticks.

42. Do you know your child's present address?

43® When was the last time you saw your child?

44« How many times have you seen him since he went into care?
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45. Has there been any change in the number of times you see your
child, and if so, how do you account for this?

M F

Visit more often now

Visit less often now

Visit the same

Comments

46. What do you think about the number of times you visit your child?
Is it just right or would you like to visit more or less?

47. Do you ever write/telephone your child? If so, how often?

Frequency (weekly,
monthly etc.)

Mother Writes/does not write

Phones/does not phone

Father
Writes/does not write

Phones/does not phone

48, Do you send your child cards and presents at Christmas and
birthdays? If yes, how often?

Mother Father

49® Were you asked by the social worker if you wanted to visit your
child? If so, when?

Before the day he went into care

After the day he went into care

On the day he went into care

Never
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50® Do you think that parents should make arrangements to visit the
child themselves, or wait until they are encouraged to do so by
social worker?

Should visit themselves Should wait for s/worker

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
Indifferent

D.K.

Further comments.

51. Or do you think that parents should not visit their children in
foster/children's homes?

M F

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
Indifferent

D.K,

52. How long does it take you to travel from where you are living
to the foster/children's home, and what means of transport are
available to you?

Time taken Transport Distance

Mother

Father

53« How much does it coat you to make a return journey from where
you live to the foster/childreo's home? And from where do you
get travelling expenses, if any?
Cost of .journey Travelling Expenses

Amount No expenses

Source



- 862 -

54» Do you think that getting travelling expenses makes any difference
to the number of times you see your child?

M P

See child more often with expenses

Makes no difference

55® Do you think that if your child stayed nearer, it would make
any difference to the number of times you see him/her?
(ring appropriate answer)
M Would visit more often less often same no, of times

P Would visit more often less often same no, of times

56, Do you think that the number of times you see your child would
be altered if he were in the following situationss

(a) another foster
home

(b) residential
home

(c) with relatives/
friends

visit more often

visit less often

visit the same

D.K.

visit more often

visit less often

visit the same

D.K.

visit more often

visit less often

visit the same

D.K.

57® Do you think that the visits to a child in a foster/children's
home are helpful to anyone, and if so who do they help more?

M P

Not helpful

Help parents

Help child

Help foster parents

Help social worker
D.K.

Comments.
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58, What does your child call his/her foster parents/houseparents?
Foster-Mother/House parents Foster-Father/House parents

59, Do you think he sould call the foster parente/houseparents this?
If not, specify what you would prefer him to call them?
Should call them what he does

Should call them something different

(a) Foster mother/Housemother
(b) Foster father/Housefather

Don't mind what he calls them

60, How do you think your child's foster parents/houseparents regard
your child?

M F

As your child
As their own child

Other (specify)

D.K.

61. Have you meet your child's foster parents/houseparents? In
any case, what sort of people do you think they are, and what
do you think they feel about your seeing the child?

M F

Met

Have not met

M F FM FF

Strongly encourage
seeing child

Encourage

Discourage

Strongly discourage
Indifferent
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62« You must sometimes forget that this child is your own? Do you
agree?

M F

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
Indifferent

63. If people asked you where your child is, what would you tell
thetn?

64® How would you define a foster parent/houseparent?

65. Do you think there is a difference between fostering and adoption
or residential care and adoption?
Yes Ho D.K.

Explain reasons for thinking this.

66. If your child's foster parents/houseparents wanted to make him
legally theirs, how would you feel about this?

Strongly approve Approve

Disapprove Strongly disapprove
Indifferent D.K.

67. What do you feel about the type of care your child is getting
in his foster/children's home?
As good as you can give him
Not as good as you can give him
Better than you can give him
D.K.
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68. State in order of choice three ways in which you would like
your child cared for?

M P

Home with you all the time
Cared daily by someone else

Day nursery

Present L.A» foster home/children's home
Another L.A. foster home/children's home
Private foster home

Other (specify)
With relatives

69. Are you satisfied with your child's present foster/childrsn's
home?

Definitely yes Mostly yes

Yes and no Mostly not

Definitely not Don't know

Part VI» Extent of parental contact for parents who have
contact with children or who had contact at some

time during care.

Present contact

Used to see child - don't now

Child returned home

70. How do/did you make arrangements to see your child? (ring
appropriate column and initial with M and P).
Through social worker - always sometimes never

Directly with foster parents/houseparents
Write/phone foster parents/houseparents prior to visit
If visiting just arrive
Co with social worker

Co alone

Other

71. How long do you generally spend with your child when you see
him?
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72« Where do you usually see your child? Is this where you prefer
to see him? If not? where would you like to see your child?

Actually see child Prefer to see child

only in foster/children^
home

sometimes in foster/
children's home

always with foster/
houseparents

sometimes with foster/
houseparents

always see him alone
sometimes see him alone

always take him out
sometimes take him out

at parent's home

at parent's home sometimes

always in social work office
other

73® What do you like and dislike most about seeing your child?

74® How does your child react to your visits?

M F

Always pleased to aee
you

Sometimes pleased to
see you

Always indifferent
Sometimes indifferent

Always hostile
Sometimes hostile

Always upset
Sometimes upset
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Part VII. Relationship of this child with siblings, contact
with siblings and comparison with other children
in family.

75® Has your child seen any of his brothers and disters while he
has been in this placement?

Name of sibling
Number of times seens 1234567
Where seen:

(a) At home

(b) At foster/children'a home

(c) At siblings' foster home

(d) At siblings'children's home

(e) At home of relative

(f) Other

76<. He should see as much of his brothers and sisters as he can.
Do you agree?

M P

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
Indifferent

Don't know

Please comment on the
reasons for your answer

Part VIII. Returning home.

(a) for children still in care only.

77* When do you think your child will return to live with you?

78, What changes do you think you will have to take place in your
circumetances before your child returns to you?

79« Has your social worker ever talked to you about the possibility
of your child's return and if so, when?

M F

On last visit

Some time previously
, Never



- 868 -

80. Does your child ever ask you about returning home, and if so,
what do you tell him?

Never asks

(b) for all parents

81. 'Who do you think should decide when a child should return home?

M F '

Parents

Caretakers

Social worker

Child

Other
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Appendix 2

Foster parents/houseparents * interview schedule

Part I. Background information on family

1. Name of foster/houseparents

2. Address

3. Date of birth Foster/housemother Foster/housefather

4. Person(s) interviewed Foster/housemother
Foster/housefather

5. Date of interview

6. Name of child(ren) studied (include all those in same family)

7. Foster/houseparents' own children + (ages). Note if adopted

8. Number of children in household

9. Length of time have been fostering/in residential care

10. Occupation of foster/housefather
Occupation of foster/housemother

11a) Type of accommation of foster parents

Owner occupied, Council rented, Private rented, Other (Specify)

lib) Type of children's home

12. Average weekly income of foster family (including foster payments)
or houseparents

Part II. Situation and involvement of the child, his natural
parents and foster parents at the time he was received
into care. (Separate sheet for each child)

13. Did you meet this child before the day he came to stay with you?
If so, give number of times and places where meeting took place.

14. Do you think that meeting the child before he comes to stay helps
anyone? Please give reasons for your reply.

Helpful to child, natural parents, foster/houseparents
Does not help anyone

Comments
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15. Did you meet the child's parents before the day he came to stay
with you? If so, give number of times and places where
meetings took place.

16. Do you think that meeting the parents before a child goes
to a home is helpful to anyone? Please give reasons for your
answer.

Helps parents, foster/houseparents, child
Does not help anyone

Comments.

1?. Did the child's parents come with him on the day he came to stay
with you?

Yes No

18. Do you think that, if possible, parents should go with their child-
ran to the home on the day they go there? Please give reasons
for your answer.

Should go, should not go, makes no difference

Comments.

19. Did the social worker suggest at any time that the parents should
see the child?

Before, on, after day of placement, have never suggested
parents should visit

20. Did the parents ask you directly at any time if they could visit
the child?

Before, on, since day of placement, never asked at anytime.

21. When the child first came to stay, how long did you expect him
to stay? If he has stayed longer than you expected, how do you
account for this.

22. What did the social worker tell you about the length of time the
child would be with you.

25» Would you have taken the child in any case, if he was going to
stay for less than 5 months?

Strongly agree, agree, disagree strongly disagree, don't know

24® Or would you have only taken him on the condition he was to be
'long term' ?

Strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, don't know

25. Would you describe this home as; general ly long term, short term
or.mixed?
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Part III* Contact and involvement of natural parents since
the placement.

26. Whan was the last time the child saw his parents since he came
to stay with you?

27« About how often does the child see his parents?

28. About how often do they write and phone him?

29® Do the parents send the child Christmas and birthday presents?
(indicate which parent or both send things)

Always Sometimes
Christmas presents

" cards

Birthday presents
" cards

JO. If there has been any change in the parents® pattern of contest
since the child came into care, how do you acoount for this?

Never

Visit now, more often, less often.

Comments.

the same

Jl. Does it upset the child when he sees Viis parents?

Yes always, often, sometimes, never, used to be upset

32. Bo you think that, in general, parents should not be allowed to
see their children when they are in care?

Strongly agree, agree with reservations, disagree with reser¬
vations, strongly disagree

Comments.

33* Bo you think it is helpful or not for the child to see his parents?
Please give reasons for your answer.

Helpful, not helpful, makes no difference
Comments.

34* And do you think it is helpful or not for the parents to see the
child?

Helpful, not helpful, makes no difference

Comments®
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35# Do you think it is better if this particular child does
not see his parents? Why do you think this?

Strongly agree

Agree with reservations

Disagree with reservations

Strongly disagree
Comments#

FM/HM FF/HF

36. And do you think his parents should not be allowed to see him?
Please give reasons for your answer#

Stongly agree, agree with reservations, disagree with
reservations, strongly disagree

Comments.

37» How would you define a parent?

38. If it was considered in his interest, would you feel glad for
his sake for him to go back and live with his family?

Strongly agree, agree with reservations, disagree with reservations,
strongly disagree
Comments *

39# In what circumstances would you consider it to be in his interest
to return to stay with his family?

40. Would you be glad if he returned to his family, whatever the
circumstances?

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
Comments.

FM/HM \ ff/elf

Part IV. Involvement of houseparents with children.
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41* Some people think of foster children/children in care as their
own. Do you?

Strongly agree

Agree with reservations

Disagree with reservations

Strongly disagree

Comments.

fm/hm ff/hf

42. Do you sometimes forget that he isn't your own child?

Strongly agree

Agree with reservations

Disagree with reservations

Strongly disagree
Comments.

em/em 1 ff/hf

43.

44.

If you could make this foster child/child in care legally yours,
would you do so?

Yes

No

fm/hm ff/hf

If you were no longer able to have this foster child/child in
care, would you apply for another child?

fm/hm
Strongly agree

Agree with reservations

Disagree with reservations

Strongly disagree

45» Would you feel another child could replace him?

ff/hf

Strongly agree

Agree with reservations

Disagree with reservations

Stongly disagree

em/hm FP/HF
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46. What name does he go by at school?

His own, foster family's name/houseparent's name,
Other (Specify)

47* Who do you tell him are his parents?

Natural parents, foster parents/houseparents

What sort of things do you tell him about his natural parents?

48. Does he ask about who are his parents? If so, what does he ask?

49. Does the social worker ever talk to your child about his family,
and if so, what sort of things does he tell him?

50. Do you think that the social worker should talk about this
subject to the child? If not, who, if anyone should talk about
his family to him?

FM/HK FF/HF
Should be social worker

Should be foster parent/houseparent
Subject should not be talked about
Other (Specify)

51. Does the social worker ever talk to the child about the possibility
of return to his family, and if so, what sort of things does he
tell him?

52. Do you think the social worker should do this? Or should such
things be left to the foster parents/houseparents if to anyone
at all?

m/m ff/hf
Should be social worker

Should be foster parents/houseparents
Should not be discussed

Other

55* What do you think the social worker wants to happen to this
child?

Stay with you always, stay till 18, then decide himself,
return to parents as soon as practicable, indifferent,
other (specify)

54» How long do you think the child will stay with you from now on?
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Part V« Poster parents'/houseparents' concept of the role of
fostering/residential care® Also social work contact
and foster parents'/houseparents' views on this*

55* Why did you take up fostering/residential work?

56. If it is different in any way from what you expected, please
say why?

57* Do you think there is any difference between long-term fostering/
care in a children's home and adoption?

Big difference, not touch, they are the same

Comments*

58® At what stage was it explained to you that the aim of fostering/
residential care is to re turn children to their parents whenever
possible?

59* H°w often does your social worker visit?

60® What sort of things does your social worker talk about with you?

61. Some foster parents/houseparents don't think it is necessary that
social workers visit them? What do you think?

FM/HM
Strongly agree (is not necessary)
Agree with reservations

Disagree with reservations

Strongly disagree (it is necessary)
Comments®

FF/HF

62® Why do you think your social worker visits you?

63® How do you think of your social worker? (indicate by initial both'
parents' replies)

As colleague, official, friend, someone from the Department
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Appendix 5

Questionnaire for social workers

A. Foster Care

B. Residential Care

Name of Social Worker.

Dept. of Social Work.

Area Office.

Name of Child(ren)

Name and Address of Foster Parents/Houseparents.

1. How often have you seen this child's parents in the last year?
(please tick)

Mother Father

At least monthly
At least once

Not at all
Parent dead

2. Do you think that it is in the interest of the child that he sees
his natural parents? If yes, how often should he see them?

Frequency child should see natural parents Mother Father
As often as possible
At least weekly
At least monthly
At leat 3-4 times a year
Not more than once a year
Never

Any comments on your answer

3. What do you want to happen to this child?
%

Stay with foster/houseparents always
Stay with foster/houseparents till 18 then decide for himself
Return to stay with parents as soon as practicable
Eventually return to parents before age of 18 but in the more distant

future

Any comments

4. If the natural parents do see the child, do you think that the foster/
houseparents encourage contact, and if they don't see the child, do
you think that the natural parents would be encouraged to visit by the.
foster/houseparents?
Parents do have contact

Parents do not have contact

Attitude of foster/houseparents to contact is/would be:

Mother Father

Strongly encourage contact as often as possible
Encourage contact with reservations
Discourage contact with reservations
Strongly discourage contact
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4. coritd.

Any comments oil your answer

5. Do you think that it is in the interest of this child to have as
much knowledge as possible about his natural parents?

Strongly agree (should have as much knowledge as
possible)

Agree with reservations
Disagree with reservations
Strongly disagree (he should be told as little as

possible or nothing)

Pleas e comment on your answer

6. Who, if anyone should tell the foster child about his natural parents?

Foster/houseparents
Social Workers
Both
None

Any comments

7. In what way, if it has been possible, have you been able to help
this family? (eg. discussion, housing, referral etc.)

8. For families where children have returned home only

What do you think have been the main factors which have contributed
to this family's reunion?

9. How often have you seen this child in the last year?

At least monthly
At least 3-4 times
At least twice
At least once

Not at all

Thank you very much for your valuable time and help, without which,
this study could not be done.

Jane Aldgate.
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Appendix 4

a) 1st letter to natural parents

Dear

I am attached to the University of Edinburgh. I am doing research
and my particular interest is in child welfare and the facilities of
Local Authorities for caring for their children.

I have had special permission from the Social Work Department to
contact parents who have had children in care. I have learned from
the Department that you have had a child in care, so I am writing to
ask if you will help with this study and have a short talk with me on
this subject.

Although many children have been in foster or children's homes,
very little is known about their own families. In order to help
children in care and their families obtain the best possible service
in the future, it is very important that we have more information.
As the parent(s) of a child who has been in care, your views are
particularly valuable in helping us to understand more about what it
means for a child to be in care.

I hope very much that you will help us with this study which we
hope will benefit children in care in the future.

If you do agree to help, then there are two possible ways in
which we could meet.

a) You might like to come to see me at the University in
Edinburgh. If you do decide to do this it will be
possible to pay you travelling expenses.

or b) You might prefer that I visit you at home or at some
other address that would suit you.

I should be grateful to know where you would prefer to see me and
the time and dates that would suit you best. I could come to see you
on

I do hope you will agree to see me. Your views woultg be very
valuable in helping us to understand more about this very important
subject. I should like to assure y.ou that our whole discussion will
be kept entirely confidential and great care is taken to make sure
this is done.

Yours sincerely,

Jane Aldgate(Mrs.)
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b) 1st letter to foster/houseparents

Dear

I am attached to the University of Edinburgh and my particular
interest is in child welfare and foster care/residential care.

I have had special permission from the Social Work Department
to obtain help with my research and contact foster parents/house-
parentkwho have children staying with them at present or who had
children who have returned to their parents fairly recently. I
am writing to ask if you will help with this study and have a short
talk with me on this subject.

Although many children are in foster homes/children's hemes, very
little is known about them. We need a great deal more information
to help us understand more about what foster care/residential care
means to a child, his foster parents, house parents and his natural
parents. As foster parents/houseparents who have first hand know¬
ledge of the child and the family he comes from, your point of view
is particularly valuable.

If you do agree to see me for a short talk, there are two
possible ways in which we could meet.

a) You might prefer that I visit you at home.

or b) You might like to come to see me at the University
in Edinburgh. If you do decide to do this, it will
be possible to pay your travelling expenses.

I could come to see you on at, If this is
not convenient, I should be pleased to see you at an alternative time.
It would help me if you could complete the enclosed slip and return it
in the envelope provided. If you do not wish to participate please
complete the form so that you will not be troubled again.

I do hope you will agree to help us to understand more about this
very important subject. We hope that this study will benefit children
in care in the future.

I should like to point out that our whole discussion will be kept
completely confidential and I assure you that great care is taken to
make sure this is done.

Yours sincerely,

Jane Aldgate (Mrs.)
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c) Tear-off slip - for parents and caretakers, to accompany 1st

and 2nd letter.

Name:

Address:

Pleas e complete one of the following sections and delete all
others.

1. I shall be pleased to see you at the time you suggest, on Monday
1st June, at 2.30pm.

It will be best to meet at (tick one)

a) My house

b) Your office

c) Other address (please specify)

2. I cannot see you at the time you suggest, but will be free on
at

It will be best to meet at (tick one)

a) My home

b) Your office

c) Other address (please specify)

3. I do not wish to see you - please do not contact me again.

Please return to: Mrs. J. Aldgate, Department of Social
Administration, University of Edinburgh, in the envelope
provided.

THANK YOU.
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d) 2nd letter to natural parents and caretakers '

Dear

You will probably remember that I wrote to you some time ago
about the project we are doing in this Department, and I asked
if you would be willing to help us by having a short chat with
me. We are particularly interested to learn what it means
{for parents to have their children away from home in the care
of the local authority Social Work Department}(a) Very little
is known about this important subject and we are hoping that
this present study will hep other families in the future.

I am writing to ask you again if you will help with this
project and talk to me about your experiences. Our discussion
would be very informal. At the same time. I'd like to assure you
that it would be completely confidential and great care is taken to
make sure that this is so.

I have enclosed a short form for you to fill in to arrange a
time to meet. I do hope you will agree to help with this study,
as I cannot stress too much just how valuable your views would be.
Even if you do not want to help us, would you be kind enough to
return the form in the envelope provided so that you won't be
troubled any further.

I have suggested a date and time in the near future which I am
definitely free. This is:

However, if this is not convenient, please suggest an alternative.
I could see you at your home, or here at the University. If you come
to my office then I T^ill pay your travelling expenses.

*{If I don't hear from you to the contrary, I shall assume that
it is alright to visit you at the time I have suggested.}(b)

I'd like to tell you again how much your help is needed to
make this study a success.

I shall look forward to hearing from you soon.

Yours sincerely,

Jane Aldgate (Mrs.)

a) for caretakers - sentence substituted - for foster parents/
houseparents to have children in long term care

*b) deleted after 9 letters sent - see Chapter 3, supra., p.132.
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Appendix 5

a) No. of years children in care with return from care - families
total sample 222

Children

No.

returned

%

Children

No.

in care

%

Under 1 year 38 58.5 12 7.6
1 and under 2 years 21 32.3 27 17.2

2 and under k years 3 U.6 21 13 M.

U and under 5 years 1 1.5 10 6.U

5 and under 7 years - - 19 12.1

7 and under 10 years 1 1.5 26 17.8

10+ years 1 1.5 Uo 25.5

Totals 65 100 157 100

X2 = 9k.k7 d.f. = 6 P = <^0.001

b) No. of years children in care with return from care - families
interview sample 62

Under 1 year 15 60.0 5 13.5
1 and under 2 years 9 36.0 8 21.6

2 and under k years 1 k-0 8 21.6

h and under 5 years - - k 10.8

5 and under 7 years - - 3 8.1

7 and under 10 years - - 3 8.1

10+ years - - 6 16.2

Totals 25 100 37 100

X2 « 29.9$ d.f. - 6 P « Co.001
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