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Omslagshild

”Signs of Safetys arbetssdtt inom social barn- och ungdomsvard har sina
rotter i Australien. Det dr ddrfor passande att vdr presentation av Signs
of Safetys verksamhet med professionella och barn, fordldrar och nétverk
i deras egen omgivning illustreras med den australiskt aboriginska
lévmalning som dr bokens omslagsbild.”

Andrew Turnell

Omslagsbilden bestilldes av oss och mélades for att gestalta det flodande samspel som kanne-
tecknar Signs of Safetys foérandringsteori. Bilden berdttar om det fokuserade arbetet pa senare
ar med att mer exakt formulera de férandringsteorier rérande organisation och praktik som for

forsta gangen presenteras har i denna bokens 4:e upplaga.

Bilden 4r skapad av Roseanne Paine, en wongutha (austral-
isk aborigin) fran Cosmo Newberry Community. Hon ar for-
skolldrare och konstnar och malar historier fran sin barndom

och drémtiden och gér nutida aboriginsk konst.

Om omslagsbilden — Roseanne Paine

Malningen forestéller Signs of Safetys ramverk. Det dr gestaltat som ett [6v for att visa att det
vaxer och lever. Den bla hastskoformen vid bladféstet star for socialtjinsten — med barn- och
ungdomsvarden i centrum — omgiven av domstolarna och rattsvidsendet som i sin tur omges av
det utvidgade professionella natverket. Den brandgula och réda hastskoformen intill symbol-
iserar det utsatta barnet eller ungdomen som omges av kirnfamiljen, den utvidgade familjen
och stédpersonerna. Fran bada histskoformerna I6per fotavtryck som symboliserar resan de gér
tillsammans for att stotta det utsatta barnet eller ungdomen och deras familj. Resan gar genom

bedémnings- och analyscykeln som motsvaras av fyra av de gréna och vita cirklarna.



Denna cykel bestar av delarna ledarskap, organisatorisk anpassning, lirande och meningsfull up-
pféljning. Resan gar ocksa genom atgirdscykeln, som representeras av de 6vriga fyra vita och

grona cirklarna. Atgardscykeln bestér av att:

® informera, lyssna pa och engagera barnen;

® etablera ett permanent stédnatverk i deras egen omgivning;

o stodpersoner regelbundet kontrollerar och sékrar att planen permanentas; samt

o foraldrar, stédpersoner och barn genomfér vardagsplanen for att sikra vilbefinnande,

trygghet och framgéng adven nar det blir tufft.

Den vita och svarta linjen som I6per genom hela l6vet och ut och in mellan cirklarna &r bla-
dets nerv och symboliserar det flodande och
livgivande hos metoden som ger nidring at
vaxandet och ramverkets olika delar. Vid l6vets
spets slutar de bla fotavtrycken (socialtjansten)
men de gula fotstegen (barnet, ungdomen
och familjen) gar vidare, stirkta av Signs of
Safetys arbete och resan. Den brandgula och

roda histskoformen intill symboliserar — lik-

som tidigare — det utsatta barnet eller ungdo-
men som omges av kirnfamiljen, den utvidgade familjen och stédpersonerna. De har vuxit och

ir stdrre nu och fortsitter resan utan direkt stéd fran ramverket.

De réda cirklarna i bakgrunden férestéller samverkan mellan familjerna och socialtjansten och

hur styrkan i detta samarbete bidrar till att stodja utsatta barn och ungdomar.
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Signs of Safety en detaljerad presentation

Inledning: ett arbetssatt i standig utveckling

Signs of Safety betraktas idag internationellt som den ledande befintliga inkluderande metoden

inom social barn- och ungdomsvard.

Aven om metoden utvecklats sedan Steve Edwards och Andrew Turnell pabdrjade sitt samarbete
i slutet av 1980-talet har intresset for och anvandningen av arbetssattet formligen exploderat de
senaste atta aren runt om i varlden. Framgangen beror pa att Signs of Safetys arbetssatt forst och
framst utgar — och fortfarande utvecklas — ifran vad som faktiskt fungerar for den som ar verksam
pa faltet. Idag arbetar ndstan 200 organisationer i 15 linder med nagon form av Signs of Safety,
inklusive storskaliga, langsiktiga, systemaovergripande tillimpningar i Australien, Nya Zeeland, Ja-

pan, Europa, Kanada, USA och Kambodja.

En effektiv barn- och ungdomsvard maste vara strukturerad och systematisk i sin organisation
och drendehantering nir den arbetar med situationer dir barn far illa. Aven om det gjordes my-
cket bra inom barn- och ungdomsvarden pa 1970-talet sa vet alla som paverkats av de friare
arrangemangen under perioden — ddr ndstan vad som helst var tillatet — att det ocksa gjordes
mycket som var vildigt daligt. Sedan dess har de virsta missforhallandena inom organisation
och drendehantering avsl6jats i kritiska drendegranskningar och dédsfallsutredningar, och ru-
tinisering och revisioner har inférts pa bred front for att reformera barn- och ungdomsvarden
varlden 6ver (Ferguson 2004; 2013; Munro 2004; 2010; 2011). Tyvarr har rutiniseringen inte lett till
den omvandling man hoppats pa. Féljande yttrande av den amerikanska regeringens nationella

barnkommission ar férmodligen dnnu mer sant idag dn nar det skrevs 1991:

Om vart land avsiktligt utformat ett system for att gora dem som
arbetar i det frustrerade, reta upp allmdnheten som finansierar det, och
overge barnen som dr beroende av det — ja dd kunde vi inte ha lyckats
bittre dn dagens barnavdrdssystem. (Citatet fran Thompson, 1995, sid 5)

| nastan hela vdrlden har synen pa barn- och ungdomsvard som framfér allt en procedur- och
rutinutmaning lett till system som blivit allt dyrare och mer defensiva. Antalet barn i langvarig
samhillsvard 6kar snabbt. Rattsprocesser mot foraldrar 6kar. Och personalomsittningen stiger
samtidigt som arbetsmoralen sjunker. (Darmed inte sagt att antalet faktiska Gvergrepp mot barn
okat i vissa lander. Att faststélla det ar mycket svart.) | Sacramento County i USA sléppte ett Grand
Jury-férfarande 2010 en rapport med titeln "Barn- och ungdomsvard: inget dndras, nagonsin”.

Titeln later pessimistisk. Men faktum &r att ndstan all barn- och ungdomsvard i hela den utveck-

lade varlden verkligen har férandrats — till det samre!




Signs of Safetys vixande internationella samfund av socialtjénster och professionella har valt en

annan vég for att reformera barn- och ungdomsvarden. Férandringsstrategin som driver Signs
of Safety — vad giller modellens utformning och dess stravan efter battre resultat — ar att lata det
som verkligen fungerar for socialarbetare och klienter i den dagliga praktiken utgéra grunden for
hur vi utvecklar arbetssittet. Signs of Safetys arbetssitt star pa jattars axlar. Jattarna dr alla de som
arbetar pa filtet varlden 6ver och som tagit till sig Signs of Safetys arbetssitt och sedan medve-
tet valt att beskriva vad de gér, vad de kimpar med och — viktigast av allt — vad som fungerar for
dem. Den hidr samarbetsinriktade, [6sningsfokuserade metoden med uppskattande samtal eller
undersékningar (Appreciative Inquiry, Al) r drivkraften bakom den kontinuerliga utvecklingen av

Signs of Safetys arbetssitt.

Som namn har Signs of Safety idag 23 ar pa nacken. Det r ett moget professionellt arbetssitt som
fortfarande utvecklas. Vart praktiskt inriktade arbetssatt och dess metoder finslipas standigt och
kan tillimpas genom hela processen, fran mottagning och bedémning till avslut, inom behan-
dling och placeringar och arbete med langsiktiga |6sningar, samt 6ver hela det spektrum av miss-
forhallanden, komplicerande faktorer och demografiska grupper som barn- och ungdomsvarden
omfattar. Nedan ar nagra av de viktigaste forandringar som gjorts inom Signs of Safety sedan

Turnells och Edwards publicerades 1999:

e Signs of Safetys ramverk for riskbedémning och planering finns nu i en andra, mer
generellt anvind version med tre kolumner.

® Riskbedémningsprocessen har vidareutvecklats och utgér nu kirnan i Signs of Safetys
praktik.

® Enkla verktyg har skapats som satter barnets rést i centrum av Signs of Safetys praktik och
engagerar barnet direkt i bedomning och planering (Turnell och Essex, 2006; 2013; Turnell,
2011; Weld, 2008).

® Vi har forfinat och inférlivat mycket mer rigorésa och systematiska samarbetsinriktade
processer och verktyg for sikerhetsplanering (Nelson-Dusek, under tryckning; Turnell och
Essex, 2006; 2013; Turnell, 2010; 2013).

® Processer for uppskattande samtal har utvecklats och inférlivats for att faststilla vad som

fungerar for utévaren pa filtet.

Parallellt med utvecklingen av praktiken sker betydande framsteg med fokus pa att skapa organi-

satoriska villkor som kan stétta Signs of Safetys anviandning och tillampning. Har ar de viktigaste:

® stod av forskning och evidensbas;

e formalisering av praktikmodellen for forsknings-, praktik- och utbildningsdndamal;
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e standardisering av utbildningsprogram och utbildningsarrangemang; och
e formalisering av organisatoriska tillimpningsprocesser som gér det majligt att tillampa
arbetssattet optimalt i praktiken (Munro, Turnell and Murphy, 2017; Turnell, Munro and

Murphy, 2013).

| denna fjarde upplaga av var presentation av Signs of Safety ger vi en omfattande éverblick av
Signs of Safetys arbetssatt och underliggande teori. Vi anger dven den forskning och implemen-
teringsvetenskap som stédjer den. Kapitel 1 bérjar med en beskrivning av vad det hela handlar
om: barnets sikerhet. Kapitel 2 kartlagger vi Signs of Safetys vardegrund genom att underscka
modellens tre centrala organisationsprinciper. Kapitel 3 ar en kort historik éver Signs of Safety,
for att ge lasaren lite bakgrund till hur och varfér modellen skapades. | kapitel 4 presenteras hur
arbetssattet anvands internationellt och den empiriska forskning som stédjer det. Kapitel 5 ar en
djupdykning i Signs of Safetys metodramverk och visar hur det strukturerar och utfér barn- och
ungdomsvardens centrala uppgift, riskbedomning och planering. Kapitel 6 4r en beskrivning av
Signs of Safety-metodens férandringsteori. | kapitel 7 tittar vi pa de verktyg som anvinds i ar-
betssittet for att sitta barnen i centrum. Kapitel 8 handlar om sikerhetsplanering, som ar hu-
vudfragan for arbetssattet och all barn- och ungdomsvérd. De bada avslutande kapitlen fokuserar
pa systemfragor. Kapitel 9 dr en genomgang av de inlarningsrelaterade teorier och metoder som
Signs of Safety bygger pa vad giller organisationers lirande och férvandling. Och kapitel 10 hand-

lar om organisatorisk tillimpning och ledarskap.

Bade modellen och denna presentation utvecklas stindigt och uppdateras regelbundet. Senaste

versionen av presentationen hittar du alltid pa www.signsofsafety.net/shop/.




1. Sakerhetsorienterad praktik - malet ar alltid barnets sakerhet

Ett av de st6rsta problemen inom barn- och ungdomsvarden — vilket manga dédsfallsutredningar
av barn ocksa pavisar — ar Babels torn-fenomenet, dar parterna i barn- och ungdomsirendet talar
olika sprak (Munro, 2002; Reder, Duncan och Gray, 1993). Signs of Safetys ramverk ar utformat for
att alla parter i drendet ska ha samma fokus och férstaelse, bade de professionella och familjen.
Syftet &r att hjdlpa alla att tinka sig in i och igenom drendet — fran "den storsta” (t ex en vd, domare

eller barnpsykiatriker) till "den minsta” (barnet).

Men Signs of Safetys beddmnings- och planeringsprocess ar bara ett medel for att na ett mal —
dven nir den utférs i samarbete mellan férildrarna, barnet och alla yrkesutévare som medverkar
i arendet. Storskaliga, byrakratiska system for barn- och ungdomsvard blandar ofta ihop mal och
medel. Och att fylla i beddmningsdokument kan bli ett populdrt men 6vervarderat sitt att mita
hur det gar. Konsekventa bedémningar ér visserligen en avgorande faktor for bra resultat i bar-

navardsarenden. Men det garanterar inte i sig att barnet ar tryggt och sikert i sin vardag.

Nar allt kommer omkring dr genomférandet av Signs of Safetys bedémning och planering en-
dast ett satt att kartldgga omstandigheterna kring ett utsatt barn. Liksom andra kartor maste
Signs of Safetys kartlaggning alltid betraktas som ett hjalpmedel for att ta sig till ett mal. Och

malet dr en rigords, hallbar, daglig sikerhet for barnet i hemmet och andra platser dar det vistas.

Signs of Safetys arbetssatt ger principer, regler och skraddarsydda verktyg som gor det mgjligt
for socialarbetare och chefer att bygga upp en saker vardag fér barn, tillsammans med barnen,
foraldrarna och nitverken i deras naturliga omgivning. Eftersom Signs of Safety &r starkt fok-
userat pa vad som faktiskt beslutas och gors i praktiken skapas samtidigt ett ssmmanhang dar
organisationens ledning far tillgang till praktiken och beslutsfattandet i sig och mer noggrant kan
analysera och forma de organisatoriska sammanhang som stérker eller hdmmar en god praktik.
Signs of Safety gér alltsa socialtjansten som helhet mer medveten om verkligheten pa filtet, vilket

gor det mgjligt for organisationen och ledningen att forbattra sikerheten och resultatet for ut-

satta barn.
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2. Signs of Safetys tre grundprinciper

Barn- och ungdomsvardens praktik och kultur kan ltt bli paternalistisk. Det blir den om socialar-
betarna upptrader som om de tror att de vet vad som &r fel med klientfamiljens liv och vad 16s-
ningen dr. En sadan paternalistisk kultur dr den sociala barn- och ungdomsvardens "normallige”.
Den bade marginaliserar familjerna som socialtjansten arbetar med och tér pa socialarbetaren pa

filtet.

Signs of Safetys arbetssitt syftar till att skapa en mer konstruktiv kultur runt barn- och ung-
domsvardens organisation och praktik. Det bygger pa anviandningen av specifika verktyg och
processer med vars hjalp professionella och familjemedlemmar samarbetar f6r att hantera situa-

tioner dar barn far illa. Signs of Safetys arbetssitt vilar pa tre principer.

2.1 Samarbete

Konstruktivt samarbete mellan professionella och familjemedlemmar — och mellan de profes-
sionella sjilva — ar avgorande for en effektiv praktik som hanterar situationer dar barn far illa. En
stor méngd litteratur och forskning visar att utsatta barn klarar sig bast nar konstruktiva relationer
finns pa bada dessa omraden (Cashmore, 2002; de Boer och Coady, 2007; Department of Health,
1995; Lee och Ayén, 2004; MacKinnon, 1998; Maiter, m fl, 2006; Trotter, 2002 och 2006). Forskning
om féréldrar och barn som behandlats av barn- och ungdomsvarden pekar pa samma slutsats
(Cashmore, 2002; Cossar, 2011; Farmer och Owen, 1995; Forrester m fl, 2008a, 2008b; Jensen m fl,

2005; Teoh m fl, 2004; Westcott och Davies, 1996; Woolfson m fl, 2010; Yatchmenoff, 2005).

Det dr ganska sjalvklart att goda relationer far oss att vixa som manniskor och férandras. Men
pa barn- och ungdomsvardens laddade omrade &r detta faktum en killa till oro fér ménga. Det
finns en radsla for att socialarbetare som bygger upp en positiv relation med foraldrar till ett
barn som far illa kan bérja se mellan fingrarna med eller forringa hur allvarlig situationen ar. |
litteraturen beskrivs sddana relationer som "naiva” (Dingwall, 1983) eller "farliga” (Dale m fl, 1986;
Calder, 2008).

Farhagorna kring ett relationsfokus i barn- och ungdomsvardens praktik kretsar alltsa vanli-
gen kring samarbetet med féraldrar. Men samarbetet mellan de professionella sjélva kan vara
minst lika problematiskt. | dédsfallsutredningar av barn beskrivs forlopp dir den yrkesmassi-

ga relationen och kommunikationen mellan socialarbetarna &r dysfunktionell. Metaanalyser av

barndédsfallsutredningar —t ex Department of Health (2002); Munro (1996 och 1998); Hill (1990);




Reder, Duncan och Grey (1993) — visar att daligt fungerande yrkesrelationer &r lika orovickande

som vilken annan situation som helst dar en medarbetare ser mellan fingrarna med eller forring-

ar oacceptabla beteenden i ett forsok att uppratthalla en relation med en foralder.

Varje metod dar samarbete sitts i centrum for barn- och ungdomsvardens praktik maste kritiskt
undersoka hur sadana konstruktiva relationer inom socialtjansten faktiskt ser ut i verkligheten.
Alltfor ofta formulerar de som féresprakar en relationsgrundad barnavard éverdrivet férenklade
visioner av partnerskap med familjer och samarbeten mellan professionella. Fér att vara men-
ingsfulla maste beskrivningar av samarbeten inom barn- och ungdomsvard spegla de typiskt réri-
ga upplevelserna och erfarenheterna hos socialarbetare, féraldrar, barn och évriga professionella,

som alla kimpar med att relatera till varandra i kontroversiella barnavardsarenden.

2.2 Munros maxim: tink kritiskt, ifragasatt

De sociala barn- och ungdomsarendenas kontroversiella och oroliga virld genomsyras av en pa-

ternalistisk impuls att faststalla sanningen i varje given situation. Med Baistows ord:

I situationer ddr barn far illa lockar oss starka krafter att iscenstta ett
manus med givna roller och givna slut, oavsett om vi tror att det finns

absoluta forovare och absoluta offer, och oavsett om vi tror pd en enda
obeflickad ”sanning” om "vad som hdnt”.

(Baistow et al., 1995: vi)

Kruxet dr att ndr socialarbetaren val bestamt sig f6r vad sanningen ar i en given situation sa bér-
jar det tdra pa samarbetet med kollegorna och familjemedlemmarna, som férmodligen alla har
awikande asikter. Socialarbetaren slutar dessutom att ténka kritiskt och tenderar att bortse ifran
eller omtolka eventuell ytterligare information som inte stammer med den ursprungliga asikten

(English, 1996).

Eileen Munro—som ar internationellt erkénd for sin forskning kring typiska misstag i praktik och

resonemang inom barn- och ungdomsvard (Munro, 1996, 1998) — siger:

Den enskilt viktigaste faktorn for att minimera misstag (i barn- och
ungdomsvdrdens praktik*) ér att medge att man kanske har fel.

(Munro, 2008: 125)

1 Fetstil endast for att fortydliga sammanhanget.




Signs of Safety en detaljerad presentation

Den som vill vara en férebild inom social barn- och ungdomsvard bér stiandigt satta granser for
sin naturliga ldngtan efter slutgiltiga svar och att ha patent pa sanningen. Om vi ska férverkliga
Munros maxim maste alla processer kring organisation, riktlinjer, arbetsledning och handledning
som stédjer och genomsyrar praktiken uppmuntra en ifragasattande eller undersékande instlln-

ing hos den som arbetar med barn- och ungdomsvard.

2.3 Storslagna visioner maste férankras i vardagen

Nastan alla — fran taxichaufforer till riksdagsledaméter — vill tala om f6r oss inom barn- och un-
gdomsvard hur vi ska gora vart jobb. Problemet &r bara att nastan ingen av dem har knackat pa
hemma hos en foralder for att beratta att de misstanker att deras barn far illa. Och oftast kdnns de

vilmenta réden som "réster frén 27 ooo fot™.

Den allvetande, paternalistiska socialarbetarens sitt att narma sig familjen har en exakt mots-
varighet i hur handledare, akademiker och chefer férséker patvinga socialarbetaren sina egna
&sikter. Overallt handlar det om att "styra och kontrollera det sociala arbetet™ och resultatet blir sil-
lan bra. Den styrande och kontrollerande metoden alienerar socialarbetarna och nedvarderar och
fortrycker deras kunskap och kompetens. For att komma till ratta med det problemet har Signs of
Safetys arbetssitt utvecklats i samarbete med yrkesut6vare, forst i Australien, sedan i Nordameri-
ka, Europa, Australasien och Japan. Pa varje plats har arbetssittet finslipats och blivit mer rigorést,
kompetent och genomtankt, nar vi kartlagt och dokumenterat socialarbetares och klienters up-

plevelser av komplicerade och utmanande drenden, in i minsta detalj och i verkliga livet.

2 Frasen anvdndes av Russell Martin, chef for Open Home Foundation i Nya Zeeland.
3 Uttrycket myntades av en annan nyzeeléindare, f d socialchefen Craig Smith.



3. Signs of Safetys historia

Signs of Safetys arbetssitt inom barn- och ungdomsvard véxte fram pé 199o-talet i Vastra Austral-
ien. Det skapades av Steve Edwards och Andrew Turnell i samarbete med 6ver 150 yrkesverksam-

ma inom barn- och ungdomsvard, och anvinds idag runt om i varlden.
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Ovan: Signs of Safetys arbetssdtt inom social barn- och ungdomsvdrd — illustration av Mary Brake

(www.reflectiongraphics.com).

Nair Steve Edwards fick impulsen till att skapa Signs of Safety hade han jobbat 16 ar inom barn-
och ungdomsvérden, varav atta nar han framfér allt arbetade med aboriginska samhallen. Han
var djupt missnéjd med de flesta modeller och teorier fér barn- och ungdomsvérd som han stott
pa och tyckte att de flesta riktlinjer, handledningar och bécker som han laste — och det mesta
han lart sig pa hogskolan och i vidareutbildningar (alltsd teorin) — staimde daligt 6verens med
hans erfarenhet av att faktiskt jobba med barn- och ungdomsérenden (dir man gér utredningar,
bestimmer nar och hur barn ska separeras fran férildrarna, arbetar med omhindertagna barn,

hanterar arga fordldrar o s v).

Darfor letade Edwards under hela sin tid som socialarbetare efter nya idéer som lag narmare hans
upplevelse av praktiken. 1989 bérjade Edwards och Turnell samarbeta efter att Edwards intresserat
sig for Turnells korttidsterapier med familjer som hénvisats till ett fristiende terapicenter av so-
cialtjansten. Varje vecka i 6ver tre ar iakttog Edwards korttidsterapierna genom en envagsspegel

och bérjade tillimpa de I6sningsfokuserade idéerna och teknikerna fran terapisessionerna (Berg,
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1994; de Shazer, 1984, 1985, 1988, 1991; Weakland och Jordan, 1990; Watzlawick m fl, 1974) i sina

egna barn- och ungdomsvardsarenden.

Edwards’ och Turnells samarbete — och Edwards’ tillimpning av korttidsterapeutiska idéer i den
egna praktiken som socialarbetare mellan 1989 och 1993 — var upptakten till Signs of Safetys ar-
betssitt. 1993 bérjade Edwards och Turnell arbeta med andra inom barn- och ungdomsvard, och
utbildade dem i vad de sjélva lirt sig under sitt da treariga samarbete med varandra. Mellan 1994
och 2000 ledde Edwards och Turnell dtta olika sexméanadersprojekt med 6ver 150 socialarbetare

i Vistra Australien.

Under de forsta sju dren utvecklades och finslipades den ursprungliga formuleringen av Signs
of Safetys arbetssitt inom barn- och ungdomsvard. Férsta manaden i varje sexmanadersprojekt
holl Edwards och Turnell femdagarskurser i den da aktuella versionen av Signs of Safety. Projekt-
grupperna bestod normalt av 15-20 socialarbetare, men var ibland betydligt stérre. Den inledande
femdagarskursen var praktikbaserad och innehdll alltid socialarbetare som anvint arbetssattet

och som berdttade om sina erfarenheter for kursdeltagarna.

Efter den inledande kursen vixlade sexmanadersprojektet 6ver till aktionsldrande (Marquardt
och Yeo, 2012; Revans, 1998). Edwards och Turnell och socialarbetarna dgnade minst en dag i
manaden at att detaljstudera var de anvant arbetssittet och vilka férandringar det astadkommit.
Dessutom utforskade och hjilpte de till i drenden dar deltagarna kért fast. Genom att fokusera
pa var socialarbetarna tillimpade metoden och gjorde framsteg i ett drende ldrde sig Turnell, Ed-
wards och deltagarna direkt av socialarbetarna sjalva var, nar och hur de skulle anvidnda Signs of
Safetys arbetssatt. Edwards hade alltid hivdat att Signs of Safety-modellen endast skulle innehalla
de idéer, fardigheter och praktiker som socialarbetare faktiskt anvinde. Processen med samar-
bete och aktionslidrande anvandes i alla uppféljningar och utgjorde grunden fér det som Turnell
senare beskrivit som "att bygga upp en kultur med uppskattande undersokningar av praktiken pa
faltet” (Turnell, 2006a, 2007a och 2007b). Det &r kirnan i den praktik och organisatoriska féran-

dringsstrategi som Signs of Safetys arbetssatt vilar pa. | kapitel 10 underscker vi den i detal,.

Edwards och Turnell publicerade tva texter som direkt beskriver hur Signs of Safety vaxte fram i

Vastra Australien pa 199o-talet (Turnell och Edwards, 1997, 1999).




Signs of Safety-metoden omarbetas och forbdttras stdndigt utifrdn vad som fungerar. Det hdr dr fidrde

upplagan av presentationstexten, som regelbundet uppdateras for att spegla den senaste utvecklingen.
En femte omarbetning av texten dr i skrivande stund pd gdng och det hdr dr ett av de kapitel som up-

pdateras.

Den engelska versionen av kapitlet ersitts med en svensk dversdttning sd snart femte upplagans kapitel

dr fardigskrivet, troligen under andra halvan av 2020.

4. International Use and Data
4.1 International Use

Following the 1999 publication of Turnell’s and Edwards’ Signs of Safety book, international in-
terest in the approach has grown steadily. Since 2000, Turnell has undertaken a considerable
amount of international work providing training and consultancy and there are now licensed
trainers and consultants well equipped to lead and train the Signs of Safety approach in Europe,
the United Kingdom, North America, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. By this process, tens
of thousands of child protection practitioners have been trained in Finland, Sweden, Denmark,
Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands, France, the United Kingdom, Canada, USA, Japan, Australia,
and New Zealand. There are sustained implementations of the Signs of Safety being undertaken
in approximately 200 jurisdictions and agencies in these countries. More information is available

at www.signsofsafety.net.

During this period, the Signs of Safety model has continued to evolve as it has been applied and
utilised in many countries, across all aspects of the child protection task, and as it has been con-
sistently used in increasingly higher risk cases (Amelse et al., 2014; Bunn, 2013; Bunn et al., 2016;
Chapman and Field, 2007; Fleming, 1998; Hogg and Wheeler, 2004; Gardestrom, 2006; Lohrbach
and Sawyer, 2004; Inoue et al., 20063; Inoue et al., 2006b; Inoue and Inoue, 2008; Jack, 2005; Ked-
dell, 2014; Koziolek, 2007; Lwin et al., 2014; Myers, 2005; Nelson-Dusek et al., in Press; Shennan,
2006; Simmons, Lehman and Duguay, 2008; Turnell, 2004, 2006a, 2006b 2007a, 2007b, 2008,
2009, 2011, 2013; Turnell, Elliott and Hogg, 2007; Turnell and Essex, 2006, 2013; Turnell, Lohrbach
and Curran, 2008; Turnell, Vesterhauge-Petersen and Vesterhauge-Petersen, 2013; Turnell et al.,

2017; Weld, 2008; Westbrock, 2006; Wheeler, Hogg, and Fegan, 2006).

The Signs of Safety approach has also been used as the organising framework within collaborative
conferencing procedures in numerous jurisdictions (see Appleton et al., 2014; Christianson and

Maloney, 2006; DCP, 2009, 2011; Lohrbach and Sawyer, 2004a, 2004b; Lohrbach et al., 2005).
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4.2 Current Major International Research Initiatives

The research and evidence base supporting the Signs of Safety during the 1990s and 2000s, while
compelling, is primarily derived from data from implementing agencies and jurisdictions. This
is important evidence, however the approach requires a foundation in independent research to
enable it to maximise its potential to reform child protection practice and organisation and to

further grow the model.

Two important international research efforts are currently underway to secure a strong evidence
base from which to continue to build the Signs of Safety and to support practitioners and agen-

cies using the approach. These initiatives are focused on results logic and fidelity.
4.2.1 Results logic

The Western Australian Department for Child Protection and Family Support (CPFS) has com-
missioned comprehensive independent research of the Signs of Safety implementation and
outcomes through the Australian Centre for Child Protection (ACCP) at the University of South
Australia. Dr Mary Salveron is the post-doctoral research fellow for this project and Associate Pro-
fessor Leah Bromfield is the project director. Further description of this work is provided in the
Western Australian section below. Central to this research project is the development of the Signs

of Safety Theory of Change and results logic.

A results or program logic formalises what the Signs of Safety is and how it works for research pur-
poses. (For more information, see http://www.theoryofchange.org/what-is-theory-of-change/.)
Defining what the model is provides the foundation for establishing a robust evidence base re-
garding the impact and extent to which the Signs of Safety approach delivers reliable improve-
ments and outcomes (Salveron et al., 2014). This research work was completed in 2016 and the
results will be published soon. The findings showed that consistent use of the approach was
dependent on organisational arrangements. This has led to significant rethinking and reworking

of the Signs of Safety theories of change, presented in chapters 6 and 10.
4.2.2 Fidelity research

Once the model of Signs of Safety is defined for research purposes, the next research question
that inevitably follows is: Are the agency, the practitioner, supervisors, managers and leadership
doing it right? For more information about fidelity research, go to http://www.yftipa.org/pages/
what-is-fidelity.
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Drawing on the expertise, vision and leadership of Casey Family Programs (CFP) in the USA, the

Signs of Safety Fidelity Research Project began in mid-2012. The project was established to create
a series of validated assessment tools that will enable agencies to evaluate in real-time the fidelity
of Signs of Safety practice of workers, supervisors, leadership, and the supporting organisational
climate. The project will also incorporate a parent’s fidelity tool to provide real-time feedback from
parents about their experience of the approach from the receiving end. Measuring how well and
to what degree the Signs of Safety approach is implemented is critical to facilitating quality and
effectiveness of improvements, ensuring accountability, and reflecting progress toward attaining

the shared goals of providers, individuals, and families served within the system.

The fidelity project working group is being co-ordinated by Professor Peter Pecora, CFP Managing
Director of Research Services, with Mike Caslor from Manitoba, Canada, taking the lead for the
Signs of Safety community. Eric Bruns from the University of Washington and Professor Eileen
Munro are serving as project advisors. The fidelity project and the tools that will arise from it are
being developed with the active participation of child protection agencies in USA, Canada, the
Netherlands, England, and Australia.

4.3 Evidence Base [ Supporting Data
4.3.1 Professional identity and job satisfaction

In the 1990s, Andrew Turnell and Steve Edwards undertook two follow-up studies with partici-
pants in the first two six-month Signs of Safety development groups. Those studies focused on
professional identity and job satisfaction. Participants rated their sense of professional identity
and job satisfaction as front line child protection workers at the beginning and end of the six-
month project and then again in a follow-up survey 12 months after completing the project. These
studies involved 31 participants and showed an almost two-point increase average (on a ten-point
scale) in the workers’ sense of professional identity and job satisfaction over the 18 months from
project commencement to 12-month follow-up. While this was a low key and informal study of
workers’” experiences, the same findings are reflected in all the jurisdictions where the Signs of
Safety approach has been applied systematically. Two separate worker and supervisor descriptions
of the impact of using the Signs of Safety can be found in Turnell, Elliott and Hogg (2007) and
Turnell, Lohrbach and Curran (2008). Systems that implement the Signs of Safety consistently
experience increased worker morale and job satisfaction. See particularly information presented

below from Minnesota, Western Australia, Drenthe in the Netherlands, and Copenhagen.
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4.3.2 Case and system change data

Western Australia

Until the Canadian province of Alberta formally began its implementation in early 2014, the De-
partment for Child Protection and Family Support (CPFS) in Western Australia was undertaking
the largest system-wide implementation of the Signs of Safety. CPFS serves a state of 2.5 million
people that covers one third of Australia’s landmass, stretching almost 4000 kilometres from
north to south. The agency employs over 2,300 staff. While the Signs of Safety approach was cre-
ated in Western Australia in the 1990s, the approach was not adopted as CPFS’s child protection
assessment and practice framework until 2008. The following outcome data have been gathered

through internal and external evaluation.

The number of children in care across Australia almost doubled between 2000 and 2010. The av-
erage increase was 9.7% each year (Lamont, 2011). The rate of increase in the Western Australian
system was above the average in the four years to 2007, running at 13.5%. With the implemen-
tation of the Signs of Safety, that rate has been cut to an average of 5% between 2009 and 2013
(just a little above the population growth rate of 4.4%). Alongside this, the percentage of child
protection assessments that have been referred to intensive family support has almost tripled,
increasing from 1,411 in 2009 to 4,558 in 2013. The percentage of protection and care applications
taken out increased by only 16% during 2009-2013, while child protection notifications them-
selves doubled. In this same period re-referral rates declined slightly from 6.9 to 6.5%, suggesting

the more collaborative approach to families has not increased the risk to vulnerable children.

In both 2010 and 2012 (DCP, 2010, 2012), CPFS conducted a survey of staff regarding the Signs of
Safety implementation. That survey found the Signs of Safety approach had provided the majority
of staff with greater job satisfaction due to:

e families’ understanding the issues and expectations better;

e the framework providing clarity and focus for child protection work;

e useful tools;

® encouraging more collaborative work including with partner agencies;
® better decision making; and

® practice being valued by practitioners as more open, transparent and honest.

As part of its system-wide implementation of the Signs of Safety, CPFS uses Signs of Safety meet-
ings as a key mechanism for building and focusing professional and family collaboration on child
safety. These meetings, with graduated degrees of formality, include pre-birth and pre-hearing

court conferences.
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CPFS evaluated the first year of using Signs of Safety meetings for pre-birth planning with preg-

nant mothers facing high-risk situations. The outcomes were impressive, including a 30% reduc-
tion in child removals for this cohort and a significantly improved working relationship between

CPFS and Western Australia’s primary maternity hospital (DCP, 2009).

Using Signs of Safety meetings as a court diversionary process through structured pre-hearing
conferences has been similarly successful. The independent evaluation found the pre-hearing
meeting process improved collaboration between professionals and families and received re-
sounding endorsement from attorneys, judges, CPFS, and other professionals. Matters referred
to conference resulted in 30% fewer court events and less time spent from the initial application
to finalisation of the matter. Cases brought to conference also resulted in fewer matters proceed-

ing to trial and more consent orders and negotiated outcomes (DCP, 2011).

As described above, CPFS has commissioned comprehensive independent research of Signs of
Safety implementation and outcomes through the Australian Centre for Child Protection (ACCP).

In addition to the results logic work already mentioned, the project includes:

® A children’s study to test a rating tool that gathers the views of children and young
people about the degree to which their case workers engaged them and enabled their
participation in child protection investigations. The first part of this study was completed
in 2013, in which 6 children under the age of 12 were interviewed about their experience of
child protection investigation and subsequent casework (Salveron et al., 2013). This work is
the first time that research has been done anywhere in the world with children about their
experience of child protection investigations. This methodology will be repeated and the
research widened to actively look at the impact of the Signs of Safety children’s tools.

® Using the methodology of Implementation Science to describe the system-wide

implementation process of the Signs of Safety within CPFS (Salveron et al., 2015).

British Columbia, Canada

Ktunaxa Kinbasket Child and Family Services (KKFCS) delivers statutory child protection services
to Aboriginal children and their families in four geographic areas of the Ktunaxa Nation within
the Kootenay Region of British Columbia. KKFCS adopted the Signs of Safety as its practice mod-
el in 2008 for all aspects of its work, from prevention through to protection services, as a means
of working with rigour while also practicing collaboratively with the communities and families

they serve.

The rapid growth of KKFCS’s work over recent years raises difficulties in analysing precisely the

impact of the Signs of Safety implementation. However, the most significant trend is that, in
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communities where KKFCS has had full responsibility for delivering protection services over sev-
eral years, there has been a substantial decrease in the number of children entering care; and a
corresponding decrease in the number of contested court matters. There have also been fewer
child protection re-notifications and when families do re-engage it has often been due to them

requesting support rather than a report of child protection.

KKCFS has undergone two external practice reviews since the Signs of Safety implementation
began, measuring compliance to Provincial Government Aboriginal Practice Standards. Findings

from these reviews show compliance increased as follows:

® Overall compliance to child protective investigations standards increased from 73% to 92%.
® Overall compliance to family services standards increased from 81% to 94%.

® Determining if a child needs protection increased from 67% to 93%.

® Recording and reporting the results of an investigation increased from 50% to 90%.

® Meeting timelines for investigation increased from 33% to 75%.

® Completed Support Service Agreements with families increased from 45% to 95%.

® File documentation increased from 48% to 82%.

® The overall increase in compliance is attributed to these two main variables:

® Implementation of Signs of Safety as the practice model.

® The creation of a complementary information management system.

The following is an excerpt from the Provincial Director responsible for oversight of delegated

Aboriginal Agencies in British Columbia:

One of the significant strengths is the Agency’s use of the Signs of Safety
approach to child protection practice. The Agency has made a significant
commitment to training the staff in using this approach in the delivery
of child protection and child welfare services.

Within the Family Service files many positive aspects were found
including documenting or accepting appropriate request for service,
obtaining information and making appropriate requests for service, and
involving the Aboriginal Community.

Toronto Children’s Aid Society (TCAS) Ontario

As part of its implementation of the Signs of Safety, the Toronto Children’s Aid Society (TCAS)
has undertaken research and published about the application of Signs of Safety to front-end
investigation and assessment work (Kwin, 2014). This study found that using the Signs of Safety

assessment mapping process together with families:
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e reduced caseworker time;

¢ reduced the number of investigations; and
® increased case closure rates compared with the other teams in the agency and

broader Ontario province averages.

Olmsted County Minnesota

The first system-wide implementation of the Signs of Safety occurred in Olmsted County Child
and Family Services (OCFFS), Minnesota, USA, beginning in 2001 as part of a broader reform
agenda. OCCFS has utilised its version of the Signs of Safety framework to organise all child pro-
tection casework since 2000, focused around specific family-enacted safety plans. Reforms with

which the Signs of Safety were integrated included the following:

® Extensive use of participatory conferencing processes involving immediate and extended
family, including court diversionary conferences and rapid response conferencing in high-
risk cases where removal is likely.

e Structured Decision Making (SDM) actuarial risk assessment.

e Differential response initiatives.

In the 14 years to 2008, in which OCCFS tripled the number of children it worked with, the agency
halved the proportion of children taken into care and halved the number of families taken before
the courts. It would be possible to suggest that this may have been the result of a system that
focused on cost cutting or was lax on child abuse, except that in 2006, 2007 and 2008 the county
recorded a recidivism rate of lower than 2%, as measured through state and federal audit. The
expected federal standard in the US is 6.7% and very few state or county jurisdictions meet that
standard. The Olmsted data set is significant because most child protection agencies around the
world increased the proportion of children in care and families taken to court in that same peri-
od. (For example, see UK data during the supposed ‘Refocusing’ era 1992-2002 in McKeigue and
Beckett, 2004.) For more information on the OCCFS work see Christianson and Maloney (2006);
Idzelis Rothe (2013); Lohrbach and Sawyer (2003, 2004); Lohrbach et al. (2005); Turnell, Lohrbach

and Curran (2008), Skrypek et al. (2010, 2012).

Carver County Minnesota

Following the lead of Olmsted County, Carver County Community Social Services (CCCSS) in
Minnesota began implementing the Signs of Safety approach in late 2004. Westbrock (2006) un-
dertook a ‘before and after’ in-depth, qualitative study at Carver with nine randomly chosen cases
looking at the impact of the Signs of Safety practice for service recipients in the first year of the
County’s implementation. The study found an increase in service recipient satisfaction in most
of the cases and the research helped CCCSS practitioners to improve their skills, particularly in

providing choice and in involving parents in safety planning.
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As of the spring of 2014, Carver County was showing significant improvements in several mean-
ingful data measurements. Incidences of six- and twelve-month repeat maltreatment, which had
been 2—3% per year before Signs of Safety, initially more than doubled in 2006 and 2007 as the
agency was learning safety planning. Such incidents then quickly declined to fewer than before
as safety planning became more rigorous and the County’s incidence of repeat maltreatment
dropped dramatically with no re-referral whatsoever for over four years beginning in 2011. Re-
movals during child protection assessments dropped from around 60 per year before Signs of
Safety to fewer than 30 per year for each of the past six years. Termination of parental rights and
permanent transfers of custody reduced by 30% over the same period. Before implementation of
the Signs of Safety, six to eight youths per year remained in foster care, whereas this number has
been reduced to a total of only four youths in the past 6 years. The most significant improvement
has been a two-thirds reduction in the number of families determined to need ongoing casework
services due to the robust development of safety plans and networks as an integral part of the

County’s assessment process.

More information about the Carver implementation can be found in Koziolek (2007); Idzelis Rothe

(2013); Skrypek et al. (2010; 2012; 2015).

Other Minnesota Counties

With the ongoing and sustained system-wide implementations in Olmsted and Carver coun-
ties, the Minnesota State Department for Human Services, together with Casey Family Programs,
jointly funded a process for training and implementing Signs of Safety through 19 other counties
in Minnesota. Sherburne County was one of the early adopters in this undertaking and from 2007
to 2009 it has halved the use of court in child protection cases, while in 2009 the county reduced

its placement of children by 19%.

Wilder Research Group (Skrypek, Otteson and Owen, 2010) undertook a substantial independent
evaluation of the successes and challenges experienced by the 19 Minnesota counties involved in
the statewide project and then conducted a follow-up study interviewing 24 sets of parents who
had been on the receiving end of Signs of Safety child protection practice. The sample for the
parent study was drawn from five Minnesota counties with considerable experience with Signs of
Safety: Olmsted, Carver, Scott, St. Louis, and Yellow Medicine counties. The study findings present

a picture of consistently good practice. For instance:

® 83% of parents interviewed felt that their caseworker had been honest and ‘straight up’

with them about their case.
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® Two-thirds of respondents reported that their worker had taken the time to get to know

them and their situation.
® 71% reported that during the process of safety planning, their worker had helped them
identify both strengths and challenges within their family (Skrypek, Idzelis & Pecora, 2012).

Perhaps most usefully, this study explores the complexity and tensions of direct practice in a very

rich and nuanced manner. The following are two parental quotes that support this:

We didn’t always see things the same way but you knew where she stood
with things with our grandson and he was the priority. I'm not going to
say we loved her but we had respect for her and what her position did
and believed that she was doing the best that she could do.

She laid out what had to change and we would talk about how | was
doing and what | could do to change. And if | did not like some of what
they wanted me to do, she would work with me to try to find ways to
compromise so that it would work for me.

(Skrypek et al., 2012, pp. 20 and 22.)

Sacramento

Since 2006, Sacramento County Child Protective Services (SCCPS) has been working with Casey
Family Programs to tackle and reduce the rate of African American children entering foster care.
In this period, SCCPS decreased that rate by an impressive 53%. In comparison, the state-wide

decrease for those same years was 5% (Casey Family Programs, 2014).

This was achieved in tandem with a systematic program to achieve reductions in foster care entry

rates across all cases. The outcomes were achieved by:

e creating a Theory of Change to reduce entry rate of children and then implementing that
logic model;
e explicitly analysing disproportionality of African American children in care; and

® implementing and integrating both the Signs of Safety and SDM.

The Netherlands
Bureau Jeugdzorg, Drenthe (BJZD) in the Netherlands implemented the Signs of Safety from

2007 to 2015, when the agency was disbanded because of a nation-wide restructure of children’s
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services. The agency surveyed its staff regarding the benefits of using the approach and workers

reported the following:

® Feeling that the responsibility for the child’s safety was shared with the family and their
support network, as well as the professional network.

® More openness among practitioners about their practice and providing each other with
more support.

® Practice was more transparent because the professional anxieties were talked about openly.

® Families understood better the decisions that workers make.

® Using the Signs of Safety framework made work faster and led them to focus on plans
clients made with their own support network.

® Focus on good practice brought energy and connection and enabled practitioners to learn
from each other.

® Greater pride and joy in the work that they did with families.

Between 2007 and 2014, the total number of long-term statutory child protection cases (the agen-
cy also worked with voluntary cases) increased from 426 to 702, while the percentage of children

taken into care from these cases reduced from 54% to 34% and continues to trend downwards.
In the Netherlands, the average length of agency involvement in long-term statutory cases is 2.9
years and between 2006 and 2008 BJZD operated at that average. Since 2008, average involve-
ment reduced by 17.5% to 2.4 years. In 2007, the investigative arm of BJZD, the AMK, directed

18.5% of its cases to the court. By 2013, this had reduced to only 3%.

William Schrikker Groep (WSG) has almost 1,000 staff and 4,000 children in care and is the prin-
cipal Netherlands agency providing statutory child protection services to families with develop-
mentally delayed parents or children (or both). WSG commenced a system-wide implementation
of the Signs of Safety in 2011. The implementation began as part of a reform agenda following
evidence of poor practice and adverse outcomes, including high rates of placement and the long-

est case involvement rates in the country.

While WSG undertook a system-wide rollout of the Signs of Safety, the initial implementation
was focused on four pilot teams in Amsterdam, The Hague, and Rotterdam. Nationally funded
independent research was undertaken to track outcomes within the pilot teams. The data showed
that of the 303 new cases commenced within the four pilot teams there was a reduction of more
than 50% in ‘out placement’ of children. The rate of placement across the pilot teams averaged
19% compared with 40% of cases for the control group. Of the closed cases, the re-referral rates
compared with the usual rates were halved and the ongoing contact rates of other professional

agencies with open cases were significantly reduced within the pilot cohort. Across the agency
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there was a 20% decrease in placement rates during this same period, which WSG management

attributed to the broader Signs of Safety implementation across the agency.

Copenhagen

Between 2005 and 2008, the Danish Borough of Copenhagen undertook a three year ‘Families
in the Centre’ project to equip the city’s child protection workers with a higher level of skills to
better engage families. This project involved training and ongoing support for 380 workers in
three successive one year programs in solution focused brief therapy and the Signs of Safety. The
project was independently evaluated (Holmgard-Sgrensen, 2009), interviewing 171 practitioners,

and found the following:

® The project provided practitioners with more useful tools and skill sets than previously
available to them (75%).

® Increased practitioner focus on the family’s resources (72%).

® Increased practitioner’s inclusion of family’s strategies and solutions (55%).

® Practitioners gave families more responsibility (49%).

® Regular use of Signs of Safety at team meetings (79%).

® Used Signs of Safety framework together with families (69%).

® Used Signs of Safety framework at network meetings with other professionals (66%).

Since 2009, most Copenhagen boroughs have been implementing the Signs of Safety approach
with particular focus on creating safety planning teams within their child protection services. This
work has been researched though city-wide funding and reported by Holmgard-Sgrensen (2013).
This study looked at a cohort of 66 cases, finding that through the safety planning work placement
of children has been reduced by almost 50% compared with equivalent cases and contributed to
significantly reduced professional involvement. Like Keddel’s work from New Zealand described
(below), this report provides considerable information about the challenges and rewards experi-
enced by the practitioners as they delivered the safety planning work, and also provides feedback

from parents.

City and County of Swansea, Wales

Swansea Social Care Children and Families Services (SSCS) began its implementation of Signs of
Safety at the end of 2011 following preparatory training for staff in solution-focused brief therapy
skills. SSCS has published a comprehensive review of the first two years’ work, detailing its sys-
tem-wide application of the approach, including case examples and vignettes, and describing its
implementation strategies, arrangements and outcomes for 2013 (SSCS, 2014). Though working
in the context of staff and budget cuts, SSCS saw 2013 re-referral rates lowered to 21%, compared

with nearly 30% in 2012. 2013 also saw best ever results achieved by front line and specialist
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teams in completing initial (90%) and core assessments (75%) in timescale. In 2013, only 122
children were taken into care, a reduction from 164 children in 2012. SSCS has reduced its rate of
entry to care by 13.6% and the number of children on the child protection register has fallen to
178, compared with 235 at the end of 2012. SSCS leadership have undertaken extensive internal
audits, which together with external inspection confirms their belief that these outcomes reflect

safe practice.

English Research

Two English reviews of practice (Gardner, 2008 and DSCF, 2009) have identified the problem
that the ‘recent emphasis on strengths based approaches and the positive aspects of families (for
example in the Common Assessment Framework) arguably discourages workers from making
professional judgments about deficits in parents’ behaviour which might be endangering their
children’ (DSCF, 2009, p.47). Both reviews suggest the Signs of Safety is the one approach they are

aware of that incorporates a strengths base alongside an exploration of danger and risk.

Gardner’s research focuses on working with neglect and emotional harm. It reports that in Eng-
land, some children’s departments are adopting Signs of Safety to improve decision making in
child protection. Police, Social Care with adults and children, and Children’s Guardians all thought

it especially useful with neglect because:

® parents say they are clearer about what is expected of them and receive more relevant
support;

® the approach is open and encourages transparent decision making;

¢ the professionals had to be specific about their concerns for the child’s safety;

® the approach encouraged better presentation of evidence;

e the degree of protective elements and of actual or apprehended risks could be set out
visually on a scale, which was easier for all to understand than lengthy reports;

® once set out, the risks did not have to be continually revisited; and

e the group could acknowledge strengths and meetings could focus on how to achieve

safety (Gardner, 2008, p 78).

Signs of Safety English Innovations Project

In 2010/11, the Munro review of English children’s services found that the system had become
overwhelmed by a fearful compliance-driven culture that was manufacturing defensive practice.
Following this, the English Government established an innovations program to encourage and
research methods to re-direct the system toward more child-centred, risk-intelligent practice. To-
gether with 10 local authorities from across England, Munro, Turnell and Murphy Child Protec-

tion Consulting secured innovations funding to implement Signs of Safety practice in each local
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authority and work with each to redesign their organisational procedures and functioning to fully

support the approach.

The project led to the design implementation processes addressing leadership, measurement,
learning, and organisational alignment. This work is described in a report entitled ‘You can’t grow
roses in concrete’ (Munro, Turnell and Murphy, 2016) and includes detailed description of the
action research evaluation. The action research demonstrated a redirection of practice in all au-
thorities that was more satisfying for practitioners and was liked by families because it was clear,
understandable and direct. Leaders in all local authorities valued the opportunity to work in a
large learning community sharing successes and struggles with each other and the consultants.
Ofsted reports undertaken in the participating authorities — that were undertaken concurrent with
the innovations project — consistently showed improved and clearer decision making alongside
more compassionate practice, including better engagement of children and parents (see, for ex-

ample, CYP Now, 2016).

More information on the impact of the Signs of Safety innovations project will be provided by the
independent evaluation that was conducted by a team from Kings College, London. This research

report is expected to be available in 2017.

New Zealand

Dr Emily Keddel from Otago University, New Zealand, undertook an in-depth qualitative study
of 10 cases involving 10 families with 19 children in care. The study looked at the Signs of Safety
work of Open Home Foundation social workers in building safety plans to be able to reunify the
children into the care of their families of origin. 16 of the 19 children were reunified in g families.
Keddel’s study (Keddel, 2011a, 2011b) found that the key elements in enabling the successful re-

unification work were:

® strong working relationship between worker and parents;

® strong focus on parental and family strengths;

® sustained and detailed exploration of exactly what constituted everyday safe care of the
children and how it could be achieved; and

® time to build the relationship, do the casework, and ensure the safety plans were

sustainable.
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Keddel’s publications of 2011 and, in particular, 2014 offer a critical examination about risk, au-

thority and power relationships with Signs of Safety practice and safety planning work.

4.4 Research on Working with ‘Denied’ Child Abuse

The Signs of Safety approach draws upon and utilises the pioneering Resolutions safety planning
work of Susie Essex, John Gumbleton and Colin Luger for working with ‘denied’ child abuse. The
Resolutions work is described in Essex, et al., 1996, 1999; Essex, Gumbleton, Luger and Luske,

1997; and Turnell and Essex, 2006.

Gumbleton (1997) studied outcomes for 38 children from the first 17 families that had undertaken
the Resolutions program in the UK. The follow-up data was derived from child protection reg-
isters and social service files. The families involved in the study had completed the program be-
tween 8 and 45 months prior to participating in the study, with an average time since completion
of 27 months. The study found that the Resolutions program had been successful in helping pro-
tect the vast majority of the children in the sample, with only one child known to have experienced
further abuse. Depending on whether the re-abuse calculation is made relative to the number
of families or number of children in the study, this equates to a re-abuse rate of 3 or 7%. There
are many methodological issues involved in interpreting and comparing child maltreatment re-
abuse rates derived from different studies (Fluke and Hollinshead, 2003), however a wide range
of studies suggest re-abuse rates in ‘denied’ child abuse cases generally fall in a range between

18 and 40%.

4.5 Constructive Working Relationships

As stated above, constructive relationships between professionals and family members, and be-
tween professionals themselves, are the heart and soul of effective child protection practice. How-
ever, research has demonstrated that professional relationships and attitudes toward service re-
cipients are very often negative, judgmental, confrontational and aggressive (Cameron and Coady,
2007; Dale, 2004; Forrester et al., 2008a and b). A significant difficulty is that little attention is
given within the literature of social work and the broader helping professions about how to build
constructive helping relationships when the professional also has a strong coercive role (Healy,
2000; Trotter, 2006). The Signs of Safety approach seeks to fill this vacuum. It is very likely that a

significant contributing factor to the model’s success described above is due to it providing clear,
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detailed guidance to assist practitioners to exercise their statutory role rigorously while also being

able to work collaboratively with parents and children.

4.6 Towards Practice-based Evidence

There is an increasing emphasis being placed on the importance of evidence-based practice in
the helping professions and child protection. Quite apart from philosophical debates about ev-
idence-based practice, there are significant challenges in undertaking research and garnering
evidence in child protection work. Within the psychotherapy field, for example, it is at least some-
times possible to undertake ‘gold standard’ randomised trials to access the efficacy of particular
models. Such research is impossible within child protection services, since it is neither ethical
nor professionally responsible to randomly assign cases of child abuse to service and non-service
research groups. Furthermore, in child protection services, particularly in high-risk cases (these
being the cases usually of most interest), there is almost always so much going on (e.g., family
involvement with multiple services, court proceedings, police involvement etc.) that it is effectively

impossible to stake a definitive claim for the causative impact of any policy, model or practice.

A significant problem with most child protection research is that large data sets and key perfor-
mance indicators hold limited import for front line practitioners and offer them little inspira-
tion about how to change their practice. This has led some child protection thinkers to call for
research that has closer ties with the direct experience and ‘smell’ of practice. Thus, Professor
Harry Ferguson has proposed research focused on ‘critical best practice’ (Ferguson, 2001, 2003,
2004; Ferguson et al., 2008). Ferguson’s work can be interpreted as one expression of the grow-
ing movement toward ‘practice-based evidence’. The following website offers more information:

http://www.practicebasedevidence.com.

The Signs of Safety approach to child protection practice has been created and evolved by re-
searching what actually works for the service deliverer and service recipient. Broadly, this locates
the Signs of Safety evidence and theory base within the traditions of action research, collaborative
and appreciative inquiry, practice-based evidence, and critical best practice (e.g., Cooperrider and
Whitney, 1999; Ferguson, 2008; Reason and Bradbury, 2006). Drawing on over twenty years’ expe-
rience of thousands of child protection practitioners from around the world, the Signs of Safety
approach is grounded in the strongest single knowledge base of what works in actual child pro-
tection practice of any approach in the field (see, for example, Christianson and Maloney, 2006;
Lwin et al., 2013; Teoh et al., 2003; Turnell, 2004, 2006, 2007, 2011, 2013; Turnell and Edwards, 1997,
1999; Turnell, Elliott and Hogg, 2007; Turnell and Essex, 2006, 2013; Turnell, Lohrbach and Curran,

2008; Turnell, Vesterhauge-Petersen and Vesterhauge-Petersen, 2013).
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5. Bedomning och planering i Signs of Safety - riskbeddémning
som grundsten for konstruktiv barn- och ungdomsvard

5.1 Risk som ledmotiv i barn- och ungdomsvardens praktik

Barn- och ungdomsarenden &r troligen bland det mest krivande, ifrdgasatta och skarskadade
man kan arbeta med inom de hjalpande yrkena, och det beror frimst pa att insatserna ar inriktade
pa samhallets mest utsatta barn. Yrkesutévarna maste hela tiden tanka pa och avgéra om barnet
ar tillrackligt tryggt och sdkert i familjen for att bo kvar hemma — eller om situationen &r sa farlig
att barnet maste féras dérifran. Om barnet redan dr féremal for insatser maste socialarbetaren —
till dess att en varaktig placering blir férsta prioritet — standigt ta stéllning till om det ar tillrackligt

sikert hemma for att insatserna ska avslutas helt.

Alla sadana 6vervaganden ar riskbedémningar, och det visar att uppgiften inte dr en engangshan-
delse eller nagot som utférs med jimna mellanrum. Riskbedémningar ar snarare nagot som
socialarbetaren maste géra hela tiden — efter och under varje kontakt, i alla drenden. Riskbedémn-

ing ar den sociala barn- och ungdomsvardens ledmotiv.

5.2 Riskbedomning som konstruktiv praktik

En av de framsta anledningarna till att mer hoppingivande, relationsbaserade metoder ofta miss-
lyckats med att fa stérre genomslag pa den sociala barn- och ungdomsvardens omrade ar att de
inte tar riskbedomningsuppgiften pa tillrackligt allvar. Féresprakare for styrke- och 16sningsfokus-
erade metoder kritiserar ofta barn- och ungdomsvardens riskbedémningar for att de skulle vara
alltfér domande, rattsliga och inkréktande. Yrkesutdvaren pa filtet — som hoppas pa samarbete i
sin praktik—lamnas vanligen at sitt 6de och slits mellan styrkebaserade ambitioner och den harda,
problemtyngda rittsliga verkligheten av att ytterst ansvara fér barnets sikerhet. | sadana situa-
tioner leder en riskaversiv tolkning av det rattsliga kravet pa barnets sikerhet ofelbart till defensiva

atgarder och till en kultur av alltmer defensiv drendehantering (Barber, 2005).

Risk ar inte bara karakteristiskt fér barn- och ungdomsérenden i sig. | det sena 1900-talet och
tidiga 2000-talet dr det faktiskt allt oftare ett ledmotiv i visterlindskt samhallsliv (Beck, 1992; Gid-
dens, 1994; Wilkinson, 2001). Problemet &r att risk nistan alltid betraktas som negativt. Risk maste
undvikas eftersom alla &r oroliga for att fa skulden och stimmas f6r nagot och institutioner har
blivit alltmer riskaversiva pa gransen till "riskfobi”. Risk betraktas ndstan alltid som ett slags STOR

forlust eller STORT misslyckande — néstan aldrig som en STOR seger.
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Om vi tar pa oss andra glaségon och tittar pa idrott istallet blir det littare att se annorlunda pa

risk. Usain Bolt gmmer sig inte for att slippa VM, Serena Williams undviker inte Wimbledon och
Dawn Fraser rymde inte fran Tokyo 1964. De har idrottarna kimpar for att ta sig till sdidana platser,
for dven om det kan bli ett oerhért fiasko pa en gigantisk scen infér miljoner askadare sa ar det
mycket méjligt att de gor storslagen succé. Det ar ingen exakt motsvarighet, eftersom ingen dér
i Wimbledon, OS eller VM. Och oavsett hur framgangsrikt ett hogriskdrende med ett utsatt barn

an ar sa ar slutresultatet sdllan storslaget. Men i idrottens varld blir visionen om en STOR seger

tydlig.

| barn- och ungdomsirenden saknas ofta just den visionen — att framgang ar mgjlig. Nar
framgangsvisionen inte finns med i riskkalkylen sa hoppas yrkesutévaren enbart pa att undvika
ett misslyckande. Och den viktigaste motivationsfaktorn blir d& nistan automatiskt den i barn-

och ungdomsarenden vélbekanta maximen: "Ha ryggen fril”

Signs of Safety forsoker "tdnka nytt” pa det hdr omradet och atererévra riskbedémningen som
en konstruktiv, |6sningsskapande uppgift — en process som innehaller bade tanken pa seger och
tanken pa forlust. Ett sddant mer balanserat synsitt innebar en mer intelligent riskhantering,
eftersom det faktiskt ar sa vi lever vara liv: alla storre beslut i livet ymmer hopp och ridsla och
har for- och nackdelar. Signs of Safety stiller inte problem mot styrkor och |6sningsfokus. Inte
heller stills rattsliga, rigorésa, professionella utredningar mot en samarbetsinriktad praktik. Den
basta praktiken i barn- och ungdomsiarenden &r helt enkelt bade rattslig och samarbetsinriktad
och kréver alltid att yrkesutdvarna utnyttjar och dr 6ppna for minsta tecken pa styrka, hopp och

maénsklig formaga i de svara situationer dar barn far illa.

5.3 Heltidckande riskbedomning, och bedémning och planering i
Signs of Safety
| Signs of Safety stravar vi alltid efter att inom var praktik 6verbrygga det skenbara glappet mellan

problem- och |8sningsfokus genom att tillimpa en heltickande syn pa risk:

® som dven dr rattslig och utreder skada och risk lika noggrant som styrkor och sakerhet.

¢ som lyfter fram tydligt formulerad yrkeskunskap, men samtidigt lockar fram och bygger pa
familjens kunskap och insikter.

e dir alla parter deltar aktivt i riskbedémningen, bade professionella och familjen, fran
domaren till barnet, fran socialarbetaren till férildrarna och mor- och farférildrarna.

® som ar naturligt holistisk eftersom den gor alla delaktiga i bedémningen, bade

professionella och familjemedlemmar. Vissa bedémningsmodeller basunerar ut sin
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helhetssyn, men goér det genom att slaviskt och maniskt samla in sddana mangder

information om familjens eller barnets liv att de inblandade blir alldeles vimmelkantiga.

Heltackande,
balanserad

riskbedomning i
barn-och

Ovan: Heltdckande, balanserad riskbedémning i barn- och ungdomsdrenden

| Signs of Safety férankras denna ambition i ett bedémnings- och planeringsprotokoll pa en
A4-sida. Protokollet kartlagger skada, fara, komplicerande faktorer, styrkor, befintlig och nédvan-
dig sakerhet, samt en sakerhetsbedémning. Signs of Safetys protokoll f6r sakerhetsbedsmning
och sakerhetsplanering, och de utforskande processer och den fragande hallning som det bygger

pa ska utgéra den karta som visar vigen i barn- och ungdomsarenden, fran bérjan till slut.
| sin enklaste form kan det har ramverket ségas besta av fyra omraden for utredning:

1. Vad &r vi oroliga for? (Tidigare skada, framtida fara och komplicerande faktorer)

2. Vad fungerar bra? (Befintliga styrkor och sikerhet)

3. Vad behéver hinda? (Framtida sdkerhet)

4. Var @rvi pa en skala fran o till 10, dér 10 betyder att barnet ar tillrickligt sakert for att
socialtjansten ska avsluta drendet och o betyder att det inte rader nagot tvivel om att

barnet (3terigen) ska fara illa? (Bedémning,) *

1 Noll pa siikerhetsskalan tolkas ofta som att situationen dr sd farlig att barnet genast mdste
bort fran familjen.
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Vad ér vi oroliga for? Vad fungerar bra? Vad behdver hdnda?

Hur bedémer vi situationen pa en skala fran 0-10 dar 10 innebér att alla vet att barnen &r tillréckligt sakra
for att socialtjansten ska avsluta drendet och noll betyder att situationen ar sa dalig att barnen inte kan bo hemma?
Markera olika personers bedémningar pa den dubbelriktade pilen

0= >10

Ovan: Signs of Safetys bedomnings- och planeringsprotokoll i tre kolumner

De fyra omradena i Signs of Safetys bedémning och planering ar klart och tydligt angivna i pro-
tokollets tre kolumner, enligt féljande:

Trekolumnsformatet kan ocksa helt enkelt fungera som ram for den strategiska planeringen och
ar anvandbart for att tanka igenom olika fragor kring individer eller organisationer. Det kan des-
sutom anpassas och anvindas som ett verktyg i granskningen och planeringen av alla socialtjan-

stens verksamheter, inklusive handledning, bemanning, arbetsledning eller riktlinjer.

Signs of Safetys ramverk for bedémning och planering innehaller de kategorier for riskbedomn-
ing som beskrivs i illustrationen pa nista sida. Fargmarkeringarna ar kopplade till exempelaren-

det nedan.
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Signs of Safetys’ ramverk fér bedémning och planering

Vad ar vi oroliga for? Vad fungerar bra? Vad behover handa?
SKADA: Skada, sar eller 6vergrepp mot BEFINTLIGA STYRKOR: Personer, planer
barnet i det férflutna, med (troligen) och atgarder som bidrar till barnets
vuxen férévare. Omfattar aven risk- trygghet, och planer for hur barnet ska
tagande beteende hos barn/tonarin- kunna vara sdkert i stunder av fara.

gar som indikerat skada och/eller ar
skadligt for dem.

Naista steg: De atgirder som genast
maste vidtas for att bygga framtida
sakerhet.

KOMPLICERANDE FAKTORER: Handlin-
gar och beteenden i och kring familjen,
barnet och av professionella som gor
det svarare att undanrgja risken for
framtida 6vergrepp

Hur bedémer vi situationen pa en skala fran 0-10 dar 10 innebér att alla vet att barnen &r tillrackligt sdkra
for att socialtjansten ska avsluta drendet och noll betyder att situationen &r sa dalig att barnen inte kan bo hemma?
Markera olika personers bedémningar pa den dubbelriktade pilen

0= > 10

5.4 Exempelirende

Har presenteras en sa kallad Signs of Safety-karta. Den avser férdldraparet Merinda och Eddy
och deras barn: Darel, sex ar, Akira, fyra, och Jirra, 18 manader. Exemplet fokuserar pa hur barnen
skadas psykiskt och fysiskt av alkohol- och narkotikamissbruk och vald i hemmet. Signs of Safetys
bedémning och planering i drendet gjordes tillsammans med Merinda och Eddy. Den bygger

dessutom pa barnens exakta ordval i samtal med dem.?

Bedémningen pa nista sida ser kanske enkel ut. Men den skenbara enkelheten ymmer mycket
som &r valdigt komplicerat. | Signs of Safety bygger bedomningar och planer av det hir slaget pa

ett antal grundsatser.

2 Av utrymmesskdl dr detta en forkortad version av drendets kartldggning. Hela
kartldggningen och drendet presenteras i Turnell och Etherington (2017).
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Vad behéver hinda?

Vad ar vi oroliga for?

Tidigare skada

Merinda och Eddy berattar att de ofta brakar och
slass med varann. Socialtjdnsten kanner till 21 olika
slagsmal mellan 2012-10-16 och 2013-09-22 infor
Darel, Alkira och Jirra.

2013-08-13 ringde Darel polisen och sa att hans
mamma “gatt igang igen”. Nar polisen kom hittade de
Darel, Alkira och Jirra gratande i badrummet, dar de
gomt sig. Merinda hade ringt mormor Rose och mor-
far Darel och bett dem komma och hamta barnen och
sagt att hon skulle ta livet av sig.

Senast de brakade (2013-09-13) skrek Eddy och Mer-

inda och kastade saker pa varann. Merinda sléngde ett

glas med lask mot Eddy. Men glaset missad och kros-
sades mot vdggen. Alkira skar upp foten pa glasskar-
vorna och maste sys.

Sally och Diane pratade med Darel och Alkira 2013-

09-23 som bland annat berdttade foljande:

“Nar mamma och pappa brékar tar jag mina systrar

och vi ggmmer oss i badrummet.”

+ “Mamma och pappa brakade och hade sonder glaset
som jag skar mig i foten pa. Jag bara grét. De hade en
stor nal. Jag var modig.”

» “Mamma skriker jdttehdgt och jag vill inte att bebi-
sen ska do... for mamma ar superstressad, skriker och
slanger saker i vdggen.”

« “Mamma var i bilen och korde at fel hall, hon forsok-
te kora pa pappa, Jirra var i bilen. Jag trodde hon
skulle do.”

Framtida Risk

Sally och Diane fran socialtjansten ar oroliga for att
Darel, Alkira och/eller Jirra blir uppskramda och far
illa nar Merinda och Eddy brakar, eftersom de skriker,
svadr, kastar saker pa varann, kor ivdg med barnen

i bilen och utsdtter dem for fara,som i tisdags nar
Alkira skar upp foten pa glasskdrvorna, och det
skulle kunna sluta med att barnen mister livet i en
bilolycka.

Sally och Diane ar oroliga for att Eddy och Mer-
inda ska sla barnen nar de ar busiga och ge dem
blamdrken eller andra skador.

Sally och Diane, Rose, Darel, Kerri and Pat ar oroliga
for att Merinda och Eddys beteende ska paverka
Darel,Alkira och Jirra sa de tror att det ar okej att
skrika, svdra, kasta saker, kora vardsldst, och att hota,
sla eller sparka andra. Om Darel, Alkira och Jirra gor
sadana saker under uppvaxten okar risken for att de
som vuxna har valdsamma relationer och far prob-
lem med polisen.

Vad fungerar bra?

Befintliga styrkor

Darel,Alkira och Jirra far den mat och de
kldder de behdver. Det gar bra for Darel
i skolan och Alkira dlskar forskolan.Jirra
utvecklas normalt.

Darel och Alkira sdger att de alskar att
spela fotboll i parken med pappa och att
leka kurragomma och bygga kojor med
mamma.

Merinda sdger att hon slutat roka grds

for tva manader sedan och inte dricker
alkohol efter att ha bott hos sin mamma,
Rose, en helg.

Eddy sa att Merinda kunde lyckas med det
eftersom hon &r sé viljestark.

Merinda och Eddy har pratat med Sally
och Diane om vad som utldser braken och
sager att de vill fa till stand en forandring.
Merinda och Eddy skulle vilja delta i nagot
slags familjerehab, som den i Wanneroo,
dér de kan fa hjalp med att andra sina
beteenden.

Rose och Darel bor i narheten och hjalper
familjen mycket, de tar hand om barnen
och kan fa bade Merinda och Eddy att
lugna ner sig nar de dr arga.

Eddy och Merinda har inte haft mycket
kontakt med Eddys fordldrar, Kerri och Pat.
Kerri och Pat sager att de nu har kontakt
igen, de vet vad som hant och vill gora vad
de kan for att hjdlpa Eddy, Merinda och
barnen. Eddy och Merinda sdger att det
vore bra och att de vill ha deras hjalp.

Befintlig sakerhet

2013-09-24 traffade socialtjdnsten och
polisen Merinda och Eddy och gjorde upp
en plan for att lata barnen bo med Rose
och Darel, sd att de bada kunde jobba med
sina problem. Darel, Alkira och Jirra har
bott hos Rose och Darel sedan dess.

Sakerhetsmal

Sally och Diane fran socialtjansten vill
att Darel,Alkira och Jirra ska flytta hem
till Merinda och Eddy igen, eftersom de
alla vill vara tillsammans och familjen
haft manga fina stunder ihop. For att det
ska kunna ske maste Merinda och Eddy

i samarbete med andra i familjen och
Sally och Dianne skapa en berattelse som
forklarar for Darel,Alkira och Jirra varfor
socialtjansten var oroliga for dem och ville
att de skulle bo hos morforaldrarna.

Nar barnen tagit del av berattelsen ska
Merinda och Eddy och sakerhetsnatverket
tillsammans med socialtjansten utforma
en plan som dr begriplig for alla och visar
att

Merinda och Eddy kan l6sa eventuella gral

utan att slass eller skrika eller skrimma

upp barnen:

» Darel, Alkira och Jirra ar bara i bilen med
Merinda och/eller Eddy nar fordldrarna
kan kora pa ett sakert satt.

» Eddy och Merinda vet hur de tillrtta-
visar barnen utan att sla dem eller skrika
at dem.

» Socialtjansten avslutar drendet nar
sakerhetsplanen fungerat i sex manader
efter att Darel,Alkira och Jirra flyttat
hem igen.

Nasta steg

Merinda och Eddy sdger att de ska halla
sig till sakerhetsplanen och inte besoka
barnen tillsammans medan de bor hos
morféraldrarna.

Nasta mote dr pa mandag och da ska
Dianne och Sally prata med Eddy och
Merinda om hur de ska forklara for barnen
sa att de forstar varfor de inte kan bo hos
Eddy och Merinda just nu. De kommande
tva veckorna ska de tillsammans skapa en
komplett berattelse for barnen i ord och
bild. Nar berattelsen ar klar ska Sally och
Diane hjalpa Eddy och Merinda och séker-
hetsndtverket att utforma en langsiktig
sakerhetsplan.

Sakerhetsskala. Skalan ar fran 0-10. 10 betyder att alla inklusive barnen vet vad Eddy, Merinda och stddpersonerna ska
gora sa att ingen skriker at, slar eller skrammer nagon (inte ens nar Merinda och Eddy &r stressade, arga eller dricker
for mycket) och det finns vuxna som Darel, Alkira och Jirra kan ringa och som kommer om de &r oroliga. O betyder att

det inte finns ndgon plan for barnens sakerhet om laget blir s& daligt att barnen inte kan bo hos Eddy och Merinda for

tillfallet. Hur skulle du bedoma det aktuella laget med hjalp av den skalan?

0=

30

> 10




Signs of Safety en detaljerad presentation

5.5 Signs of Safetys grundsatser for praktiken

Férutom de tre grundprinciperna i kapitel 2 bygger den effektiva anvindningen av Signs of Safe-

tys bedémnings- och planeringsramverk pa tillimpningen av bland annat féljande grundsatser:

® En tydlig och konsekvent forstaelse av skillnaden mellan tidigare skada (gulmarkerat ovan),

framtida risk (rédmarkerat) och komplicerande faktorer.

Det har sattet att analysera risk vilar pa avsevard forskning om vilka faktorer som bast
forutsager om barn far illa eller kommer att fara illa igen (Boffa och Podesta, 2004; Brearley,
1992; Child, Youth and Family, 2000; Dalgleish, 2003; Department of Human Services,
2000; English, 1996; English och Pecora, 1994; Fluke m fl, 2001; Johnson, 1996; Munro,
2002; Parton, 1998; Pecora och English, 1992; Reid m fl, 1996; Schene, 1996; Sigurdson och
Reid, 1996; Wald och Wolverton, 1993).

® En tydlig och konsekvent distinktion mellan styrkor och skydd, baserad pa
arbetsdefinitionen att "sikerhet betraktas som styrkor som visat sig skydda (mot risker)

over tid”.

Definitionen utformades av Julie Boffa (Boffa och Podesta, 2004) — arkitekten bakom

den australiska socialtjanstens ramverk for barn- och ungdomsérenden, Victorian Risk
Framework — och dr en vidareutveckling av en tidigare definition som anvindes av
McPherson, Macnamara och Hemsworth (1997). Definitionen och dess tillimpning i
praktiken beskrivs i detalj i Turnell och Essex (2006). Om vi nu anvinder definitionen for att
tolka de konstruktiva riskfaktorerna i vart exempeldrende sa finns det bara ett kint fall av
befintlig sdkerhet (rodmarkerat) med avseende pa framtida risk.

Med en korrekt analys av fara och sikerhet skapas en plattform for socialarbetarna att
formulera tydliga sikerhetsmal, dar det tydligt beskrivs vad de behéver se for att avsluta

arendet och dra sig ur familjens liv.

Bedémningen bestar av tre steg: informationsinsamling, informationsanalys och
bedémning. Ju mer vanda som ar forknippad med ett givet drende, desto mer information
brukar socialtjansten vilja samla in. Oftast 4r dock inte mer information det som verkligen
beh6vs — utan en mer noggrann analys som vanligtvis visar att socialsekreterarna vet mer

an tillrackligt for att géra en bedémning och skrida till handling. Det &r alltid svart for
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yrkesutovare att skilja tydligt mellan skada, fara, styrkor och sikerhet. Men det ar grunden

for en effektiv drendehantering.

Omd6men och andra pastdenden ska uttryckas enkelt och rattframt, inte pa facksprak,

utan ska vara litta for klienterna att frsta.

Den hir grundsatsen bygger pa att det allra viktigaste ar att féraldrarna och barnen kan
tanka sig in i och igenom (bedéma) situationen, och att stérsta chansen till férandring

uppnas nir alla (socialtjansten och familjen) forstar varandra ordentligt.

Omdémen och pastdenden ska fokusera pa konkreta, iakttagbara beteenden.

| exemplet ovan talas det inte i allminna ordalag om vald i hemmet. Istillet dterges
konkreta detaljer om vad som hinder nir Merinda och Eddy brékar och hur det paverkar
barnen. P4 samma sitt beskrivs styrkor och befintlig respektive nodvandig sakerhet som

konkreta beteenden.

Signs of Safetys arbetssatt stravar alltid efter att skilja fakta frin bedomningar genom

att beskriva handelser och underbygga ésikter i form av iakttagbara beteenden. Om

man haller sig till fakta blir det enklare att prata med familjemedlemmarna &n om man
anvinder mer allminna, laddade uttryck. Den slutliga bedémningen far vinta lite, och sker

pa ett rattframt sitt inom ramarna for sikerhetsskalan.

Skicklig anvandning av auktoritet

Att kartldgga eller beddma barn- och ungdomsirenden tillsammans med
familjemedlemmarna innebér néstan alltid en viss grad av tvang, som maste utévas
skickligt. Auktoritet som anvands for att fértrycka ar ofta grov och pataglig. En skicklig
anvindning av auktoritet &r daremot oftast omarkbar, eftersom den &r nyanserad (Turnell,
Lohrbach och Curran, 2008). Att visa aktning for féraldrarna ér ett av de effektivaste satten
att fa deras uppmarksamhet och respekt. Samma giller for att ge en viss valfrihet och att
alltid halla vad man lovat. | den skickliga socialarbetarens repertoar ingar att vara mycket
tydlig och férklara minimikraven, koppla ihop kraven med vad som maste ske for att
socialtjanstens och domstolens ansprak ska uppfyllas, och inte ta kinsloutbrott personligt.

Medveten och skicklig anvandning av auktoritet ar alltid ett centralt inslag i att gora

klienterna delaktiga i Signs of Safety-bedémningen.
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® Ett underforstatt antagande om att bedémningen &r en pagaende process, inte ndgot som

ar hugget i sten.

Bedomningar betraktas ofta i de hjalpande yrkena som en engangsaktivitet som utfors
nar ett formulir eller protokoll fylls i. | sjélva verket &r en bedomning en dynamisk
process med viktiga beslut pa vagen. Den st6rsta utmaningen i bedémningar ar att aktivt
engagera foraldrarna, barnen och deras stédpersoner i det kontinuerliga kretsloppet

av informationsinsamling, analys och bedémning. Fér att astadkomma det maste
socialarbetarna géra bedémningen med 6dmjukhet infor vad de tror att de vet — inte med

en paternalistisk attityd som slar fast att ’sa har dr det”.

Grundsatserna och principerna som anvandningen av Signs of Safetys bedémning och
planering bygger pa beskrivs mer detaljerat i Turnell och Edwards (1999) och Turnell och

Essex (2006).
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6. Signs of Safety-metodens forandringsteori

Det &r viktigt att Signs of Safetys minimisteg definieras klart och tydligt nir arbetssittet tillampas,
sa att alla i hela socialtjansten forstar vad de gor. Signs of Safetys forandringsteori bygger pa att
arbetssittet definieras tydligt och utgor grunden for all forskning och utvardering, internt och
externt. Socialarbetarnas majlighet att arbeta framgangsrikt med Signs of Safety ar helt beroende
av att socialtjansten stédjer dem och anpassar sig till detta arbetssitt. Darfér kompletteras foran-

dringsteorin med ett avsnitt om organisationsférandring, som presenteras i kapitel 10.

Signs of Safetys forandringsteori bestar av tvd sammankopplade cykler: en bedémnings- och

analyscykel och en atgardscykel.

6.1 Bedomnings- och analyscykeln
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Ovan: Bedémnings- och analyscykeln
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Bedémnings- och analyscykeln innehaller féljande minimisteg:

1. Enorosanmilan for ett utsatt barn eller ungdom tas emot av socialtjansten. Orsaken till
anmilan ar oftast att féréldrars eller vardnadshavares beteende befaras skada barnet eller
ungdomen. Men en orosanmalan kan ocksa goras for att barnets eller ungdomens eget
beteende vallar problem och/eller kan utgéra en fara for hen sjélv eller andra.

2. Bedémningen bérjar med att ansvarig socialsekreterare utreder och sorterar in
informationen i Signs of Safety-kartan under kategorierna Vad fungerar bra?, Vad ar vi
oroliga for?, och Vad behéver handa?

3. Den ansvariga socialsekreteraren gér en noggrann och riskmedveten utredning
och samlar in ytterligare information som krévs. Dérefter analyseras informationen.
Inledande framtida riskformuleringar och sikerhetsmal utformas och matchas med
relevanta sakerhetsskalor (de drendespecifika bedémningskriterierna faststills). Det
hér stadiet innebér vanligen samarbete med andra berérda professionella och
rattsforfaranden kan pabarjas.

4. Den ansvariga socialsekreteraren kan géra en forsta kartlaggning (bedémning)
tillsammans med barn (Mina tre hus eller liknande), féréldrar och utvidgad familj,
samtidigt som alla stédpersoner med naturlig koppling deltar i kartlaggningen och
engageras oavsett om de dr grannar eller bor pa andra sidan jordklotet. Se www.
familyfinding.org.

5. Nar barnen, fordldrarna och stédnitverket insett varfor socialtjansten ar orolig (oavsett
om de haller med) och de gemensamma malen och relevanta sikerhetsskalorna slagits
fast har de viktigaste parametrarna i drendets bedémningskarta etablerats.

6. Det sista steget i bedémnings- och analyscykelns forsta varv innebir att en arbetsplan for
sdkerhetsplaneringen formuleras, inklusive kritiska steg och en tidsplan. Nar alla val ar
éverens om Signs of Safety-kartan och arbetsplanen blir de fokus fér samarbetet mellan

familjen och socialtjansten.

Bedémnings- och analyscykeln bestar av tre interaktiva stadier:

¢ informationsinsamling.
® analys.

® bedémning.

Bedémningar i barn- och ungdomsirenden tenderar alltid att kéra fast i informationsinsam-
lingen om socialarbetaren ar radd for att analysera eller bedéma. Avsikten med Signs of Safetys

bedémnings- och analyscykel ar att socialarbetaren snabbt och smidigt ska kunna réra sig genom
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de tre stadierna. En bedémning ska kunna goras pa ca 14 dagar. Socialarbetarna och deras chefer
har stéd av en heltickande riskformulering som tar hinsyn till styrkor, befintlig och framtida
sakerhet, samt skada och fara. De har dessutom hjalp av verktyg som underlattar formuleringen
samt av strukturerade grupphandledningar som bygger och uppritthaller en praktik for att dela
beslutsfattande och risker. Fokus &r alltid pa analys, familjeengagemang, och pa att uppratta hela

kartan och arbetsplanen sa snabbt som mgjligt, och sedan omsitta det i atgérder. Bedsmningen

finslipas varv for varv i cykeln av feedback fran atgarderna. Lésningarna skapas tillsammans med

barnen, familjen och stédpersonerna som alltid star i centrum f6r planering och atgéarder.

6.2 Atgirdscykeln
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Ovan: Atgdrdscykeln

Atgidrdscykeln ar inriktad pa att bygga upp familjens och nitverkets forméga att vidta atgirder

for barnets sakerhet nir en situation ir eller riskerar att bli farlig. Atgirdscykeln bestar av féljande

minimisteg:

1. Lyssna pa, informera och engagera barnen genom hela atgardscykeln.

2. Hitta stédpersoner och etablera dem som ett permanent stédnitverk med naturlig
koppling till kirnfamiljen.

3. Socialarbetarna hjilper férildrarna, stodpersonerna och barnen uppritta en daglig

sakerhetsplan som ser till att barnen alltid ar sdkra nar familjelivet ar eller riskerar att bli

farligt.
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4. Fordldrarna, stédpersonerna och barnen visar att de alltid kan — och vill - anvinda
sakerhetsplanen.

5. Stédpersonerna i omgivningen haller att vakande 6ga och stéttar nar det behévs for att
garantera att sakerhetsplanen blir permanent.

6. Socialarbetarna hjilper foraldrarna, stédpersonerna och barnen att kontinuerligt tinka
igenom den aktuella siakerhetsbedsmningen.

7. Cyklerna av atgarder, beddmning och analys upprepas kontinuerligt (vilket symboliseras
i illustrationen av det 6msesidiga flodet mellan bedomning/analys och atgard) tills alla
bedémer att sakerheten ar tillrdckligt god och permanent (vilket oftast innebar att alla

satter 7 eller hogre pa sakerhetsskalan). Nar det skett avslutas drendet.

37




71.Engagera barnen

Mangder av forskning pekar pa att barn och ungdomar som fangats upp av barn- och ung-
domsvarden kdnner sig som”bénderi de vuxnas schackspel” och tycker att de har for lite inflytande
over besluten som fattas om dem (Butler och Williamson, 1994; Cashmore, 2002; Gilligan, 2000;
Westcott, 1995; Westcott och Davies, 1996). Sérskilt oroande ar att manga barn i samhallsvard fak-
tiskt berattar for forskarna att de inte forstar varfor de ar i samhéllsvard. Samma budskap far man
nar man besoker CREATE:s hemsida www.create.org.au eller lyssnar pd ungdomar som beskriver
sina upplevelser offentligt genom denna australiska organisation fér barn i samhallsvard, eller

andra liknande organisationer internationellt.

Det finns miangder av diskussioner, texter och riktlinjer inom social barn- och ungdomsvard om
att lyssna pa barnet. Men det &r mycket ord och lite verkstad. En huvudorsak till att socialarbetare
inte engagerar barnen ar att de faktiskt ofta saknar de enkla verktyg och den praktiska vigledning
de behover for att gora barnen delaktiga i en situation dér de befarar att detta skulle kunna skapa

fler problem &n det I6ser.

Signs of Safetys globala nitverk av yrkesutdvare och socialtjanster finslipar och utvecklar kontinu-
erligt verktyg och processer som ger barnen mer inflytande i barn- och ungdomsarenden och gor
dem mer aktivt delaktiga i bedomningen, i férstaelsen av varfor yrkesutévarna ingriper i deras liv,

och i sakerhetsplaneringen. | verktygsladan ingar:

® Verktyget Mina tre hus
® Verktyget Fen/trollkarlen
® Ord- och bildberittelser

e Sikerhetsplaner som ar relevanta for barn
7.1 Verktyget Mina tre hus (My Three Houses™)

Tre hus-metoden skapades ursprungligen av Nicki Weld och Maggie Greening fran den sociala
barn- och ungdomsvarden CYF i Nya Zeeland. Det dr en praktisk metod for riskbedémning i barn-
och ungdomsidrenden (Weld, 2008). Verktyget Mina tre hus dr en mer anvandarvanlig version
av ursprungsmetoden for socialarbetare. Den placerar de tre centrala fragorna i Signs of Safetys

riskbeddmning och planering —Vad &r vi oroliga for?, Vad fungerar bra?, och Vad behéver hinda?

—itre "hus” som ett satt att engagera barn i samtalet.




Signs of Safety en detaljerad presentation

Att tinka pa nir du anvinder Mina tre hus:

1. Nar det &r mgjligt ska foréldrar eller vardnadshavare informeras om att barnet ska
intervjuas. Férklara for dem hur Mina tre hus fungerar och be om tillatelse att intervjua
barnet.

2. Bestdm om fordldrar eller vardnadshavare ska vara narvarande nar du arbetar med barnet.

Férklara Mina tre hus fér barnet. Anviand gérna ett separat papper for varje hus.

Engagera barnet i processen med ord och teckningar eller andra hjalpmedel efter behov.

Bérja gdrna med Huset med bra saker, inte minst om barnet ar oroligt eller osékert.

o v Bw

Naér du &r klar ber du barnet om tillatelse att visa resultatet fér andra — féréldrar, utvidgad
familj och yrkesutévare. Ta itu med eventuella sakerhetsfragor fér barnet i ssmband med
detta.

7. Presentera Mina tre hus-bedémningen med det barnet ritat, sagt eller skrivit. Ur
foralderns/vardnadshavarens perspektiv ar det ofta limpligt att bérja med Huset med bra

saker.

P& nista sida finns ett brittiskt exempel pa hur Sue Robson — en socialsekreterare i Gateshead —
anvint Mina tre hus i ett drende med psykiskt vald, tillsammans med pojkarna Craig och Martin

och deras mamma Carol (namnen &r fingerade).

Arendet anmildes av virdpersonal som oroade sig éver Carols allt simre mentala hilsa och berit-
tade att hon skrek at barnen, daskade till dem och inte lingre ville leka med dem. Under och efter
ett méte med Carol och en rad professionella fran olika enheter sa yrkesutévarna att de oroade
sig for mammans mentala halsa och hur den paverkade barnen. Carol blev mycket upprérd och

arg och sa att hon inte ville samarbeta med socialtjansten langre.

Socialarbetarna noterade att Carols barn Craig (7), Martin (5) och Timmy (2) alla verkade rddda for
Carol. Och nir vardpersonalen gjorde hembes6k var Timmy alltid i en hage och det fanns inga
leksaker i huset. Sue anvinde Mina tre hus med Craig och Martin och gjorde tva uppséttningar
teckningar med dem. Med pojkarnas tillatelse visade hon sedan teckningarna fér Carol. Pojkarnas
bedémning av sin situation fick Carol att helt &ndra installning. Nar Carol fick ta del av pojkarnas

upplevelse gick hon med pa att samarbeta med socialtjansten fér att barnen skulle fa det bra.
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( Craig )

T

b

Huset med bra saker Husetmed minoro  Huset med mina dnskningai

[ngen gkriker &t mig Jag trivdeg inte Min 6nekning har gatt i

nér jag ar med pappa. hos mamma, for hon uppfyllelse. Jag bor hos
Jag tycker om att bo hos skrek at mig hela tiden. pappa och mina bréder.
pappa for jag far en Mamma tog ifran mig Jag onekar vihade en
magsa kramar. mina leksaker och jag storre lagenhet, ¢4 vihade
Jag kan leka med mina fick inte alla julklapparna, egna rum och inte behtvde
leksaker hos pappa utan hon lagte in dem dela s&ng med varann.

) i sin garderob.
( Martin )

&

-

Huset med bra saker Huset med minoro  Huset med mina dnskningar
Jag tycker om att leka Jag oroar mig for att Vi skulle ha en hel helg
med lekeaker hos pappa. pappa inte ska ha batterier med familjen: mamma, pappa,
Jag har massor med till mina leksaker. T_immg oghjag och Craig,
leksaker. Jag ar radd for pappa, vi sktjllle kzka till h:vef och
J s fast nej, det ar inte pappa alska varandra.
ag tyeker om nar mamma 5
A det &r mamma. Jag onskar att jag kunde
ger mig gronsaler. Berjtta inte for henne, bo hos pappa. Jag trive
Jag alskar gronsaker. N N " pappa. Jag triv
da forhaxar hon mig. dér och kan leka med mina
Jag tycker om nar pappa Shhh! Hon &r en haxa, leksaker och ingen skriker
lagar god mat 4t mig s4 berattainte for henne. &t mig, ¢4 jag ar aldrig radd.
hemma hos honom.

Jag gillar att spela
datorgpel med min bror.

Ovan: Craigs och Martins Mina tre hus-teckningar
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Mina tre hus-metoden kan skridddarsys med annat bildmaterial som passar barnet och kan bidra
till att undersoka tankar och radslor, det som &r bra och férhoppningar. Socialarbetare har till

exempel anvant bilder av rymdskepp, planeter, indiantilt, campingplatser och trad (Turnell, 2011).

Nyligen tillimpades Signs of Safety i Kambodja av olika organisationer som arbetar med att
forhindra att barn hamnar pa barnhem. (8o % av barnhemsbarn i utvecklingsldnder har familjer
och ar inte alls férildralésa.) Bland annat kartlades hela lokalsamhillet, inklusive barnen, styrkor,
orostecken och forhoppningar, for att erbjuda stéd och skydd at utsatta barn och deras familjer

och gora det méjligt fér barnen att bo kvar hemma. | arbetet anvandes bilden av Tre byar.

\\\W&& V i
‘ i N‘Jﬁ“ il
W

WA

=R R S

20 \\\\
\\
%

Ovan: Mina tre byar (av Katrina Etherington)

7.2 Verktygen Trollkarlen och Fen

Socialarbetare virlden 6ver upptacker stindigt att Mina tre hus — dar barnets upplevelser och
rost ar i fokus — leder till sddana har genombrott med féraldrar som "motarbetar” socialtjanstens

perspektiv och insatser.

Vania Da Paz, som arbetar med social barn- och ungdomsvard i Vistra Australien, deltog i ut-
vecklingen av Signs of Safety pa 1990-talet. Ett exempel fran hennes praktik aterges i Turnell och

Edwards (1999, sid 81). Da Paz har alltid férsokt engagera barn och unga pa olika sitt i sin praktik.
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Och efter den inledande utbildningen i Signs of Safety utformade hon ett liknande verktyg som

fyller ssmma syfte som Mina tre hus men med ett annat bildsprak. Istéllet fér tre hus soker Da Paz

svar pa samma tre fragor med en teckning av en fe med ett trollsps och en trollkarl.

DINA
ONSKNINGAR
Q4 gkulle det vara om
allt du var orolig
for ordnade sig.

allt du var orolig
for ordnade sig.

%al?er ggm
jélper dig
”jﬂg” fran
din oro.

Sz}a‘ke[r so&n
jélper aig
’Jﬂg” fran
din oro.

ORON
Saker com
mégte forandrag.

Qaker com
mécte
foradrac.

Ovan: Exempel pd Fe och Trollkarl (av Vania Da Paz)

Genom att peka pa fens respektive trollkarlens klader underséker Da Paz problemen och siger
till barnet: ”Du kan alltid byta klader, sd nu ska vi skriva ner allt som du tycker ska dndras.” Fens
vingar och trollkarlens mantel symboliserar de bra sakerna i barnets liv, eftersom vingarna gér att
fen kan "flyga ivag” eller "fly fran” sina problem. Och manteln skyddar trollkarlen och ”g6r hans
problem osynliga”. | stjdrnan pa fens trollsp6 och i trollformelbubblan pa trollkarlens trollstav
fyller socialarbetaren och barnet i barnets onskningar och visionen for hur det skulle vilja att
livet sdg ut med alla problem |6sta. Staven och sp6t symboliserar "férverkligade 6nskningar” och

framtidshopp.

En detaljerad beskrivning av verktygen Mina tre hus, Trollkarlen och Fen finns i Turnell (2011).
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8. Sakerhetsplanering
8.1 Vad innebir sikerhetsplanering i barn- och ungdomsvard?

Inom ramarna for Signs of Safety ar sdkerhetsplanering en proaktiv, strukturerad och kontrollerad
process som ger férdldrar och stédpersoner en genuin méjlighet att visa att de kan ta hand om
sina barn pa ett satt som dr godtagbart for socialtjansten. Socialarbetare pastar ofta att de skapat
en sikerhetsplan nar de i sjilva verket bara gjort en lista 6ver insatser familjemedlemmarna maste
delta i. En behandlingsplan dr INTE en sikerhetsplan. Det dr en grundsats inom Signs of Safety.
En sakerhetsplan dr en konkret uppsittning regler och arrangemang som upprittas tillsammans
med féraldrar och stédpersoner. Den beskriver hur familjens vardagsliv ska se ut for att visa bar-

nen, familjens eget natverk och socialtjansten att barnen &r sikra i framtiden.

Den allra svéraste fragan att besvara i barn- och ungdomsarenden ar: Vad behéver handa for att
vi ska veta att barnet r sikert i sin familj? | samarbete med foraldrarna, barnen och natverket av
anhdriga och vanner ska den fragan besvaras. Och da maste socialarbetarna leda sikerhetsplan-
eringen med lika delar skicklig auktoritet, framtidsvisioner och meningsfulla fragor. Nedan gar vi

igenom de viktigaste stegen i Signs of Safetys sakerhetsplanering.

8.2 Forberedelser

Ju mer komplicerat och riskabelt ett barn- och ungdomsirende r, desto fler yrkesutévare brukar
vara inblandade. Innan socialtjansten gér en sikerhetsplanering med féréldrarna ar det viktigt att
alla nyckelpersoner inom socialtjinsten har diskuterat, kommit éverens om och haller sig till sin

respektive roll i processen.
8.2.1 Etablera samarbete med familjen

For att skapa sdkerhetsplaner som dr meningsfulla och 1angsiktiga kravs en hallbar relation mel-
lan socialarbetare och féréldrar/familj. Enklaste sattet fér socialarbetare att skapa en bra relation
med féréldrar dr att standigt bekréfta allt som ar positivt i férdldrarnas dagliga omvardnad och
kontakt med barnen och respektera dem f6r det. Det 6kar sannolikheten for att fordldrarna ska
lyssna pa socialarbetarnas asikter om problemen och samarbeta i den médosamma uppbygg-

naden av en langsiktig sakerhetsplan.
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8.2.2 En tydlig, begriplig beskrivning av socialtjanstens oro

For att 6verhuvudtaget inleda sikerhetsprocessen maste socialarbetarna kunna beskriva den
fara de upplever att barnet ar utsatt for i tydliga, enkla ordalag som fordldrarna kan forsta
och samarbeta kring med socialtjansten, dven om de inte haller med. En tydlig, gemensam
forstaelse av framtida risk ar avgérande, eftersom den faststiller de grundlaggande problem som

sakerhetsplanen maste ta itu med.
8.2.3 Sikerhetsmal

Forskning om féréldrar i barn- och ungdomsarenden visar om och om igen att féraldrar vill veta
vad de behdver gora for att socialtjansten ska lamna dem ifred. Nar socialtjansten ar tydlig med
hur den uppfattar den framtida risken kan det laggas till grund for att formulera enkla, rattfram-
ma sakerhetsmal som talar om fér férédldrar vad socialtjansten behover se for att 6vertygas om

barnens sikerhet.
8.2.4 Minimikrav

Enklaste sattet att skilja mellan sakerhetsmal och minimikrav &r att tinka pa skillnaden mellan
vad och hur. Malen ska formulera vad som maste uppnas. Minimikraven &r socialtjanstens villkor
for hur detta ska ga till. | méjligaste man &dr det bést att familjen och deras natverk sjélva specif-
icerar hur sakerhetsmalen ska nas. Socialarbetarna ska dérfor begransa minimikraven till ett ab-
solut minimum och underlatta for familjen att formulera de konkreta detaljerna i sakerhetspla-
nen. Typiska minimikrav i Signs of Safetys sdkerhetsplanering ar kravet pa ett sakerhetsnatverk
och en tydlig forklaring av problemen fér barnen. | manga barn- och ungdomsirenden kampar
foraldrarna med drog- eller alkoholmissbruk. | sadana drenden édr det vanligt att socialarbetarna
forsoker tvinga pa foraldrarna nykterhet som ett minimikrav — och darmed laser socialarbetarna
fast sig sjélva i att kontrollera nykterhet, inte sakerhet. | Signs of Safetys arbetssitt féredrar vi att
som minimikrav séga till fordldrarna: "For oss handlar problemet om barnets sikerhet. Sa du far
vilja: ska sakerhetsplanen bygga pa nykterhet? Eller ska den handla om vem som gér vad om en

av er dricker eller drogar?”

8.3 Engagera ett livslangt natverk

Det finns ett klokt afrikanskt ordsprak som sager att det kravs en by fér att uppfostra ett barn. Ett
barn med band till ménga minniskor som tar hand om och umgas med det har nistan alltid

ett battre och sakrare liv dn ett isolerat barn. Det typiska for social barn- och ungdomsvard ar att
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fokus laggs pa socialarbetarnas engagemang i utsatta familjer. | Signs of Safety stravar vi istéllet
alltid efter att engagera alla som har en naturlig koppling till barnen, for att bygga upp langsiktig

sikerhet och likande.

Ambitionen att engagera alla med naturlig koppling till barnet — inklusive slakt, vanner, grannar
och yrkesutovare (ldrare, huslakare o s v)— kan lata sjélvklar, eftersom de hir personerna r de som
primart bryr sig om och ansvarar fér barnet. Barn bér dessutom alltid ha ratt till kontakt med sina
familjemedlemmar, dven om socialtjansten klippt av slaktbanden fér otaliga barn i samhillsvard.
Sé aven om det kan lata som en sjélvklarhet att blanda in personer med naturlig koppling till
barnet innebér det ett djupgaende paradigmskifte och en utmaning fér socialtjanstens barn- och

ungdomsvard.

Bast resultat ger Signs of Safetys metod — och sikerhetsplanerna blir mest effektiva och lang-
siktigt hallbara — om socialtjansten bygger upp en stark kultur av att engagera stédnatverk med
naturlig koppling till barnet. For att stirka socialarbetarens och socialtjinstens férmaga att en-
gagera naturliga stodnitverk och for att erbjuda ett heltdckande metoder och verktyg har Signs of
Safety inlett ett ndra samarbete med Family Finding. Family Finding skapades av Kevin Campbell
och innehaller det kraftfullaste paketet med praktiska metoder f6r att snabbt hitta och engagera

stodnatverk i barn- och ungdomsiarenden. Mer information finns pa www.familyfinding.org.

Att engagera nitverk med naturlig koppling till barnet ar nyckeln till en detaljerad formulering
av en effektiv sakerhetsplan for vardagslivet, eftersom personerna i natverket har viktig kunskap
om barnets och familjens vardag. En av de storsta férdelarna med att engagera ett insatt natverk
med naturlig koppling till familjen &r att det bryter det hemlighetsmakeri och den skam som ofta

omger situationer ddr barn far illa.

8.4 Forhandla om hur: utformningen av sikerhetsplanens detaljer

Nar sakerhetsplanens detaljinnehall utformas dr det viktigt att féraldrar och alla andra inblandade
parter (lekmin och professionella) far en vision av hur socialtjansten vill att sékerhetsplanen ska
se ut. Dérefter dr det socialarbetarens uppgift att be férdldrarna och natverket tinka igenom hur

alla— inte minst socialtjansten — kan 6vertygas om att barnen &r sikra och val omhindertagna.

Det hir ar ett pagaende samtal, dar socialarbetaren standigt fordjupar féraldrarnas och natverkets

tankar kring de problem som socialtjansten ser och underséker de utmaningar som féraldrarna
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och nitverket férutser. Socialarbetaren maste helt enkelt sluta férséka l6sa problemen pé egen

hand och istillet 6ppet uttrycka sin oro och ta till sig fordldrarnas och nitverkets férslag pa 16snin-

gar.

8.4.1 Gradvis aterforening och uppféljning av utvecklingen

| Signs of Safetys arbetssatt definieras sdkerhet som ”styrkor som visat sig skydda 6ver tid” (Boffa
och Podesta, 2004). Nir sakerhetsplanen utformas ar det viktigt att familjen far mgjlighet att pro-
va, finslipa och visa de nya vardagsférhallandena éver tid. Framgangar och framsteg i anvandnin-
gen av planen kontrolleras och stéttas inledningsvis av socialtjansten. Men den uppgiften lamnas
efterhand mer och mer 6ver till sikerhetsnatverket. De flesta sdkerhetsplaner i hogriskdrenden
upprattas nar familjen ar splittrad och barnen antingen ar placerade eller den missténkta férévaren
inte langre bor hemma. Nar férédldrarna och familjemedlemmarna deltar i och gér framsteg med
sdkerhetsplaneringen ar det viktigt att socialtjansten belénar férdldrarnas anstrangningar och un-
derbygger deras hopp och energi genom att gradvis ldta dem umgas mer med barnen och slappa
pa den yrkesmdssiga kontrollen av umganget. Nar sakerhetsplaneringen val bérjat far man inte
tappa energi och fokus. Och ett slutdatum maste faststillas. Sakerhetsplaneringen tar vanligtvis

fran tre till tolv manader.

8.5 Ord- och bildberittelser

Turnell och Essex (2006) beskriver en process for att férklara med ord och bild fér barn och ung-
domar varfér socialtjinsten ar orolig fér dem, samt en metod for sakerhetsplanering som bade
engagerar och talar direkt till barnet. lllustrationerna nedan ger exempel pa bagge. De &r alder-
sanpassade forklaringar och sikerhetsplaner som sitter barnen i centrum utan att bagatellisera

eller forminska socialtjanstens oro.

Ord- och bildberittelserna i exemplen nedan gjordes for att prata med Dylan (8 ar) och Caleb (2
ar) om problemen i samband med att férdldrarna kimpade med missbruk och pappan Joe uppre-

pade ganger misshandlat mamman Kim.

Ord- och bildmetoden ar ett effektiv sitt att skapa meningsfulla férklaringar fér barn och unga i
samhillsvard, som ofta &r mycket férvirrade eller har svart att férsta varfor de blivit omplacerade.

Fler exempel pa liknande ord- och bildberéttelser finns i Turnell och Essex (2006, sid 94-101) och

Devlin (2012).
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Det hidr dr en beriittelse for att Caleb och Dylaw ska forsté dew aktuella orown.

N J K Voo

Z. tnnawn Caleb foddes och witr haw var ew Litew bebis hade hans mamma Kim
och pappa_joe stora problem med droger och drack for mycket alkohol. Mamma
och pappa skiirpte sig ett tag och det blev bittre. Men en dag wiir pappa druckit
mycket alikohol blev det ett stort Liskigt brak. De skrek och slogs och pappa
ajorde illa mamma. Mamma Kim ringde polisen och sa att pappa joe “Lappat
till” henne. Polisen sa att det var allvarligt och pappa mdéste prata med en
domare. Domaren sa att pappa inte fick slid mamma och att pappa mdste bo
hos en viin medan mamma och pappa fick hjilp med att Lsa sina brik utan
att sléss.

2. Nigra veckor senare wiir caleb fortfarande var vildigt Liten hirde deras granne
cindy att haw grit. twne L huset hittade Cindy mamma Kim. How Lig pé golvet och
andades wmew gick inte att vicka. Cindy blev viildigt orolig och ringde ambulans.
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Mamma Kim och Caleb dkte med ambulansen till sjukhuset. Pa sjukhuset tog doktorn
en massa prover pi mamma. TiLl slut sa de att mamma Kim var jittesjuk f6r how hade
tagit en massa droger. Mamma sa att how inte gjort det utaw bara svimmat.
Socialarbetarna var oroliga for att mamma inte Runde ta hand om Caleb ordentligt om
how svimmade.
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3. Poktorn pi sjukhuset tog prover pi Caleb och sig att haw ocksé hade Lite
droger i kroppen. DA blev socialarbetarna dnnu mer oroliga for Caleb. e
beriittade for en ny domare hur oroliga de var. Domaren sa att Caleb skulle bo
hos Lucy och Chris, och Dylawn fick inte hiilsa pi hemma hos Kim och joe
forviw de slutade sléss och anvinda droger och alkohol.

5,
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4. Niir socialarbetarna pratade med Kims och Joes doktorer blev de dnnu
oroligare. Poktorerna sa att de forsbkt hjdlpa Kim och Joe att Lssa sina problem
wmed droger och alikohol. Det var Lite biittre forut, men inget verkade hjdlpa
sérskilt mycket Lingre. Kim och Joe hade sagt till socialarbetarna att de inte
hade stora problem wmed droger och alkohol och allt var bra.
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5. Soctalarbetarna var oroliga. Mew de hade ocksé sett bra saker i calebs och
Dylans familj. Nér joe och Kim besskte Caleb hemma hos Lucy och Chris ség de
att mamma Kim Rramade Caleb jittefint och att pappa joe var jittebra pa att mata
caleb. pylawn berittade ocksé for socialarbetarna att haw gillade att g till parken

med Kim, Joe och Caleb. DA tinkte socialarbetarna att vi méste forsska jobba med
Dylans och Calebs familj och Losa deras problem.

k—tl&. Voe
&. Det holls ett stort wmste dir socialarbetarna berittade for alla hur
oroliga de var {6r Caleb, for att mamma och pappa skrek, slogs,
svimmade och hade problem med droger och alkohol. Alla pa mitet sa:

i vill hjﬁLpa till.” och mamwma och pappa sa att de vill att alla skulle
hjdlpas at att gbra si det blev bra igen.
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8.6 Sakerhetsplaner med barnet i centrum

Sakerhetsplaner kretsar kring barnen och innebar dessutom att familjens vardagsliv ordnas pa
ett satt som gor att alla vet att barnen ar sakra. Darfor ar det viktigt att engagera barnen direkt i

sakerhetsplaneringen och géra processen begriplig for dem.

Nedan &r tva exempel pé sikerhetsplaner i ord och bild som barn kan forsta. Ord- och bildberat-
telserna och sikerhetsplanerna skapas tillsammans med féréldrarna och deras stédpersoner. Att
ldta dem vara med och tanka igenom hur de har svara fragorna ska forklaras fér deras barn leder
alltid till djupare forstaelse hos de vuxna. | exemplet visas fyra bildrutor fran den sakerhetsplan

med vars hjalp barnen kunde aterférenas med Merinda och Eddy i drendet i kapitel fyra.

B

~

Pappa sager att om han blir arg <4 gar han till garaget

Kan du ha
bilnycklarna
hemma

hog dig?

och mekar med bilen tille han lugnat ner <ig. Pappa sager
att ibland tar det minet en timme och alla méacte [ata honom
vara ifred tille han kommer ut. Pappa ringer farfar Pat om

Mamma och pappa bestammer att hilnyeklarna cka vara
hos mormor Roge och morfar Darel ¢4 mamma
inte ska aka ivag med hilen om hon blir arg.

han behover hjalp med aft lugna ner «ig.

N\

Darel har valt sin dinogaurie och Alkira cin etickade apa
com eakerheteforemal. Dinogaurien och apan ska alltid <itta
pa kokebanken vid fonetret. Bara Darel och Alkira far flytta
pa dem. Om dinogaurien eller apan &r horta maste mamma,

pappa eller nan i sakerhetenatverket fraga om Darel och
Alkira ar okej. Darel och Akira far flytta eakerheteforemélen

for att kolla att alla verkligen ar uppmarkeamma.

Mamma och pappa eager att de inte cka dricka alkohol nar
de ar hemma och eka ta hand om Darel, Alkira och Jirra.
Om mamma eller pappa vil dricka gar de hemifran och gor det
nagon annangtang och en av personerna i sakerhetenatverket
tar hand om Darel, Alkira och Jirra.

Sékerhetsplanen med fyra regler utformades gemensamt av féréldrarna, sikerhetsnitverket och
socialarbetarna i ett fall av Miinchhausen by proxy. Planen &r en forkortad version av en mycket
mer detaljerad sikerhetsplan som skapades med forildrarna, 15 stédpersoner och socialarbetare
under nastan tva ar och som gillde en fyradring, en tvaaring, och en sex manaders baby. Planen
upprattades av socialarbetare fran Safe Generations och socialtjansten i Carver County i Minne-
sota, USA.
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. Mamma fér aldrig vara eneam med Lisa, Bart eller Maggie

2. Nar du & med mamma gka alltid nagon annan vara
med, till exempel moster Kate, Bil, Fred, Mary, Joe,
Lyn - pastorne fru Margaret, morfar eller mormor.
De ar dina eakerheteperconer. De alekar dig och vill e
till att du &r aker.

Med mammag eakerhetsperconer

Morfar  Mormor

3. Nar mamma lagar mat ater alla samma @

mat. Pappa eller en eakerhetepercon ger Lica

och Bart nagot att dricka och gor iordning S
Maggies nappflagka.

Mamma

Mamma  Bart

4. Om Lica, Bart eller Maggie &r gjuka ger
pappa eller nan av gékerhefgﬁjmonema dern
medicin. Om Lisa, Bart eller Maggie maste til
doktorn gér pappa dit med dem och mamma
atannar hemma. Eller ¢4 gar mamma dit med
dem tilleammane med en eakerheteperson.

Sjukhue och !
|_doktor

/
p
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8.7 En sikerhetsplan &r en resa, inte en produkt

Det allra viktigaste i sddan har sakerhetsplanering ér att planen skapas i samarbete med och ags
av familjen och ett insatt sikerhetsnatverk. For att det ska vara mojligt maste planen skapas, pro-
vas och finslipas 6ver tid. Agarskapet till planen férdjupas ytterligare nir detaljinnehallet utformas
och féraldrarna lovar barnen, sldkten och vinnerna att halla sig till det. Det har ar inget man kan
astadkomma pa ett eller tvda moten. Och langsiktiga sikerhetsplaner kan inte skapas av socialar-
betare som slar fast regler och sedan férséker tvinga pa dem pa familjen. Meningsfulla sikerhet-
splaner ar resultatet av en langvarig ldranderesa som familjen gor tillsammans med socialarbe-
tarna, med fokus pa den allra svaraste fragan i barn- och ungdomsvard: ”Vad exakt behover vi se

for att veta att barnet dr sikert?”

Basta sittet att tillimpa en familjedgd sikerhetsplan ar att se pa den som en resa. Och om so-
cialtjansten konsekvent vill tillimpa Signs of Safetys arbetssatt och den har sortens sakerhetspla-
nering s maste den bygga upp sin vision, kapacitet och kompetens i metodens anvindning pa
en mangarig ldranderesa for organisationen som helhet. | de aterstdende kapitlen ska vi titta

narmare pa tillimpningen.
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Signs of Safety-metoden omarbetas och forbdttras stdndigt utifrdn vad som fungerar. Det hdr dr fidrde
upplagan av presentationstexten, som regelbundet uppdateras for att spegla den senaste utvecklingen.
En femte omarbetning av texten dr i skrivande stund pd gdng och det hdr dr ett av de kapitel som up-

pdateras.

Den engelska versionen av kapitlet ersitts med en svensk dversdttning sd snart femte upplagans kapitel

dr frdigskrivet, troligen under andra halvan av 2020.

9. Signs of Safety as a Vehicle for Organisational Learning and
Transformation

Change in child protection is hard! A practice model, no matter how good, is always at best only
a vehicle for the agency, its leaders, managers and field staff to achieve the change they want.
Choosing a model and training in it will not, in and of itself, create meaningful improvement. All
levels of the organisation must engage with the practice approach, understand and utilise the
approach, review their results, and adjust their application of the approach to achieve the change
they want. Since ongoing organisation-wide learning is the pivot for securing change, the Signs

of Safety draws on four organisational learning theories that are explored in this chapter:

® The Learning Organisation
® 70:20:10 Learning Theory
® Appreciative Inquiry

® Action Learning
9.1 The Learning Organisation

The concept of the ‘learning organisation’ was first articulated by Peter Senge in his book The
Fifth Discipline (1990). Senge describes learning organisations as places ‘where people continually
expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of
thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually
learning to see the whole reality together’. For Senge, organisational change and development is

not a product but rather a process of bringing forward peoples’ best thinking and energy.

Child protection organisations, like all large systems and bureaucracies, tend to create cultures
where the employees’ ownership and their desire to learn and improve becomes disconnected
from what they do. Alvesson and Spicer (2016) call this functional stupidity. ‘Functional stupidity

is the tendency to reduce one’s focus to the narrow, technical aspects of the job without reflecting
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on its wider context and purpose. Seized by functional stupidity people remain capable of doing

the job but they stop asking searching questions about their work’ (Alvesson and Spicer, 2016: p.
7). By contrast, a learning organisation pursues the full engagement of all employees in the work

they do, caring about the results for themselves and the organisation.

Senge invokes the notion of the ‘learning journey’ to suggest that organisational (and individual)
change and development cannot simply be bottled or disbursed through a training program.
Rather, the journey is a relational process of continual inquiry, reflection and learning that needs
to be fostered in the culture, procedures and habits of the organisation. Creating the learning
conditions where professionals adopt a stance of inquiry and ongoing learning in their work is
the most important task of the leader if the proceduralisation that bedevils child protection is to

be transformed and the delivery of truly human services is to be reclaimed.

Meaningful implementation of the Signs of Safety requires a sustained organisation-wide ‘learn-
ing journey’ that embeds clear processes of action learning focused on how the approach is being
used in practice within an agency that is constantly reviewing and refining its organisational

alignments with the Signs of Safety.

Senge’s idea of the learning organisation can be used by leaders to engage staff with the chal-
lenge of continual learning. For this to be more than a mere aspiration, leaders will need to ex-

plicitly communicate and drive:

® constant learning as essential for personal professional growth and organisational
development;

® every interaction, with families and colleagues alike, as being an opportunity for reflection
and thus learning; and

® the recognition that mistakes occur and will be utilised as an opportunity for learning.
9.2 70:20:10 Learning Theory
You don’t improve just through doing, you improve through reflecting.

Human beings are action learners, but the learning derived from action is most often intuitive
and unexpressed. High performance coaches commonly make the point, ‘Practice doesn’t make
perfect. Perfect practice makes perfect.” When humans are in action —whether driving a car, playing
an instrument, learning to cook, or relating to others professionally or personally — they uncon-
sciously make a particular way of doing things routine. Once humans do something a particular

way, homeostasis tends to set in and they will tend to repeat that practice, whether effective or not.
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Creating a learning culture and a learning organisation requires a learning theory much more
sophisticated than the implicit, dominant and mistaken ‘learning theory’ that workers will learn to
do something by going to training. The Signs of Safety approach utilises the interactional 70:20:10
learning theory (Jennings, 2013) to underpin the learning component of the Signs of Safety im-
plementation cycle. The 70:20:10 model locates training in its proper place and frames learning

itself as an ongoing process equally applicable to the practitioner as well as organisational leaders.

The 70:20:10 learning model posits that the smallest amount of learning comes from formal
training (10%). This does not in any way diminish the importance of training, because it serves
as the launch pad for implementation, sets the learning content, and offers a clear vision of suc-
cessful practice. Signs of Safety training encompasses a formal two-day basic training for all staff,
five-day advanced training for ‘practice leaders’ (team managers, senior consultants and in-house

trainers), as well as targeted training regarding specific issues and particular groups.

Humans learn in action, so in human services most learning occurs, and habits are formed,
through daily work (70%) as practitioners, supervisors and other leaders put the skills and meth-

ods into everyday practice.

While the action of daily work is 70% of learning and habituates how a skill is used, the pace of
doing the work means most learning from action is intuitive and largely unconscious. Improve-
ment and change requires feedback and analysis through structured reflection methods. This is
the critical 20% of learning where the individual and group can improve by reflecting on what

they are doing. To be effective, the reflection must be based on quality timely feedback.

In children’s services, feedback and reflection are usually intended to occur within individual su-
pervision. Such supervision is always a necessary part of the children’s services learning environ-
ment, but it can often foster one-at-a-time privatised worker-to-supervisor learning, which places
enormous strain on the supervisor. There tends to be little long-term feedback about the impact
on a child of decisions made and actions taken, information that is essential for learning. Individ-
ual supervision is also a poor method for developing a shared practice culture. Thus group super-
vision is the primary vehicle for structured reflection in the Signs of Safety approach. The revised
Signs of Safety Organisational Theory of Change includes other participatory ongoing reflection
methods, including the collaborative case audit and the Signs of Safety Dashboard that provide

both quantitative and qualitative feedback loops for analysis and reflection.

The key point of the 70:20:10 learning theory is that feedback and reflection, with colleagues, is

central to learning and improvement.
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9.3 Creating a Culture of Appreciative Inquiry

Competency is quiet; it tends to be overlooked in the
noise and clatter of problems.

(William Madsen, 2007.)

Above all else, child protection suffers from a crisis of vision. Many commentators have observed
that the defining motif of child protection work is ‘risk’ in the negative sense of risk avoidance
or risk aversion. If this is true, then the primary motivation of the field is not what it is seeking to
achieve constructively but rather what it is seeking to avoid, namely any hint of public failure. This,
in the words of Dr Terry Murphy from Teeside University, Middlesborough, is like ‘trying to design
a passenger airliner based solely on information gathered from plane wrecks—do this for long

enough you'll have a plane that never gets off the runway’.

As well as being over-organised by fear of failure, child protection thinking tends to be dominated
by the ‘big’ voices of researchers, policy makers, academics, and bureaucrats. In this environment,
constructive front line practice tends to be overlooked and practitioners can feel alienated from
the views of head office and the academy. Practitioners often experience these views as ‘voices
from 27,000 feet’ and academics and policy makers tend to act as if field staff are themselves

‘problems’ to be guided and managed.
While this is an all too familiar story, there is another story that can be told:

Child protection workers do in fact build constructive relationships, with
some of the ‘hardest’ families, in the busiest child protection offices, in
the poorest locations, everywhere in the world. This is not to say that
oppressive child protection practices do not happen, or that sometimes
they are even the norm. However, worker-defined, good practice with
‘difficult’ cases is an invaluable and almost entirely overlooked resource
for improving child protection services and building a grounded vision of
constructive statutory practice.

(Turnell, 2004: p.15.)

The Signs of Safety approach has evolved progressively by first teaching practitioners the ap-

proach and then shifting from training to action learning mode by asking the workers how using

the approach has been useful to them.
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Steve Edwards and Andrew Turnell drew the inspiration to inquire into worker-defined successful
practice from solution-focused brief therapy methods of focusing on what works for clients. Ap-
plied within a work context, this methodology can also be seen as a form of appreciative inquiry,
which is an approach to organisational change first developed by David Cooperrider (Cooperrider,
1995; Cooperrider and Srivastva, 1987; Cooperrider and Whitney, 1999). Cooperrider and his col-
leagues found that focusing on successful, rather than problematic, organisational behaviour is
a powerful mechanism for generating organisational change. One appreciative inquiry author
describes the approach as ‘change at the speed of imagination’ (Watkins and Mohr, 2001). Per-
haps the title would be more accurately framed as ‘change at the speed of grounded, detailed and

shared attention to best practice’.

To sharpen the thinking and practice supporting Signs of Safety implementation, Andrew Turnell
drew together solution-focused brief therapy and appreciative inquiry, integrating the question-
ing methods and technology of the former and the organisational change agenda of the latter.
From these foundations, the engine room of any Signs of Safety implementation involves em-
bedding a culture of appreciative inquiry around front line practice across the organisation. This is
a radical paradigm shift from the usual anxiety-driven defensiveness and obsession with research-

ing failure that bedevils the child protection field.

While the process of building a culture of appreciative inquiry around front line practice must be
embedded in regular individual and group supervision, it is vital that senior management repli-

cate this process and practice, particularly when crises occur.

In a direct parallel to what the Signs of Safety approach asks workers to do with families, the
process of focusing forensically on the detail of what works does not, as some fear, minimise
problems and dysfunctional behaviour. Quite the reverse is the case. Inquiring into and honour-
ing what works (with families and practitioners) creates increased openness and energy to look at
behaviours that are problematic, dysfunctional or destructive. Child protection work is too diffi-
cult and too challenging to overlook even the smallest scintilla of hope and creativity that can be

found in instances of even partial success.

Megan Chapman and Jo Field, two highly experienced child protection social workers, have writ-
ten an invaluable paper about implementing strengths-based practice and the Signs of Safety
within Child Youth and Family Services, New Zealand (Chapman and Field, 2007). This paper
describes some of the organisational and strategic issues involved in shifting a child protection
agency toward relationship-grounded, safety-organised practice and introduces the notion of

‘practice depth’.
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Above: Understanding practice depth

Too often child protection organisations fall into perpetuating what Chapman and Field describe
as ‘conveyor-belt’ or ‘pragmatic’ practice. Practice in these forms may seem expedient and may be
necessary for all sorts of pragmatic reasons, but rarely makes any significant difference in the lives
of vulnerable children and ignores the experience of the practitioner. When front line workers
and supervisors become overly focused on compliance, their working lives in child protection will

inevitably be short or their work will be overtaken by cynicism.

Placing successful practice at the centre of the Signs of Safety implementation directly addresses
this problem by challenging practitioners to stake a claim for work they are proud of. Building
‘practice depth’ within the team, the office and the agency as a whole is truly challenging work.
Appreciative inquiry enables child protection staff to reclaim pride and confidence in their work.
This becomes the foundation from which the agency and its leaders can deliver services that are
valued more highly by service recipients and, even where intrusive statutory interventions are

necessary, will deliver safer outcomes for vulnerable children.

9.4 Action Learning

In child protection, team leaders or supervisors are the primary leaders of learning and of the
agency’s learning culture. Through no fault of their own, however, supervisors rarely identify
learning as a priority activity. Supervisors usually prioritise ‘doing’ over learning since they typical-
ly feel like the meat in the organisational sandwich, with practitioners constantly coming to them
for help with practice and managers pressuring them about compliance, standards and timelines.

They typically respond to these relentless day-to-day demands on their time by defaulting to

58



Signs of Safety en detaljerad presentation

telling practitioners what to do and this becomes the implicit embedded learning culture of the

organisation.

For learning to be an effective driver of organisational development, an agency must establish
and sustain clear processes for action learning around front line practice. While there will always
be times when supervisors (and all child protection leaders) must lead by directing, the agency
must actively engage supervisors in their own reflective learning to enable them to lead predom-
inantly through action learning. This is a huge organisational challenge as supervisors are always
busy and managers tend to explicitly or implicitly support this. So, while supervisors will readily
attend initial training, they will typically be less involved in ongoing learning. For supervisors to
participate in ongoing learning and development, senior leadership will need to work with su-
pervisors by both requiring and supporting their participation. Leaders will often need to adjust
supervisor workloads and priorities so they are freed up to engage in their own learning. The

following diagram visually represents the action learning cycle.
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Action Learning
Cycle
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Results

Above: The Action Learning Cycle
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As the name suggests, action learning posits that meaningful learning is always embedded in ac-
tion, as time is given to reflect on the outcomes of that action. The learning theory that underpins
action learning resolves the tension between theory and practice. This is refreshing news for child
protection that demands action as its defining motif. Integrating the Signs of Safety assessment

and planning processes with action learning can be represented as follows:

Gather/and Sort Information
E'] through Three Columns

1 - Gather
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Supervision (Rationale)

] . Analyse
Reflection Dynamic Information

Signs of Safety
Action Learning
Cycle

Undertaken with Family
Throughout
Resuits

Monitoring

Scaling, particularly;

Safety/ Planning

Above: The Dynamic Signs of Safety Action Learning Cycle

Implementing the Signs of Safety requires establishing cycles of action-based learning across the
agency, in order to build and sustain a clear vision of what constructive practice and organisation
looks like and to drive learning and organisational development based on impact. The following

chapter will list the Signs of Safety learning methods that embed the ideas of action learning
within the Signs of Safety implementation cycle.
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10. Signs of Safety Implementation - A Journey of Learning and
Alignment

10.1 The Challenges of Implementation

‘Social interventions are complex systems thrust into complex systems.’

(Pawson, 2006: p. 35)

The challenges of implementation are substantial. Child welfare agencies are invariably mature
organisations. As such, they are likely to have layers of procedure and policy, extensive structures
for roles, accountability and recording, interlinked with established quality assurance and infor-
mation technology systems. These systems have usually been established over a long time, may
be rarely considered afresh, and are unlikely to be streamlined. When a new approach is adopted,

it is usually regarded as an add-on to everything else and rarely integrated effectively.

In addition, organisations will inevitably have strongly ingrained cultural mores and implicit val-
ues, some of which will be positive and conducive to the new approach while others may be
antithetical. Most child protection organisations around the world feature a defensive, compli-

ance-focused culture that has become embedded.

The cultural change potential of Signs of Safety practice has been emphasised throughout this
briefing paper. The goal is to create a system that rigorously addresses the issue of child abuse
while doing everything humanly possible to put children, parents and every person naturally con-
nected to the children at the centre of the assessment and decision-making. A defining feature
of Signs of Safety involves always giving these people every opportunity to propose and try their

ideas to solve the problems before the professionals and agency offer or impose theirs.

This is a fundamental cultural shift in child protection work, both in the practice and the organi-

sation. It takes courage and perseverance to implement.
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If child protection organisations are to transform, or drive an improvement journey that has a real

impact on outcomes, the transformation must be grounded in the practice of how practitioners
actually do the direct work with children and families. The problem with so much past reform
work, from national reviews and local strategies, is that they have addressed structures, processes
and professional development without addressing the question of how the work actually occurs
with families. The corollary of this has been that organisational development has not been built to

support how front line work is actually practised.

10.2 The Implementation Framework

The Signs of Safety implementation framework reflects the fundamental but usually overlooked
fact that the practice and organisational transformation sought by the adoption of Signs of Safety
practice must be built on reforms across the whole organisation, with each aligned and reinforc-

ing the whole.

The framework has been developed from the experience, successes and struggles in leading and
consulting implementations of Signs of Safety in jurisdictions around the world. Most recently
the framework was purposively refined within the England Innovation Project with ten local au-
thorities (Baginsky, 2017; Munro, Turnell and Murphy, 2016). The beginnings of the implementa-
tion approach, in Western Australia, have been critically reviewed and found to be broadly consist-

ent with the tenets of implementation science (Salveron et al., 2014).

The implementation framework endeavours to better reflect the real-world complexity of organ-
isational change than most implementation science thinking. Implementation science tends to
frame organisational reform as a linear process rather than wrestling with the complex and dy-

namic challenges pointed to in Pawson’s quote.

We see implementation as a process where an organisation uses the Signs of Safety as a vehicle
to drill down into its practice to create a learning organisation focused on how it is implementing
the work, how it is reviewing outcomes, successes and failures, and allowing it to continuously
adapt to change as necessary while keeping to the key principles of the approach. To achieve this,
attention needs to be given to how the new way of working interacts with existing parts of the
system, and how the system in turns aligns with the intervention. This a dynamic way of think-
ing about implementation, contrasting with the common static framing where implementation
involves installing a new intervention into a fixed system rather like pumping a new and more

powerful petrol into the fuel tank of a car.
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The framework illustration below reflects the dynamic nature of implementation, showing how it

is a continuous learning and development cycle with the practice approach at the centre.

The infinity loop implies the organisational action learning processes along with the agility and
responsiveness required to lead and drive change in large organisations operating within larger

human service and political systems.

At its simplest, the diagram illustrates the obvious point that everything an organisation does — its

leadership, procedures, measurement and learning — must always focus on what practitioners

actually do with children and families.
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Above: Signs of Safety Organisational Implementation

The domains for action within the implementation framework are as follows:

® Learning — following core training with a drive for continuous learning in the workplace,
grounded on what is happening in practice and across the organisation.

¢ Leadership — development that builds congruence between how the organisation is led
and managed and how the work is expected to occur with families.

® Organisational alignment — so that processes and systems enable rather than impede the
practice.

® Meaningful measurement — encompassing participatory quality assurance, matched to

the results logics of the practice, and information technology to provide case recording

consistent with the practice.




The Signs of Safety organisational implementation generally involves:

® a preparation phase;
® two years of intense activity; and

e three years continuing development.

The following sections discuss the preparation phase and then explore in turn the elements of
the implementation framework, learning, leadership, organisational alignment and meaningful

measures.

10.3 Preparation Phase

Successful implementation requires preparation before the launch date. For a medium to large
organisation, a six-month preparation is recommended, although it is understood that the real

world may intervene and truncate this time. Preparations will ideally incorporate the following:

® Leadership makes a clear and explicit commitment to the implementation of Signs of
Safety.

® Leadership determines a focused set of goals for adopting Signs of Safety practice, with
corresponding measures, that are tested and adjusted with the workforce.

® Establishing a Signs of Safety steering group including key members of the executive
leadership.

® Targeted advance briefings and introductions to Signs of Safety are provided for a
representative group of practice leadership staff, key partners and political leadership.

® Signs of Safety consultation on several typical cases to seed the practice, create examples
for the coming training, and begin whole agency learning focused on the practice.

® Formation of an internal learning and development group that will work with the external
trainers and consultants to progressively take on the Signs of Safety training tasks for the
organisation.

® Developing the implementation plan, including an organisational policy or charter, that
describes the practice and reflects the organisational commitment and purpose.

® Consideration and early decisions about the application of the meaningful measures

program including the utilisation of the Signs of Safety quality assurance and information

communications technology systems.
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10.4 Learning

The most frequent recurring error that organisations make in implementing new initiatives is to
mistake training for implementation. For most staff in the organisation, training will be the first
step in their learning journey with the Signs of Safety within their agency and it is important that

training is continually framed in this way.

Signs of Safety implementations start with two key trainings: an introductory training for all staff

and an advanced training that focuses particularly on supervisors and leaders of practice.
10.4.1 Introductory and advanced training

The two-day introductory course should be provided to all staff, including senior and executive

leaders and key partners. This introduction includes exploring:

e the principles, disciplines, tools and processes of Signs of Safety practice;

e the application of Signs of Safety practice through end-to-end case examples;

® applying Signs of Safety to an agency case; and

¢ the implementation framework, with emphasis on learning methods that support the

practice methods.

Participants in the two-day program should come away with a basic understanding of the Signs

of Safety practice methods:

® Mapping

® Questioning

® My Three Houses

® Words and Pictures

® Network building (Family Finding)
® Participatory conferencing

e Safety lanning

® Trajectory/Timeline

Practice and organisational leaders should be the first to be trained so that they can be confident
in their leadership of field staff.




Advanced training for practice leaders and ideally senior and executive staff is provided through

a five-day course that should normally begin two to three months following the introductory

training.
The advanced training focuses on:

¢ building a deeper understanding of the application of the Signs of Safety across the full
gamut of cases and casework processes;

e teaching the group supervision processes focusing on agency cases;

¢ building the key skills of questioning, facilitation and appreciative inquiry;

e introducing all the Signs of Safety learning methods that the participants will be utilising
with practitioners; and

® preparing participants for their participation in the practice leader learning and

development program.
Signs of Safety learning methods and sources:

® Group supervision

® Appreciative Inquiry with professional and family

® Learning cases from end to end (commencement to closure)
® Collaborative case audit

® Dashboards

® Parent fidelity/feedback

e Child fidelity/feedback

® Organisational staff survey

® Leadership-organisation fidelity/feedback

® Signs of Safety IT recording system

® Signs of Safety learning journal
10.4.2 Agency Signs of Safety trainers

All implementing agencies need to be able to take over the training task within a clear timeframe.
To achieve this, during the preparation phase agencies should identify training staff that will take
on this task. This allows the formation of a Signs of Safety trainers development group, led by
the external Signs of Safety trainers and consultants, that can learn the approach and learn how
to train as the initial training unfolds. These internal trainers can observe, then work alongside

licenced trainers and successively start to lead elements of the training. In this way internal train-
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ers should be able to deliver briefing sessions for partner agencies within the first year, lead the
introductory training by the end of the second year, and lead advanced training by end of year

three. Training and support for the trainers is available as part of implementation.
10.4.3 Practice leader learning and development trajectory

After the advanced training, the practice leaders learning and development trajectory should
commence. This involves a formal program of coaching sessions with small groups of practice
leaders every six weeks. The program is focused always on how participants and practitioners are
responsible for using the approach, looking at successes and struggles. In this environment, su-
pervisors and practice managers build their individual and collective vision of the application of

the approach in their agency and learn from each other.

The program successively builds participants’ confidence in using the Signs of Safety learning

methods to deepen the use of the practice methods.

The practice leader learning and development sessions equip the supervisors and practice man-
agers to lead the learning of field staff. Practice leaders can use the material and activities from
their coaching sessions and apply these directly with staff in their own workplaces, and through
group supervision, collaborative case audit, appreciative inquiries, and using the Signs of Safety

Dashboard and IT recording system (if implemented by their agency).
10.4.4 Leadership learning and development trajectory

Parallel with the practice leaders learning and development sessions, an aligned formal program

of activities for leaders begins at the start of the implementation. This program:

® builds the practice knowledge of the leaders;

® develops leadership consistent with the practice approach, equipping leaders in
appreciative inquiry, questioning skills, and participatory audit;

® initiates timely planning and review focused on organisational alignment and the systems
for meaningful measures; and

® always focuses on what is actually occurring in the organisation and on forming defined
cycles of action learning.

The trajectory is designed for the implementation’s steering or governance group, for senior and

executive leadership, and for service managers and policy (including quality assurance) managers.

It should be based on quarterly meetings and workshops, with activity between each session.




10.5 Leadership

The complexity of child protection, and the contentious environment in which it operates, creates

enormous potential for confusion and lack of direction, as well as over-reliance on procedures.

For the Signs of Safety to be used consistently across the organisation, and not just among the
more enthusiastic practitioners in pockets of the organisation, requires active and engaged lead-

ership. This includes the following:

® A clear, focused and explicit commitment to the practice and the implementation
communicated by the organisational leadership. This will involve constant reiteration and
clarification.

® Leaders that are strong, visible and demonstrably engaged with practice and practitioners.
Senior managers are pulled in many directions and the main reason they exist — to support,
guide and lead the service delivery work of the agency — can become secondary or even be
lost. Leading for practice is critical.

® Modelling Signs of Safety practices — managing and leading in the same way that staff are
expected to work with families is central to this alignment. Sometimes called the parallel
process, leadership can model the Signs of Safety approach particularly by visibly:

« asking questions and being curious, ‘inquiring before requiring’;

« applying the Signs of Safety principles (working on relationships across the
organisation, being prepared to admit you are wrong, and being guided by the actual
experience of families and workers) and disciplines (using plain language, focusing
on actual behaviour and avoiding labels) in everyday interactions;

« using the three-column framework for strategic and operational planning and to
address organisational challenges.

® Fostering a safe organisation - building staff confidence that workers will be supported
through anxiety, contention and crises. All child protection organisations have stories of
when workers have not been supported by executive and political leadership. These stories
corrode trust and lead to practitioners focusing on compliance and defensive practice
rather than on outcomes for families. Fostering a safe organisation for the effective
implementation of Signs of Safety involves two imperatives:

« Practitioners and immediate supervisors must be engaged to share anxiety upwards
and never be left feeling that they alone are carrying the risk inherent in cases. This
means having a good flow of contentious case briefings through management and
ensuring there is rigorous questioning at each stage. When senior management
does intervene in decision making, it is important to support and involve the staff by

continuing to work through the Signs of Safety processes of analysis and planning.
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« Executive leadership making an explicit commitment that, should a tragedy occur,
they will fully back up workers who have done their best, within the capacity of the
organisation, and have been frank and open. Sadly, tragedies are part of the child
welfare landscape, so this commitment will be tested. With every test handled well,
trust and resilience increases. Any failed test has an exponentially greater negative
impact. Executive child protection leaders should proactively prepare their response
plan for tragedy. Turnell, Munro and Murphy (2013) describe leading for learning
through a child fatality, based on a case study, and set out a step-by-step approach
that exemplifies leadership that fosters a safe organisation.

® Fostering a robust organisation based on openness and inquiry. Some staff will relish the
opportunity provided by the Signs of Safety and some will resist for a variety of reasons.
Leaders need always to model openness and vulnerability. ‘Giving the practice a go’in
public learning forums, leading by questioning, and working on relationships are all
important in driving openness to challenging professional development.

¢ Building a culture of appreciative inquiry. Deliberately examining practice and
organisational strategies that are effective and how to extend them remains the driving
force for development. Building a culture of appreciative inquiry requires leaders to
demonstrate the norm of looking first for what has worked, even in reviewing critical
incidents, and always being on the lookout to promote innovations that increase the
uptake and impact of the practice.

® Successful leadership is distributed leadership — building responsibility for the work of
the organisation from the receptionist to the chief executive. In an organisation where
front line and supervisory staff hold substantial authority, leadership must be distributed
for the work to be effective. Distributed leadership means senior leaders both confer an
organisational leadership dimension to all roles throughout the organisation and expect
leadership to be exercised from all roles. Ghandi’s exhortation for each of us to be
the change we want to see captures this sentiment and possibility as well as the

personal responsibility.

Personal attributes do not define leadership. Effective leaders vary enormously. We can only be
ourselves. Leadership is about being yourself while acting intentionally and with skills that can be

developed.

Goffee and Jones (2000) call this authentic leadership and emphasise that successful leadership
is always relational. Drawing on substantial research, Goffee and Jones argue that leaders must

do three things:

® Really care about the work and the people doing the work.

® Expose themselves.
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® Act as leaders, knowing when to be one of the team and when to rise to define the

consensus and/or direct the team.
Followers, in turn, want four things:

¢ Authenticity, knowing that what you see is what you get.
® A sense of significance in their role.
® Some excitement.

® A sense of being part of something bigger and worthwhile.

In considering authenticity, Goffee and Jones assert that it is built on four things, all of which are
readily observable by colleagues and staff: that words and deeds match; commitment; communi-
cating a consistent underlying thread, in the work and the person you are; and personal comfort

with yourself.

The concept of authentic leadership fits with Signs of Safety implementation for several reasons.
First, all Signs of Safety implementation like practice depends on building good working relation-
ships, a commitment that must be clearly communicated and demonstrated through the leader
showing themselves to be authentically vulnerable alongside staff but also strong and clear about
direction. Second, authentic leadership is liberating insofar as all leaders are different people and
will always be themselves but can be more deliberate and skilful. Third, authentic leadership, be-
ing situational and relational, fits well in the context of distributed leadership, remembering that

we are all leaders and we are all followers.

10.6 Organisational Alignment
The organisational elements that mark the start of an implementation are:

® a steering committee drawing together key organisational and practice leaders as well as
policy sections of the organisation and executive level leadership;

® an implementation plan with a number of jurisdictions having adopted the
implementation framework as the basis of their plan; and

® a policy or ‘charter’ reflecting the organisational commitment to the practice and the
implementation, and that can include a summary of Signs of Safety, its evidence, and the

implementation approach.

Together with the first tranche of training, these elements should inform when the Signs of Safety

implementation is formally launched at a well-publicised organisational event.
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Critical to success over time is the alignment of policies, forms and case management processes

to match the practice methodology.

Adopting a new practice framework requires the alignment of organisational processes to support
the practice. This is where the layers of policy, procedures, guidelines, instructions, accountability
requirements, and reporting arrangements that have been developed over an extended time, and

that are often complex, prescriptive and time consuming, must be addressed.

Most important are the forms that workers must fill and record and the case management pro-
cesses through which workers must progress cases depending on their trajectory. These fun-
damentally drive how the work is conceived and carried out. Case management processes also
typically embed practice assumptions that may not be consistent with Signs of Safety practice,

causing workers the confusion of working in two inconsistent conceptual frameworks.

Policies in comparison are not widely read and, even in their slimmest versions, generally con-
stitute a voluminous amount of guidance. They are nevertheless essential, as they are the formal
thinking and terminology of the agency. Policies are a pillar for accountability and they provide

procedural direction for a wide range of actions.

The challenge is to have as few prescribed policies and procedures as possible, to have forms that
match how the work occurs with families and children, and to have case management processes

that support how the work proceeds with Signs of Safety practice.

The Theory of Change explicitly recognises that implementation will involve workers and the or-
ganisation being caught between ‘old’ and ‘new’ policies, processes, systems and cultures. As
alignment work proceeds, this disjuncture should be acknowledged. An organisation should seek
to realise that the aim of Signs of Safety is to be an approach for how to do the work and not

another layer of work.

Coupling clear leadership with engagement of front line staff is necessary in order to proceed
with clarity and practicality about how the alignments should occur. New forms and adaptations
of existing case management procedures to accommodate Signs of Safety practice and recording

are likely to precede more substantial re-engineering of processes.

Continually looking at what to streamline should be the corollary to aligning forma and processes
and rewriting policies. This means simplifying, combining and culling processes and policies. It
may mean identifying and letting go of policies and procedures that give an illusory sense of
security to the organisation, particularly those that may have been developed after a crisis. At least

some of these, likely many, are retained largely because of the fear of political and partner reaction
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to their removal. However, if procedures add only to the process and not to outcomes, they serve

no purpose and should be removed.

The implementation trajectory maintains a focus on the alignment of policies, forms and case
management processes to match the practice methodology, for the full-two year period and be-
yond. Review, planning and action will be undertaken by the steering committee with senior,

service and policy managers, informed by quality assurance and specific outreach to staff.

When the implementation is underway, developing plans and targeted development for applying
the practice to key areas of service, and across the continuum of service from early help to chil-

dren in care, will occur.

Relatively early in the implementation, the organisation will be able to identify areas where spe-
cific implementation plans should be developed to address the particular developmental needs
of those areas and focus on aligning their work with the Signs of Safety. These areas of service

tend to be:

¢ initial referral and assessment (the multi-agency service hub in many English agencies,
central intake in others around the world);

¢ front-end child protection where the work is accepted for assessment, planning and
protective action;

® individual localities that will each have their own characteristics;

e conferencing (family group conferencing that shares several elements of methodology
with Signs of Safety; child protection and follow up conferences that are mandated in
England and chaired by independent officers); and

® pre-court diversion and court documentation.

Similarly, specific implementation plans will be helpful for services across the continuum of ser-
vice to align the work with Signs of Safety. All jurisdictions have some divisions — in structure and
practice approach — and therefore different policies and processes between early intervention,
child protection and the children in care. The Signs of Safety approach has been adapted to a
Signs of Wellbeing approach for family support work and a Signs of Success approach for children
in care and youth at risk / youth offending services. These adjusted approaches can be utilised
across the service continuum where required by the implementing agency. Each of these areas
will need specific plans to align the practice and organisational arrangements that support or

impede the practice

Early in the implementation, it will be possible to gauge whether there is sufficiently strong staff

capacity at the front-end where assessment and planning with families and children begins. As
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the approach gains traction, jurisdictions generally experience an increase of work occurring at
their assessment and intake stages. This front end workload may grow further as Signs of Safety
meetings with families occur at an earlier point and increasingly involve their networks of extend-
ed family and social supports, as well as other professionals engaged with the family, and safety
planning is brought to bear at an earlier stage. This means that it is necessary to have a well-re-
sourced front-end staffed with a good balance of senior practitioners. This may involve shifting
existing resources or directing growth resources disproportionately to the assessment and intake
functions of the agency. Alignment of policies and procedures, and streamlining these, is also

critical for an effective and increasingly consistent front-end service response.

From the outset and throughout the implementation, organisations will look to build engage-
ment with partner agencies. For example, child protection work often occurs in tandem with law
enforcement. Many families are (or have been) working with multiple welfare agencies, all have
links with universal education and health services, and many will have or need engagement with
specialist services like mental health and drug and alcohol services. Partner agencies need to
understand how the child protection organisation works with families and children and look to

themselves working in a compatible way.

Harnessing and co-ordinating the interdependency of different professional services is complex.
Each professional service has its own philosophical foundations, language and priorities. Child
protection may be regarded by other services as either to be avoided or solely responsible when
there is risk of harm to children, as a direct result of their experience of paternalistic and au-
thoritarian child protection practice, gatekeeping and weak partnerships. Therefore, real issues
encountered by other social services can be either overlooked or exaggerated. As the first principle
of Signs of Safety emphasises, working relationships are fundamental, and this applies to rela-

tionships between professionals as well as with families.
What is required is a combination of:

e formal collaborative arrangements including committees, of which the English Local
Children’s Safeguarding Boards remain the best example, and the necessary agreements
for effective information sharing;

e targeted practice learning, so that partners are introduced to the practice approach, both
its philosophy and the methods that they will participate in;

¢ aligned referral and reporting forms, so that the way of thinking about cases and
interacting with families is more consistent between partners and child protection, from
referral and as the case proceeds; and

® shared day-to-day practice with the families in assessment and planning as part of family

network meetings.
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There are significant benefits to national and international engagement, especially sharing re-

sources and learning opportunities across jurisdictions and collaborating in research.

Agencies implementing Signs of Safety drive continuing innovation in the practice and the im-
plementation approach. The community of agencies creates powerful shared practice learning, as
outlined throughout earlier chapters of this briefing paper. It also provides the means for sharing

policy resources and organisational implementation experience with like organisations.

10.7 Meaningful Measures

Organisations are, to a significant extent, driven by what they measure and record. Many organ-
isations measure and attempt to analyse an enormous amount of data. Most, however, struggle
to connect the data they collect with the outcomes for families and children and what is needed
to drive improvements in the quality of practice. Similarly, staff struggle to see that their day-to-
day work is assisted by much of what they are required to measure and record, particularly closer

to the front-end.

It is self-evident that what organisations measure needs to be meaningful to the people who do

the work and helpful for learning to improve the practice and the organisation.

The section on learning above indicates how Signs of Safety meaningful measures are interwoven

with continuous learning throughout the implementation.

The underlying rationale for the Signs of Safety approach is that organisations understand, learn
from, and make implementation decisions and adjustments through careful and ongoing inquiry
into the lived experience of service recipients (children, parents, extended family and naturally
connected support people) and practitioners. The experiences and interactions of the people who
are living the recipient and delivery sides of the practice are the events that the organisation is

seeking to shape and are the basis of outcomes.
10.7.1 Signs of Safety quality assurance
Initially through the England Innovations Project, and published in 2016, Munro, Turnell and

Murphy have sought to operationalise this approach by developing a Signs of Safety Quality As-
surance (QA) system to align with Signs of Safety results logic and fidelity.
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The Signs of Safety Quality Assurance System encompasses:

e collaborative case audit, reflecting the Signs of Safety Practice Theory of Change;

® Dashboard to monitor application of the Signs of Safety practice methodology in
individual case management;

e family and staff feedback on practice and organisational fit and leadership respectively,
reflecting Signs of Safety fidelity, through annual surveys; and

e core data for monitoring specific goals, case trends and outcomes with a small set of key

indicators that are already collected.

e Family survey on
experience of practice

o Staff survey on
organisational fit and
implementation

o Reflecting Signs of
Safety fidelity

o Signs of Safety
case management
audit tools

o Collaborative process
is primary
e Also for file audit

Informing
the
Learning Cycle

oCore data set

e For teams, localities,
service areas and

whole organisation

¢ Monitoring case
intake, management
and outcomes

Data
Above: Signs of Safety Quality Assurance System

Case audits have most often been conducted by a supervisor or someone independent reviewing
written case material and providing feedback, usually also in written form. The underlying ethos
of Signs of Safety always seeks to operationalise the idea of ‘nothing about us without us’. The au-
dit methodology is therefore designed to be undertaken through a participative learning process
together with the practitioner(s), supervisor(s) or manager(s) responsible for the direct work since
this consistently delivers a more robust and detailed picture of the practice, constructed from and
with those who have the best intelligence about the case. A collaborative audit methodology that
directly involves the responsible practitioners is also far more likely to drive practice improvement

and minimise the perverse outcome of increasing defensiveness that audit work can trigger.
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The Signs of Safety Dashboard is designed to monitor and measure application of the practice

methodology for each open case, providing data at individual, team and organisational levels. Key
aspects of the practice in line with the theory of change and results logic constitute the Dashboard
categories with simple ‘yes/no/how many’ reporting. This can include: mapping the assessment
and plan with the family, having clear statements of harm and danger, safety goals for each dan-
ger statement, identifying family strengths that have been demonstrated as safety, scaling ques-
tions about how safe the children are from different people’s perspective, existence of a network
(of extended family and friends who share a concern for the children), a safety plan to achieve
the safety goals, engaging the children (Three Houses), bringing the voice of the children to the
parents, and explaining to the children what is happening (Words and Pictures). The Dashboard
shows the extent to which the practice is actually being applied and that can then be correlated

with outcomes, assessed by individual practitioners, their teams and the organisation.

The surveys for parents and the workforce, drawing on Signs of Safety fidelity research, provide a
formal and quantitative means of collecting the representative view of families on the state of the
practice and the staff in the organisation. This will complement action learning cycle information

from workers and families, and is rich in detail and useful for timeline comparisons.

The QA system proposes a limited set of data that is already collected for measuring specific goals
for the implementation as well as interrelated case trends. The goal is to focus and simplify data
collection and analysis rather than establish new elaborate collection and reporting processes.
Munro, Turnell and Murphy (2016) report a compact set of data recommended both for agencies

and national reporting in England. Core data are likely to include the following indicators:

® Cases referred to child intervention.

® Child intervention assessments.

® Cases managed through intensive family support.
e Child intervention court orders.

e Children being brought into care.

® Re-substantiation of abuse.

e Staff separation rates.
10.7.2 Signs of Safety information communications technology
Over the longer term, Signs of Safety implementation looks to encompass information and com-

munications technology (ICT) that records case management, with forms revised and adapted to

match the practice, and provides an interface with the Dashboard.
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ICT systems are perhaps the most significant organisational drivers of worker behaviour. Along
with the forms and procedures, an ICT system determines the information that must be collected
and recorded and can come to be seen as the work itself. As such, ICT can be the biggest imped-
iment to implementing a new practice approach or, if aligned, can be a major enabler. The chal-
lenge with integrating the practice approach into ICT is to be consistent with the assessment and
planning approach of Signs of Safety without reducing or constraining it to a process of filling in
set forms. The construction of the Signs of Safety assessment and planning framework, with its

four domains of open-ended inquiry and seven analysis categories, ameliorates this risk.

This is the most difficult alignment to achieve as it potentially involves large capital investments if
a legacy system must be replaced. Signs of Safety partnerships with international ICT companies
that are major providers in England have been developed for the adaptation of their operating

systems at affordable cost.

In the interim, stopgap measures or work-arounds — for example, by attaching direct work docu-

ments to the system and referring to these to fulfil data entry requirements — are important.

A longer-term commitment by an organisation to revise the system is necessary in most agencies

and the earlier that this can be explored and determined the better.

10.8 Whole of Person, Whole of Organisation

Implementation of Signs of Safety recognises that children’s services are very complex human

services delivered in highly contested and anxious environments.

The quality, consistency and reliability of services rest ultimately on the humanity and abilities of
the people delivering the services to the children and family. In addition to adopting the practice
approach and aligning the organisation to enable the practice, to improve child protection servic-
es the agency should also be attuned to a ‘whole of person’ perspective. Such a perspective aims to
support the growth of the analytical, emotional, social, cultural and spiritual intelligence of front
line staff, so they can think and act wisely as they navigate the family, practice and organisational

complexities entwined in every case.

‘Whole of person, whole of organisation’ thinking is fundamentally about connection as well as
compassion. The aim must be to infuse the child protection endeavour, from the boardroom to

the family’s living room, with compassionate and holistic intelligence.
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So, the implementation framework touches all aspects of how the agency works — the leadership,

learning strategies, organisational arrangements, and how the work is recorded and measured.
These, as well as the practice model itself, must be fit-for-purpose while the ultimate arbiters of

what works are the practitioners and the families.

This does not mean, however, that families on their own somehow magically have the solutions,
nor that practitioners know all the answers. Distilling the wisdom of the families requires re-
fined expertise of practitioners, and that expertise develops in organisations that aim to grow and
nurture their practitioners. For all staff in children’s services organisations, and particularly front
line workers, growing that expertise must be aligned with being emotionally, psychologically and

physically well.

Developing this focus of implementation is perhaps the final challenge. Distributed leadership
sets the context and drives commitment if everyone, from the receptionist at the front counter to
the chief executive, shares responsibility for the culture, the context, and the success or failure in
the work. Implementation based on the framework as set out, if truly coupled with effective action

learning cycles proceeding throughout the agency, provides multiple and continuous activities
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through which staff can be challenged and can grow as professionals and as people. However,
congruent with the Signs of Safety, the whole of person approach needs to be worked out with
the people that it is about. Attention to the holistic development of staff should be deliberate and

a shared responsibility of the person and the organisation.

10.9 Signs of Safety Organisational Theory of Change

This chapter has underlined that Signs of Safety implementation involves a comprehensive or-
ganisational transformation. The Signs of Safety organisational theory of change illustrates the
centrality of the practice and emphasising the continuing organisational action learning process
of gathering information, setting strategies, taking action, learning from results, adjusting and
starting again. The organisational theory of change is illustrated as flowing directly from, and in-
terlinked with, the practice theory of change. While the theory of change steps are presented here

in a notionally linear fashion, in practice they are iterative and interactive.

10.10 Staying the Journey

Organisational transformation does not occur all at once or quickly. It is a journey that requires
perseverance, agility, creativity, clarity and focus. Staying the journey is likely, at times, to require
managing politics with executive government, partner agencies, oversight authorities, and the
media, occasioned by inevitable setbacks. Being positioned to stay the journey successfully re-

quires:

¢ building recognition that tragedies and contention are inherent in child protection;

¢ building recognition that growing people and organisations takes time;

® building ‘capital’ with partners and politicians through helping them to understand the
real nature of the work and the practice; and

® being credible and reliable while demonstrating the early and continuing good practice

and outcomes that come with Signs of Safety.
Key Signs of Safety Resource Documents for Implementing Organisations

e Signs of Safety Implementation - Comprehensive Theory, Framework and Trajectory
® Signs of Safety Practice Leader Development Trajectory

® Signs of Safety Leadership Development Trajectory

® Signs of Safety Group Supervision Process

e Signs of Safety QA System (including Collaborative Case Audit Matrices)
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