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of competences in the framework of even a single specialty. There are new forms of employment and
professional associations. This causes a corresponding change in the content of professional work in the
field of social work. There is a necessity in the formation of the unique competencies of each specialist,
meeting the requirements of a variety of tasks.

Originality. There are new general and specific competencies of a social worker in the context of
its collaboration with experts in the fields of psychology, law, and sociology and information technology.

Conclusion. The current trend in the activities of the social worker is the transition from social
assistance to different groups with disabilities to organizing the activities of different social groups at the
micro, and macro levels. In the process of the organization and maintenance of this activity the social
worker collaborates with professionals in other areas, causing the process of rapprochement between
competencies. New forms of utilization of information technology require the transition from information
literacy to information competence. There is a necessity of formation of a variety of competencies of
future social worker which require knowledge and using the individual characteristics and competences
of a student in process of learning.
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ENGAGING FAMILIES TO SUPPORT CHILDREN
IN CHILD WELFARE CARE

The primary focus on child safety and risk assessment in child welfare has resulted in higher
rates of children in care while devoting only limited resources and efforts to engaging and supporting
families. More recent trends in North America have led to several program models that focus on
family engagement and support. Evaluation studies summarized in the article suggest benefits that
include more collaborative working relationships with families and improved family and child
outcomes, although more research is needed to assess long term results. Although many family
engagement approaches focus on supporting parents to prevent children from coming into care, a new
Family Finding practice model focuses on building a network of caring adults, primarily family
members, who will support a child in care through to adulthood. Early evidence suggests this
approach can help to overcome the adversity experienced by so many children in care. Implications
for social work education and training are highlighted.

Structured Abstract

Introduction. Child welfare has been dominated by policies and practices that focus on child
safety and protection while much less attention has been given to supporting families to improve
parenting and child care. This article examines recent models of family engagement and support in
North America, including a new practice model for children in care.

Purpose. Research evidence is reviewed to demonstrate the need to balance the focus on child
protection with services that engage and support families. A new practice model that develops lifetime
networks for children in care is summarized.

Results. Although the child protection approach has given needed attention to child safety, it
has also resulted in increased investigations for abuse and neglect and more children in care.
Evidence suggests that more attention to family involvement leads to increased collaboration with
families with related benefits in parenting and child care, although more research is required to
assess long term results. Family Finding, a new approach to locating and supporting family
members who will provide continuing support for children in care, has the potential to overcome
early childhood adversity.
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Originality. Child safety and protection remains an important focus in child welfare but it must be
balanced with approaches that engage and support families. Research evidence supports more investment
in family involvement in child welfare. Although most family support programs focus on preventing
children from coming into care, the Family Finding practice model locates and supports family members
who play a significant role in nurturing and supporting children in care through to adulthood.

Conclusion. Family Finding for children in care builds on previous models of family
engagement and support in child welfare by establishing networks of caring adults for children in care.
These have the potential to help overcome early childhood adversity and the trauma experienced by
children in care. Social workers and other child welfare workers must develop the knowledge and skills
to implement Family Finding and other types of family support models to help build a new paradigm for
practice in child welfare. It is also important that professional social work education programs
incorporate these approaches within their curricula they are to play an important role in changing the
way we practice child welfare.

Keywords. Child welfare; Family Findin; family engagement; family support; family
involvement; social work education.

Problem statement. Child welfare has long been dominated by a debate about whether
the primary focus of service should be on child protection and safety or family support.
Legislation in English speaking countries has given most attention to the protection of children
from abuse and neglect. Although supportive services to families are outlined in legislation, and
assistance, such as parent aides or family support workers, are occasionally provided, such
services are regarded as secondary and subject to the availability of adequate resources. Thus,
most policy and practice approaches emphasize the investigation of referrals for child
maltreatment from a more forensic perspective which prioritizes a search for evidence of abuse
and neglect and an assessment of the future risk of maltreatment. This priority is anchored in a
view of the state’s responsibilities to protect the rights of the child from the risks of abuse and
neglect and to act as the ‘alternate parent’” when either these harms occur or the risk of such
harms reach a certain threshold. Over time this focus has increased as new evidence of the
harmful effects of emotional abuse, including the witnessing of domestic violence has emerged.
Faced with increased community and parental risk factors such as poverty, poor housing and
family addictions, child welfare agencies have been forced to allocate most of their resources to
child protection functions rather than family support services. The result has been a growth in
referrals for investigation and a growth in the number of children in care in many countries,
including the United States (US), Canada, the United Kingdom (UK) and Australia [1]. Using
Canada as an example, referrals for investigation doubled between 1998 and 2003, and have
remained at this relatively high level since 2003 [2]. Canada has a very high rate of children in
care, and Manitoba led all provinces in 2011 with over 3% of its children in care [3]. Indigenous
children in care are over-represented in Canada, and in Manitoba they made up 26% of the
children in the province in 2014 but 87% of the children in care [3]. The over-representation of
minority race children in care is also common in other countries, such as the US and Australia,
and factors such as marginalization, colonization and poverty help to explain this trend [4].

Although it can be argued that the child protection focus has helped to ensure child
safety, most investigations are not substantiated, and even if children are removed from their
parents, not all of these children fare well in foster and residential care. When compared with
children in the general population, children in care experience poorer educational outcomes,
higher rates of mental and physical health problems, higher rates of disability, and higher rates
of social problems in adulthood [3; 5]. Although some children in care do well, poorer outcomes
for some of the children in care are related to the poor quality of the foster and residential care
they receive. However, a more significant factor is the inability of the in-care experience to
provide services that fully compensates for the trauma experienced by many of these children
prior to admission to care. It is also recognized that an in-care experience that fails to foster
connections with families, communities, and culture often contributes to poor adjustment in
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adolescence and adulthood. Finally, from a practice perspective, the primary reliance on a child
protection approach often leads to a conflictual relationship between parents and social workers,
and this makes the development of an ongoing helping relationship, which is so important to
improved parenting and family reunification, more difficult.

In contrast to the child protection approach, a family support orientation in child welfare
gives priority attention to developing partnerships with families and providing support as a first
response to the needs of families when concerns regarding child care are identified. In this
approach, increased resources are devoted to early intervention and support to prevent more
serious problems associated with abuse and neglect. In cases where child protection services are
required to ensure child safety, attempts are made to engage with the family and maintain family
connections even if a child must be placed in care. The emphasis on family connections
recognizes the ongoing value of family to the well-being of children, and the opportunities that
may exist for reunification, if not with the primary parents, then with members of the extended
family. In many communities, notably in Indigenous communities, this family support
orientation is combined with a community building focus where the emphasis is on building
community capacity to care for their own children and families [4]. Concerns are raised that too
much attention to family support and reunification may limit the provision of child protection
services in circumstances where child safety is at risk, and the consequences can be the failure to
address continuing problems of abuse and neglect within the family unit. In these circumstances,
the child’s well-being is threatened, and in very serious cases it may result in the death of a
child. The major policy question then, is whether the child protection and family support
orientations can be reconciled so that the strengths of these approaches can be realized within a
framework that helps to overcome the weaknesses apparent in placing too much emphasis on
either one approach or the other.

Purpose of the article. The provision of family support services is not new in child
welfare; however, such services have been marginalized by a preoccupation with child safety at
the expense of family support. This article explores the growth in services focusing on family
engagement and support, particularly in North America, in an order to assess progress towards
the goal of achieving a better balance between providing child protection and family support
services in child welfare. This goal is assessed by first reviewing some of the research evidence
on these approaches, and then examining a new service model, called Family Finding, for its
potential to contribute to the paradigm shift from child protection to family engagement and
support. Implications for professional education and training in social work and allied
professions are highlighted.

Literature review on family engagement in child welfare. The shift to a family support
paradigm as a primary response to parenting problems in child welfare, including abuse and
neglect, requires increased attention to family engagement. Family engagement is a family-
centered and strengths-based approach to making decisions, setting goals and achieving better
outcomes for children and families. It seeks to empower families by working with them in a
collaborative fashion to address the needs of their children. Research has demonstrated several
benefits of increased attention to family engagement in child welfare, including the following: a)
involving family members early in the process may eliminate the need for placement outside the
home; b) trust and mutual respect are encouraged by directly involving the family in decision-
making, and this involvement makes it more likely they will commit to working on the agreed
plan; c) the inclusion of kinship or extended family members in case planning increases the
number of people that can provide solutions to a problem and participate in helping to meet
identified goals; and d) a collaborative working partnership makes it more likely that child
welfare workers and family members will be able to define the family’s unique needs and
develop relevant and culturally appropriate service plans [6].

Respectful and trusting relationships are foundational to family engagement and these
are dependent on an approach to interviewing intended to communicate collaboration and
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partnership. Methods consistent with this approach are motivational interviewing and solution-
focused casework. Motivational interviewing is a person-centred method that uses a variety of
techniques to overcome a client’s ambivalence to resistance or change and increase their
commitment to the change process [7]. In child welfare, solution-focused casework, which is
based on solution-focused interviewing methods, uses engagement skills to develop a
partnership with the family, focus attention on pragmatic everyday family life tasks, and
promote skills within the family to avoid behaviours that may lead to child maltreatment [8].
Research studies on the effectiveness of solution-focused casework have reported increased
family engagement, better achievement of case goals and objectives, and fewer re-referrals for
child maltreatment among parents receiving these types of services following discharge than a
similar group of families receiving more traditional child welfare services [9].

Strategies to encourage family involvement in child welfare have grown over the past
10-15 years, and different forms of engagement have included the expansion of kinship or
extended family care, family group decision-making, family team conferences, Signs of Safety
and differential response models of providing child welfare services.

The focus on kinship care reflects an attempt to use extended family members (e.g.,
grandparents, aunts, uncles) as the alternate placement of choice when the biological parents are
unable to care for their children. Kinship care helps to maintain family connections, and is
particularly valuable in maintaining cultural traditions when children from a minority cultural
and ethno-racial groups must be admitted to care. Research suggests that kinship care provides
positive outcomes that are at least as good as foster care, although such an option is not always
available or suitable for all children [10].

Family group decision-making or family group conferences involve the formal process
of convening decision-making meetings of all family members willing to be involved in
planning for a child in need of protection. These decision-making meetings are organized and
facilitated by a family conference specialist, and during the meeting the family meets on their
own to establish a case plan for the child. Family group conferencing in child welfare originated
in New Zealand, but the approach has been adopted and implemented in many countries. This
service approach has been effective in promoting family involvement in the planning and care of
children referred to the child welfare system, although a recent evaluation of the use of this
approach in one US location found no difference in the rates of re-referrals for child
maltreatment among families involved in family group decision-making and those receiving
service as usual [11]. However, the rates of re-referrals for both groups of families were quite
low so this makes it less likely that significant statistical differences would emerge.

Family team conferences engage family members in meetings designed to develop and
implement case plans. In these types of meetings, family members have a voice at the table;
thus, it stresses family engagement and participation. However, they are not exclusively
responsible for developing the care plan as is the case in the family group decision-making
approach. Evaluations of this approach to family involvement indicate that success depends on
the presence of family members, the support and training provided to encourage meaningful
engagement, and the need to hold regular follow-up meetings for accountability purposes [12].

Signs of Safety, first developed in Australia, is a comprehensive approach to the
practice of child protection, which incorporates a variety of methods and techniques to
encourage parental and child participation in assessing risk and identifying strategies to
ensure the safety of the child. Although the emphasis is on strengthening family capacity to
ensure the safety of the child in the family home, the assessment and engagement process
may also lead to a decision that the child may require out-of-home care. Some evaluations of
this practice model have found the approach is associated with increases in worker morale,
clearer decision-making, better relationships between caseworkers and family members,
some reduction in the rate of child removal, and a decrease in the amount of time cases
remain open to a child welfare agency [13; 14].
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In general, evaluations of family engagement approaches have reported positive benefits
by service users and caseworkers alike on measures related to the quality of caseworker visits with
families, enhanced family decision-making skills, and more targeted services. Although there is
some evidence of improvements in family preservation, and a reduction of re-reports of child
maltreatment, further study of the outcomes for children and youth in the child welfare system is
required [12]. One factor that complicates the assessment of results from new innovations in
family engagement is the high workloads carried by staff working in the child welfare system.
This influences the extent to which services can be transformed from a child protection role,
where the focus is on investigation, and related safety planning for the child, to an approach where
family support and engagement is the primary focus. A second factor is the challenge of
establishing good research designs and measures for assessing outcomes, particularly over the
longer term. Continued attention to research and longer term evaluation of outcomes will help to
provide evidence-based lessons on best practices within the child welfare system.

More extensive evaluations have been conducted on differential response systems in
child welfare. Differential response approaches to child welfare distinguish between those
referrals where serious abuse or neglect threatens the immediate safety of the child and those
where family assessment and support are the preferred and first offered method of intervention.
In cases where there are immediate and serious concerns about child safety an investigative
response, including the gathering of evidence of abuse or neglect will be launched. In less
serious cases investigation is replaced with an alternate response emphasizing family
engagement, ongoing support services, counselling and referrals to other community helping
sources. In some jurisdictions, more than 60% of families referred for child protection services
are referred to the alternate service pathway where the first response is to engage with families,
recognize their strengths and offer family support services to improve parenting approaches and
child well-being. In an evaluation of a differential response approach in Manitoba, parents
reported a high level of satisfaction with child welfare services received through the alternate
family response service pathway, child safety was not compromised and there were
improvements in child and family well-being [15]. More comprehensive evaluations of
differential response programs have been conducted in the US where laws have often required
or enabled the use of this service approach. A summary of US evaluation studies on differential
response found that these systems generally led to increases in family satisfaction, more family
cooperation in implementing case plans, increases in the amounts of service provided to
families, and higher worker satisfaction. Some studies have also reported modest reductions in
out-of-home care and reduced costs over time from using a differential response approach [16].
For example, research in Ohio found that out-of-home placements were significantly lower for
alternate response families when compared to a control group of families [17]. As well, research
in Minnesota found that there was a reduction in the reoccurrence of maltreatment and out-of-
home placement for families in the alternate response service stream, and cost savings were
achieved over a follow-up period because of lower rates of re-referrals [18].

Although research on family involvement in child welfare demonstrates the general
value of increased family engagement and support, the impact on the well-being for children
and youth in care has not always been the primary focus of analysis. Instead more attention is
given to working relationships with parents, and the effects of early intervention and better
parenting to prevent children from coming into care. Family Finding is a more recent approach
to family engagement, which shifts the focus to children who are in care. It is defined as a set
of strategies, tools and beliefs that are used to develop lifelong networks of family and
community members who will support the child in achieving permanency and well-being
through to early adulthood. Thus, Family Finding focuses on family connections at a different
stage in the child welfare continuum, that is, after children have been in care, often for some
time. In the next section, results from early research on Family Finding are summarized, and
in the following section the Family Finding practice model being implemented in Manitoba is
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described. This section also includes a brief summary of the research design being used to
evaluate this pilot project.

Family Finding: Early Research Results. Family Finding involves casting a wide net to
identify and engage family members and other people important people to the child who will
participate in decisions affecting the child and provide support to enhance their development
as emerging adults. Originally developed as an approach to build permanency for youth
aging out of foster care, its application has expanded to include younger children who have
been admitted to care. In the US, the Fostering Connections to Success and Enhancing
Adoptions Act of 2008 (Public Law No. 110-351), also known as the Fostering Connections
Act, requires child welfare agencies to identify and locate family members within 30 days of
removing a child, and make efforts to engage them in providing ongoing support to enhance
emotional and legal permanency for the child [12]. Although various practice models have
been established to support family connections, the most influential model is that developed
by Kevin Campbell [19].

Family Finding services have been implemented in many jurisdictions in the US, the UK
and Canada, and some of the early results have been encouraging. In the first two years of a
seven-year study at one Ontario site, the child welfare agency reported that 44 % of the children
served were adopted or reunified with family members, and that 72% of the children had an
intact and functioning lifetime network of relatives, siblings and other important adults.

Supportive federal legislation and funding in the US, including funds for evaluation, has
meant that most research on Family Finding has occurred there. Studies of early Family Finding
projects in the US found increases in family-based permanency placements and family
connections for children served in these programs [20]. Since then Family Finding services have
grown significantly and many of these have been evaluated. Research findings from many of the
studies conducted between 2013 and 2015 have been summarized [21]. Variations in the service
model were reported; for example, in some sites specialized Family Finding staff were used but
elsewhere coaches were used to train child welfare workers to use Family Finding methods in
their work with children in care. Despite some variations in the consistency of implementing
Family Finding services, results demonstrated increases in legal permanency and the number of
supportive connections, primarily among extended family members likely to support ongoing
adjustment of the child and successful transition to adulthood.

Despite these results, there are complexities that need to be considered. In one large
experimental study in North Carolina there was no significant difference in discharge to
permanency when Family Finding participants were compare to those receiving service as usual;
however, Family Finding had a favourable impact on contact with relatives and financial
hardships experienced by those 13 years and older [22]. In a qualitative study involving 57
youth, 18 parents and 10 relatives, researchers found that overall the family was a source of
support to youth in foster care, and that Family Finding services helped parents and other
relatives mend relationships and develop support networks. However, the process was stressful
for some participants in some circumstances; for example, some parents and youth expressed
distrust of family members or the child, and hesitated to welcome them into their lives. In
addition, some expressed concerns that services did not focus on maintaining connections once
initial relationships had been established [23].

To summarize, results from early research on Family Finding have been encouraging in
that several studies have identified positive effects, and even where ambivalent results have
been reported on rates of legal permanence (e.g., family reunification or adoption), no negative
effects have been identified. Although the Family Finding theory of change is compelling, more
research is required to provide a better understanding of outcomes, and the factors that affect
success. An additional consideration is that recent revisions to the practice model may influence
outcomes. For example, the current practice model that is being implemented in Manitoba
employs seven rather than six stages, and a new pre-service stage focusing on alignment, where
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the confidence and commitment to develop a family network for the child among service
providers, is carefully examined.

Implementing Family Finding in Manitoba. Family Finding in Manitoba is based on
Kevin Campbell’s revised practice model that includes seven stages and an alignment stage that
involves foundation work before beginning the Family Finding process. The two-year pilot
project launched in September, 2016 is intended to serve at least 150 children with the goal of
achieving a permanent placement for at least 75% of these children. It is based on four core
beliefs: a) every child or youth has an immediate and/or extended family that can be found if we
try; b) loneliness can be devastating, even dangerous, to healthy child development, and is
experienced by most children and youth in care; ¢) a permanent, meaningful connection to a
family and caring adults helps a child or youth develop a sense of belonging and hope; and
d) the single factor most clearly associated with positive outcomes for young people is a
meaningful, life-long connection to a family and community of support.

The need for Family Finding in child welfare is based on several premises. One is
evidence of high rates of trauma or adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) among children in
care. Important ACEs include childhood abuse, neglect and household dysfunction, including
such things as exposure to family violence, and parental substance abuse. The loneliness
associated with exposure to these experiences and subsequent placement compounds these
difficulties for children in care. Three or more ACEs are associated with unhealthy lifestyles,
low educational achievement, neurological problems and higher rates of suicide. An ACEs score
of six or more can shorten a person’s life by 20 years. However, relationships and experiences
with a lifetime network of caring adults, including family and non-family members, can provide
the basis for belonging, emotional support and stability to both recover from and buffer the
trauma arising from ACEs experienced in childhood [24].

The Manitoba model of Family Finding operates in a service context where there is a
high proportion of Indigenous children in care, and where Indigenous child welfare agencies are
engaged in providing many of the services to children in care. The initial focus of the pilot
project is on children in emergency placement resources, including foster and group homes,
where there are no immediate prospects of family reunification. Although an optional model of
Family Finding involves the use of coaches to provide training to existing caseworkers who
provide Family Finding services as part of their regular duties, Manitoba’s pilot project, called
Bringing Families Together, uses specialized Family Finding staff. The Manitoba pilot project
has four specialized Family Finding staff, a clinical supervisor, a director and a part-time
secretary. Family Finding staff work closely with agency case managers in implementing the
service model. Their role is to locate individuals who will participate as part of the child’s
network, and facilitate meetings of the network to develop and implement a service plan leading
to permanent placement supported by a lifetime network within a six to 12-month period.
Ongoing service is then provided by the agency-based case manager. Each Family Finder carries
a caseload of approximately 11 families, which includes approximately 20 children due to
sibling groups. A unique feature of the Manitoba model of Family Finding is its expanded
definition of permanency which may include adoption, family reunification, independent living
for older children, or a long-term kinship care or foster care arrangement where foster care
payments may still be required as a means of financial support for the families. Manitoba’s
definition of permanency includes four stages or components:

e The Knowing One’s Story and History Stage is intended to provide the child with a sense
of belonging, culture and identity.

o The Safety and Stability Stage establishes a safe, stable and reliable place for the child to
learn life skills and healthy coping mechanisms.

o The Certainty and Responsibility Stage is realized though locating trusting caregivers in
the child’s life who will provide the supports and resources to enable the child to transition
to adulthood, autonomy and interdependence.
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e The Lifelong Connections Stage focuses on the development and maintenance of
connections with the child’s network of support, with special attention to the child’s
biological and extended family network.

A summary of each step of the Manitoba model of Family finding is outlined below.
Ongoing coaching support is being provided by Kevin Campbell who designed this Family
Finding practice model.

Pre-Service Alignment: This involves a first meeting the Family Finders, the agency
case manager and their respective supervisors. Permanency needs and safety concerns are
reviewed, general goals and their time frames for implementing Family Finding services are
identified, and the level of staff commitment to the Family Finding process, including the
respective roles and responsibilities are discussed.

Step 1: Engagement: The Family Finder and case manager hold a first meeting with an
identified parent or alternate family member connected to the child to explain the Family
Finding service, and begin to identify those who may become potential network members.
Depending on the age of the child, plans for the child’s involvement in the process will be
discussed, and initial work on a genogram or family tree may occur.

Step 2: Search: The engagement and search steps are closely connected but in the search
step the Family Finder identifies and connects with potential members of the network. This can
be a complex process due to distance or lack of contact details but social media, such as
Facebook, help in the search process.

Step 3: Preparation: A preparation conference known as a ‘Blended Perspectives’
meeting is convened with interested family members and other important adults, including
caregivers, the Family Finder and the case manager. Where family members live some distance
away, skype or teleconference arrangements are used to engage participants. This step focuses
on a discussion of strengths, needs and worries, and the commitment of each member in
attendance to participate in future discussions and meetings. This meeting also focuses on
identifying the biggest unmet need, next steps, and any new members who should be invited to
the next meeting.

Step 4: Planning and Decision-Making: This is a critical stage in the process and may
require more than one meeting. A decision-making meeting is convened with family members
and other key service providers. Goal statements are reviewed and with the participation of all
members three possible plans are identified. The feasibility of each plan is assessed and if no
plan appears suitable new plans will be generated until an acceptable plan to address needs is
identified. Action steps for the next six weeks are identified and the first ‘Lifetime Network’
meeting is scheduled.

Step 5: Lifetime Network Meetings: Lifetime Network meetings are organized to
continue the work phase intended to achieve a permanency placement and provide ongoing
support for the child. The Family Finder facilitates these meetings, focusing on team building,
reviewing tasks and activities and ensuring that the child’s needs are being addressed. Service
progress and results are also monitored.

Step 6: Healing and Development: In this step, plans to obtain any community
therapeutic services required for the child will be discussed, and assistance from the caseworker
will be provided, if necessary.

Step 7: Legal Permanency: The final step includes continued efforts by the Lifetime
Network to achieve permanency. Once a permanency plan is in place, results and ongoing
commitments to provide longer term support are reviewed. Although formalized Family Finding
services conclude at this step, ongoing services may continue to be provided by the agency case
manager if the child is not formally discharged from care.

Funding for the pilot project includes resources for a comprehensive evaluation, and based
on these results a decision about whether to adopt this innovation throughout the Manitoba child
welfare system will be made. In the Manitoba evaluation, a mixed methods research design
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involving the collection of both quantitative and qualitative data is being used. There are three
evaluation components. A formative or process evaluation will document implementation
activities, including program fidelity and whether the program is being delivered in a pattern
consistent with best practices.Data will be collected on the services provided to participants during
the pilot project; as well, qualitative interviews with key stakeholders and case studies will be
conducted to document the lessons learned during implementation.

An outcome evaluation will assess results for children involved in the pilot project. This
stage of the evaluation will include surveys to assess permanency, and a selected number of
well-being outcomes, such as resiliency. Although it is not possible to include an experimental
design where cases are randomly assigned to treatment and control groups, non-equivalent
comparison groups will be constructed to assess differences in outcomes for those children who
receive Family Finding services and those who receive service as usual.

A final component of the evaluation will assess costs and benefits related to the service.
The costs for delivering Family Finding services will be compiled, along with estimated costs
for foster care and related services for participants, and then these will be compared with costs
for a sample of children who did not receive Family Finding services. Differences in future
social costs and savings will be estimated if such information is available; however, a
longitudinal follow-up study may be required to validate these estimates.

Conclusion. Important developments in family engagement in child welfare have been
summarized in this article and these illustrate the paradigm shift that is underway in moving
from a predominant focus on child protection to an increased emphasis on family support,
particularly in North America. Specific attention was given to Family Finding, an innovative
approach to connecting children in care to a lifetime network of family and community
members who will support them and help them to achieve improved outcomes during childhood
and their transition to adulthood. Children in care remain one of our most vulnerable
populations, and they deserve the best service we can possibly design. Although there is
sufficient evidence to support greater emphasis on policies and practices that promote family
support, more research is required to determine what works best under what circumstances, and
how these must to be balanced with adequate attention to child safety. New investments in
workload adjustment, training and staff development are also required to ensure that child
welfare workers receive the level of support they require in moving from a more investigative
approach in child welfare work to a family engagement and support approach.

There are also implications for professional education in social work and allied disciplines
working in this field. Professional courses and training in child welfare have most often given
priority attention to legislation and the various tools and methods used to assess safety and risk
within the child protection framework of practice. Although these are important, equal attention is
required to family engagement skills. Although general courses on interviewing skills are common
in professional social work education, how to establish a working alliance with family members in
child welfare where more resistance to engagement is common, requires special attention. In
addition, attention in the curriculum is required to the various family support and engagement
practice models in child welfare. Finally, it is also important to recognize that our efforts to
transform child welfare services in ways that strengthen families and reduce the number of
children requiring out-of-home care require system-level changes that target social issues such as
poverty, inadequate housing and inequality because these are contributing problems to family
dysfunction and child maltreatment. The development of advocacy skills within the social work
profession is important to these changes, but advocacy on these issues must also engage other
professions, the public, and politicians if we are to make a real difference in the lives of vulnerable
children and families.
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bpeo MakKens3i,

doxkmop  inocodii, 3zacaysxcenutl npoghecop paxyrvmemy coyianvhoi pobomu Manimobcvko2o
yrigepcumemy, Kanaoa

3AJTYYEHHA CIMEH JUUIA ITIJTPUMYBAHHA JITEH,
AKI IEPEBYBAIOTH [T OIIIKOK) B CHCTEMI OXOPOHH IHTHHCTBA
Ocnosna ysaea 6 cucmemi 0OXOpOHU OUMUHCIMEA, WO NPUOLIAEMbC RUMAHHAM Oe3neKu oimetl |

OYIHIOBAHHIO PU3UKY O HUX, Npu3eeia 00 30iibuilenHa yacmku Oimell nio onikoio, y motl 4ac, saK
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3aMYYeHHIO | NIOMPUMYBAHHIO CiMell NPUCEAYeHo auuie obmedceni pecypcu ma 3ycuiid. Hacnioxom
ocmanHix menoenyiu y Iligniunitt Amepuyi € nosga HU3KU MoOenel NPoSpam, 30pPIEHMOBAHUX HA YYACb
ma niompumyseants cimeu. OYiHI08aNbHI OOCHIONCEHHS, V3d2aNbHe ] 8 CInammi, NPONnoHyIOmMs nepesazi,
wWo BKIIOYAIOMb OiNbUL MICHY CRIBNPAYIO Y POOOYUX BIOHOCUHAX 13 CIM MU MA NOKPAWEHI pe3yibmamu
pobomu i3 cim’ero i dumuHow, npome iCHye nompeda y nooanbluux O0CRIONCEHHAX O OYIHIOBAHHS
00820cmpoKosux pesynvmamis. Xoua 6azamo nioxoois, CnpAMOSanUX HA 3ATYHeHHs CiM i, Hazonouwyoms
HA NiOMpumMyeanti 6amoKie 051 nonepeolcenHs po3miyenns oimetl nio onixy, Ho8a Mooeib NPAKMUKU
«llowyx poouuiey axyenwmye Ha CMBOPeHHi MepedCci 00auaUsuUx O00pPOCIUX, NepedyCiM 3 YUCA YNEeHI8
cim’i, aKi 6y0yms niompumyeamu OUMuHY, Wo 3HAX00UMbCsl Ni0 ONIKOI0, 00 OOCASHEHHSL Helo 00POCTI020
6iky. Ilepwii Oani ceiduamv npo me, wo yeu NIOXi0 Moxtce OONOMOZMU NOOOIAMU He2apa30u, Wo ix
nepescugaroms maxk oazamo Odimeil, sKi nepedysaiomv nio onikoio. Haeonoweno Ha 3HauenHi ybo2o
00¢8i0y 0715t npoghecitinoi oceimu ma nPaKmuyHoi ni020mosKu 6 2any3i coyiarbHoi pobomu.

Knrouoei cnosa: oxopona oumuncmea, noutyK pooudis, 3aiy4eHHs 4ieHie cim’i; niompumyeanHs
cim’i; yuacme unenie cim’i; oceima 6 2anysi coyianbHoi pobomu.
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SOCIAL AND LEGAL PROTECTION OF CHILDREN IN NEED
IN GREAT BRITAIN AND UKRAINE

Introduction. Human rights are the basic things we all need in order to live with dignity: food,
housing, education and health care; the right to spend time and communicate with others, to access
information, form opinions, express ourselves, and hold religious beliefs; and the right to be free from
violence, exploitation and abuse. Everyone, including children, has these rights just because they are
human, no matter what their circumstances. Human rights mean that children must be respected as the
people they are today, not just when they reach 18.

Purpose of the article is to study the level of children’s welfare in Great Britain and in Ukraine,
to compare the reasons of children being neglected or in need, the ways of solving problem of this
category of children.

Results. In recent years Ukraine has seen a positive trend of increasing the number of foster
families and family-type homes and the number of children in them. According to data from regions in
Ukraine, the family care (guardianship, foster families and family-type homes) reached 73,212 orphans
and children deprived of parental care, which is 0.3% more than last year. But there are still many
proplems which remain to be discussed. That’s why the country is looking for new decision of improving
children’s welfare system via adopting experience from other countries which have already reached
positive results in this area.

Originality. The article highlights the tendencies in children’s welfare system in Great Britain
and in Ukraine, describes its strong and weak points. It also states the actions that may be carried out to
strengthen the state’s social welfare sector. Comparison of children welfare in Britain and Ukraine are
suggested in the article. Comparative analysis of the term “children in need” and “parental
responsibilities ” in Ukraine and in Great Britain is offered in the article.

Conclusions. Child protection is a fundamental part of safeguarding children. Welfare of
children in need is carried out in Britain and in Ukraine in different ways. But each is aimed to protect
children, their vights and to give an opportunity to live in a family (either in biological or foster one).
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