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ABSTRACT

This thesis is concerned with the nature of understanding
in multi-racial social work practice (MRP), and in
particular with the philosophy of anti-racist social work.
After a review of the past and present literature on MRP
which charts the development of anti-racism and black
perspectives 1in social work, it 1is concluded that new
approaches are needed to take account of the importance of
racism conceived as a linguistic resource. A consideration
of the wider Tliterature on race and racism leads on to an
exploration of hermeneutic philosophy as a general guide
to the analysis of problems of communication and
understanding 1in social work. The work of Gadamer and
Derrida 1is reviewed 1in some detail, in the context of
wider developments in the philosophy of language and in
literary criticism and textual analysis. It is argued that
analysis of social work texts can offer new insights into
the problems of formulating guidelines for anti-racist
practice. Two exemplary analyses are presented: the first
of Dominelli's text Anti-Racist Social Work and the second
of Ahmad's Black Perspectives in Social Work. Finally, it
is suggested that this analysis demonstrates the utility,
and complementarity, of Gadamerian and Derridean
perspectives 1in this effort - and that we must recognise
that the positions we adopt on the best way forward are
necessarily provisional, just as the commonly understood
meanings of key terms in the debate about race and social
work remain provisional.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

In the time it takes to complete a part-time thesis it is
possible to incur many debts. The first is to my
supervisor, John Paley. I have benefitted enormously from
the interest he has shown in this project at all stages: I
would 1ike to thank him for introducing me to a range of
philosohical ideas that I found both exciting and
challenging, and for encouraging me to have the confidence
to develop my own response to them. Working at some
distance from Cranfield has had practical drawbacks, not
least the 1lack of ready access to library facilities. I
therefore would 1like to acnowledge the help of Goldsmith's
College Library staff who allowed me to use the library
for research and study.

My Tlong-suffering family and friends have, in the course
of the Tlast eight years, learned more about hermeneutics
in all its manifestations than they may have ideally
wanted. I would like to thank them for their patience and
support. Susan Blishen, Geraldine Parker, Maurice Riordan
and Jon Turney have all contributed ideas, criticisms and
suggestions that have 1improved this piece of work - any

errors that remain, of course, are mine. Jon Turney has
also 1lived with the ups and downs of this project, and
supported it - and me - throughout; to him my special

thanks.



CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER ONE

SOCIAL WORK AND RACE
1.1 Introduction.

1.2 Multi-racial practice: a review
of the literature.

NOTES
CHAPTER TWO
THE STATE OF THE ART: ANTI-RACISM AND
BLACK PERSPECTIVES IN THE SOCIAL WORK
LITERATURE

2.1 Introduction.

2.2 Anti-racism.

2.3 Black perspectives.

2.4 A comparison of perspectives on
race and gender,

i) Equal opportunities positiop.

ii) Feminist empiricism.
iii) The feminist standpoint.
1v) Feminist postmodernism.

NOTES

CHAPTER THREE
FROM 'RACE' TO 'RACISM'

3.1 Introduction.

3.2 The idea of race.

25

27
27
27

37

43
44

47
48

51

53
53
53



3.3 Learning to be prejudiced: the
cognitive structures and strategies
of racism. 58

3.4 The politics of race: the reproduction
of racism inside and outside social

institutions. 62

i) Race, colonialism and imperialism. 63

ii) The 'new racism'. 64

3.5 The discourse of racism. 66
3.6 Towards an understanding of racism. 72
NOTES 76

CHAPTER FOUR

HERMENEUTICS AND SOCIAL WORK 81
4.1 Introduction. 81
4.2 Understanding in social work. 83

4.3 Understanding and prejudice: the role

of tradition. 88

4.4 Understanding as phronesis. 94
4.5 The dialogic nature of understanding. 98
4.6 Criticisms of Gadamer's hermeneutics. 100
NOTES 106

RADICAL HERMENEUTICS AND SOCIAL WORK:

A DECONSTRUCTIVE APPROACH 111
5.1 Introduction. 111
5.2 Radical hermeneutics and language. 111

i) Structuralism, post-structuralism

and deconstruction. 112
ii) Logocentrism and the metaphysics
of presence. 115
iii) Language, logocentrism and
meaning. 120
iv) Deconstructive reading. 122

5.3 Beyond the hermeneutics of tradition. 124



i) The inevitable involvement in
tradition.

ii) The ethical moment in understanding.

iii) Linguisticality.

NOTES

CHAPTER SIX
METHOD AND APPROACH: LANGUAGE, PHILOSOPHY
AND READING
6.1 Introduction.
6.2 Reading theories.
i) Author-oriented reading.
ii) Close reading: 'New Criticism'
and the text.
111) Reader-response theories.
6.3 Beyond determinate meaning.

6.4 Social work as text: towards a
critical practice.

NOTES
CHAPTER SEVEN
A CLOSE READING OF ANTI-RACIST SOCIAL
WORK.
7.1 Introduction.
7.2 Language and racism.
7.3 Structuralism or hermeneutics?
i) Rhetorical style.
ii) Power.
iii) Dialectics.
NOTES
CHAPTER EIGHT
BLACK PERSPECTIVES IN SOCIAL WORK:
AN ENCOUNTER WITH DIFFERENCE

8.1 Introduction.

8.2 Reading Ahmad.

125
128
130

133

138

138

139

140

142
144

145

150

153

156
156
156
160
161
166
172

175

177

177

177



8.3 Reading Ahmad again - a white
perspective.

8.4 Social work from a black perspective:
empowerment for all.

8.5 Writing from the margins of social
work: black perspectives and
deconstruction.

NOTES
CHAPTER NINE
CONCLUSIONS

9.1 Introduction.

9.2 Construction of the race and social
work problem: 'racism', 'anti-racism',

and the 'black perspective' reconsidered.

9.3 Moving on: a strategy for change.

NOTES

BIBLIOGRAPHY

181

183

187

193

195

195

196
199

206

207



INTRODUCTION

This thesis 1is concerned with questions of understanding
in social work, and in particular looks at how these are
addressed in the context of multi-racial social work
practice. My interest in this area was sparked during a
period as a field social worker in an inner-city London
borough, where a largely white staff of social workers and
managers/administrators worked with a racially mixed
client group. In the first instance, I had thought to set
up a study which would look at the treatment of comparable
groups of black and white users of social services, as
they passed through the social services system from
initial referral or presentation to allocation. The object
of the study was to examine the similarities and
differences between the 'career' patterns of white and
black clients 1in order to clarify the processes whereby
some individuals assumed or were inducted into the role of
client, and to see if similar processes operated with
respect to white and black users.

However, discussion of this proposal within the
department, together with the reading I was doing on the
subject of social work across racial, ethnic or cultural
boundaries, led me to reconsider the priority of this
project. The personal discussions I had with both white
and black colleagues made it clear that the whole area of
communication and 1inquiry between white and black is
potentially fraught with difficulty - and the scope for
misunderstanding and communication breakdown, in turn, is
immense, So before a study of the kind I had envisaged
would be possible (both practically and politically),
other issues needed to be addressed.

The kinds of questions that now presented themselves had
taken a different, more philosophical turn: how is
understanding between individuals from different racial,
ethnic or cultural backgrounds possible, and (if it is)
what 1is the nature of the understanding that can be
achieved? How is the dimension of race conceptualised and
treated and, arising from this, what understanding of
racism 1informs social work practice? If racism plays a
role 1in structuring the encounter between client and

worker, and between worker and worker, then how (if at
all) 1is it dealt with and challenged? Is 'anti-racism' -
however this term may be defined - an appropriate or

effective response? The social work literature suggested
some answers to these questions, but left a number of
issues unresolved. Indeed, the abiding impression from a
study of a range of texts was that social work had not yet



satisfactorily got to grips with multi-racial practice. I
therefore began to 1look for new ways to interpret and
§upp1ement this literature, and thus initiated the line of
inquiry that has resulted in this thesis.

My starting point is an area of concern that has been much
remarked upon, but remains problematic: namely, what is -
or should be - the nature of social work practice,
education and training in relation to ethnic minorities
(workers, students or clients)? The 'what is' part of the
question can be dealt with briefly. From the available
literature, an argument can be constructed which says that
social work in its present form is widely considered to be
inadequate at best, and positively damaging at worst, to
black people. The 'ought' dimension - that is, what ought
social work to do or be like in relation to black people -
has remained controversial. The debate about social work's
involvement with ethnic minorities has at times been
heated and has, in some cases, inhibited white workers who
fear that 'incorrect' action or speech - however
well-intentioned - may lead to them being accused of
racism. Better then to remain silent. Even if we are not
sure exactly what the current orthodoxy on 'anti-racist'
practice entails or what 1its effects should be, it is
better (that is, safer) not to make too much noise about
it. But such inhibition is, in the end, unsatisfactory and
this thesis marks the working out of my attempt to engage
with the complexities of the race and social work debate
by focussing attention on the philosophical bases of
anti-racism.

That there 1is a problem in social work's relations and
involvement with ethnic minorities has been noted by a
range of bodies from the Association of Directors of
Social Services (ADSS/CRE, 1978) to the Central Council
for Education and Training in Social Work (CCETSW, 1991),
as well as by client groups, individual practitioners and
academics. The first chapter examines a range of these
accounts of multi-racial practice. Acknowledgement of
racism as a key factor in the debate about multi-racial
practice is a feature of the more recent literature
discussed 1in chapter two. The texts that I suggest
represent the ‘'state of the art' in social work thinking
and theorising argue for two interconnected positions
based on ‘'anti-racism' and the incorporation of 'black
perspectives' into all aspects of social work education,
training and practice. With the development of these
positions, social work thinking moves into a new phase and
becomes more self-analytical and self-critical. But
neither the ‘'anti-racist' approach nor the adoption of
'black perspectives' are entirely straightforward, and I
discuss the problems associated with each of these
positions in the course of the second chapter.



I conclude that chapter by suggesting that it might be
helpful to 1look outside social work for a way of
re-conceptualising, and hence thinking of ways to
intervene practically in, multi-racial practice. This
conclusion is based on a rethinking of the terms of what I
refer to as the ‘'race and social work' debate, using a
framework drawn from and discussed in parallel with
Harding's account (1986) of the trends 1in feminist
critiques of science.

In chapter three, the concept of racism is taken up
explicitly and examined from a range of perspectives to
chart a shift from 'race' to 'racism'. I look at the
history and range of ideas about race and how these have
been organised 1in racist discourses. Next, I discuss the
cognitive dimensions of racism, and follow that with a
consideration of the political dimensions, including the
construction of what has become known as the 'new racism'
of the late 1970s and early 1980s. I also consider the way
racism is reproduced through the operation of prejudiced
communication structures and strategies, and suggest that
an understanding of racism which ignores its linguistic
dimension would be 1inadequate to explain its power and

persistence. 1 arrive at a position where racism is
presented as a cultural or Tlinguistic 'resource',
operating at the level of common sense - largely implicit,

unthought, and untheorised, relying on its everydayness to
maintain a purchase on a range of discourses many of which
inform or structure the discourse of social work itself.

The view proposed above, that racism operates as a
Tinguistic resource, has philosophical as well as
methodological implications for the race and social work
debate; these are worked through in the remainder of the
thesis. To take the philosophical first: the linguistic
turn directs the focus of the study onto the ways in which
Tanguage operates, and understanding or meaning are
generated. I take this, 1in general terms, to be the
province of the branch of philosophy known as
hermeneutics. Hermeneutics is concerned specifically with
problems of textual interpretation which, I suggest, suits
it to a study of social work - an activity that is
irreducibly dependent on reading and writing, on the
production and reception of text.

Chapters four and five are devoted to an extended
exploration of what could be characterised as two 'wings'
of hermeneutics - the hermeneutics of tradition associated
with Gadamer, and the more radical deconstructive approach
associated with Derrida - with a view to establishing
whether these approaches could contribute to an
understanding of social work with ethnic minorities. The
Gadamerian hermenutics of tradition fits well with much



that is accepted as valuable 1in current social work
practice, particularly practice based on the
'client-centred' models, and it offers a constructive way
ofl conceptualising the interaction between worker and
client and between colleagues.

However, I also suggest that there are limitations to this
approach, namely that it can result in acquiescence in the
status quo which, from the viewpoint of this thesis, is
taken to be Tlargely beneficial to the white majority at
the expense of black and other ethnic minorities. The more
radical process of deconstruction, though, offers no such
opportunity for opting in favour of the status quo, since
it involves the critic or reader in a rigorous analysis of
the conceptual structures that support given (dominant)
discourses and texts. Chapter five, therefore, presents an
account of deconstruction, which considers it both in
relation to the 1limitations attributed to Gadamerian
hermeneutics, and in terms of its specfic contribution to
the race and social work debate.

In chapter six, methodological concerns are addressed. The
practical or 'strategic' implications of the linguistic
resource position are discussed in relation to an area of
study that foregrounds reading and the study of text
generally - 1literary criticism. Different approaches to
reading are considered, each one drawing on a particular
conception of 'the text' and the location and determinacy
of meaning. I suggest that the methodological concomitant
of the philosophical position elaborated in the preceding
two chapters 1is a form of reading that Tocates meaning
neither 1in the text nor the reader; indeed, it is a form
of reading that abandons altogether the search for 'the'
meaning, and focusses 1instead on the multiplicity of
meanings and the processes of their production.

Two further chapters engage more directly with the
hermeneutic approaches previously discussed and offer
extended readings of two social work texts, one of which
defines itself explicitly as 'anti-racist', the other as
avowedly from a 'black perspective'. By analysing both the
content of these books and the process of reading them, I
return directly to the earlier concerns of the thesis, and
consider the usefulness of a hermeneutic approach for an
understanding of social work across racial, cultural or
ethnic boundaries. I conclude by suggesting that
hermeneutics does indeed have much to offer social work,
but that it cannot provide a once-and-for-all answer to
the problems of understanding and meaning. The search for
such an answer 1is misconceived, being based on a
misconstruction both of the nature of racism and, beyond
that, of 1language itself. Hermeneutics does not tell us
how to do social work 1in the 'right' way, but rather
offers a way of thinking about, and opening up, the



conceptual frameworks within which we find ourselves. Only
by recognising that our existing answers are always
provisional can we hope to improve them.



INTRODUCTION
NOTES
1. It is clear, even at this early stage, that questions
of terminology are going to be important. I use the terms
'black' and 'ethnic minority' more or less

interchangeably, for example, and it is not the case that
all ethnic minorities 1in this country are necessarily
'black'. However, I would justify the use of these
different terms to refer to visible minority groups in
view of the process, discussed in more detail in chapter
three, by which the discourse of 'race' has given way to
one based on the idea of ethnic or cultural difference.



CHAPTER ONE

SOCIAL WORK AND RACE

1.1 Introduction.

”The_ soqia] worker wishing to understand and work with
ethn19 minority clients is presented with aspects of human
experience beyond the wusual range of casework theory or
general social work training. ... In short, perceptions
grounded in a different experience and a different
reality" (Ely and Denney, 1987:69).

How are we to conceptualise social work with ethnic
minority clients? If work with ethnic minority clients
takes the social worker '"beyond the wusual range of
casework theory", in what new or alternative theoretical
framework can the worker base her practice? If present
casework theory is not up to the task, is the answer a new
form of casework or some other theoretical orientation
entirely? How can the social worker, apparently now both
inadequately trained and theoretically adrift, make any
sense of a "different experience and a different reality"?
What kind of understanding does the above quotation assume
was possible hitherto if worker and client were from the
ethnic majority?

The kinds of questions posed above set out the general
concerns of this thesis: how do - and how might - social
workers work across racial, cultural or ethnic boundaries?
More precisely, as later discussion makes clear, my focus
throughout 1is on Tlanguage and text, on ways of thinking
about social work reading and writing. To start to look at
how social work has addressed - or, broadly, failed to
address - the 'race issue' to date, the first two chapters
present a discussion of the social work literature. The
section below charts the development of ideas about social
work with ethnic minority indivduals and communities, and
the changes in the understanding of the 'social work task'
that have accompanied them. Then, in the next chapter, 1
Tlook 1in more detail at the current state of the race and
social work debate through a study of what I have called
the 'state of the art' approaches that can be identified
in the literature.

Before proceeding further, however, I should draw
attention to a problem of terminology: even a cursory
glance through the 1literature shows that a number of
different terms are used to refer to what social workers
are doing when they are working with clients from minority



ethn19 backgrounds. '"Multi-racial' or 'multi-cultural’
practice appear; 'ethnic-sensitive' practice is endorsed
by some, while both 'non-racist' and 'anti-racist' social
work have their adherents. Each term has its own

sgbt1eties and shades of meaning,’ but at this stage 1
w111 not try to tease out all these nuances. Rather, I
w111 adopt one provisional 'working usage' to describe
social work practice across racial, ethnic or cultural
boundaries: multi-racial practice (MRP) .

1.2 Multi-racial practice: a review of the literature.

The Tliterature relating to multi-racial social work has
been tackled by various authors intent on typologising or
categorising the kinds of activity undertaken by
practitioners working across ethnic, racial or cultural
boundaries. Examples of three different kinds of texts are
discussed here to see what 1light they shed on the somewhat
shadowy entity of MRP. The first text I examine is an
article by Jansari which offers a critical review of the
social work Tliterature relating to practice with ethnic
minority clients, involving consideration of approximately
seventy works (Jansari, 1980). The review draws attention

to "the multifarious shortcomings of not only the
Titerature, but also the practices and attitudes of
practitioners that it purports to report" (Jansari,
1980:29). Jansari's approach 1is thematic: he highlights
the "largest common denominators" 1in the existing

literature, and comments briefly on the views about social
work practice and the client groups concerned in relation
to each topic. While not claiming to be comprehensive,
this review 1is wide-ranging, and provides an interesting
snapshot of the state of MRP at the end of the 1970's.

The second text (Devore and Schlesinger, 1981) takes
existing social work practice as its starting point,
identifying four predominant approaches or methods and
then relating each one to what the authors term
"ethnic-sensitive" practice. The third work to be examined
is Ely and Denney's discussion of social work 1in a
multi-racial society (Ely and Denney, 1987), in which the
authors offer a historical account of developments in MRP,
suggesting that it has gone through different stages,
changing 1in parallel with government policy. They propose
a typology based on five '"perspectives", and analyse the
positive and negative effects of each perspective both on
social work practice and the client groups concerned.

Jansari's review identifies eight main topics or themes in
the 1literature. The first is a '"general" category which
includes a number of texts written between 1945 and
approximately 1960. Works in this group are gharacterised
by the absence of reference to the specific or special



needs of ethnic minorities, and thus present little in the
way of suggestions for an appropriate organisational
response from the welfare system. There is, 1in this
period, what Jansari calls an "institutionalised lack of

acknow19dgement of the needs of the ethnic minorities"
(Jansari, 1980:17).2

This pgriod of non-acknowledgement of the ethnic minority
popu]at1on§ in this country was succeeded by what, for
many 'immigrants', may have been an unwelcome burst of
interest from the social work system. Having become aware
of the presence of new ethnic minority communities, social
work thinking took several steps: the existence of
co1oured immigrants with special needs was acknowledged;
'special needs' quickly became translated into personal
problems or inadequacies of immigrant clients; and from
there, it was but a short step to the formulation that
Jansari identifies as the second main idea in the social
work literature: "Colour = problem". As he notes,
"Whenever there has been some acknowledgement of the
existence of ethnic minorities and their special needs,
authors have wasted no time 1in Tlabelling these as
problems. Social work literature abounds with examples of
the equation, COLOUR = PROBLEM, and the trend continues"
(ibid:18).

Some authors were clearly more aware of +the dangers
inherent 1in this approach, and could see the risk of
reinforcing prejudiced or stereotyped views of coloured
people as problems. Such writers suggested that a more
fruitful approach could be the consideration of needs, as
defined by the client groups themselves (ibid:17). This is
a point that Jansari returns to when he considers the
literature which specifically addresses the needs of
ethnic minorities in relation to the social services.

Concentration on the problems of ethnic minorities in turn
generated an interest in the cultural patterns of such
groups - usually with the assumption (covert or overt)
that these patterns were somehow deviant, causing or
exacerbating the problems experienced by ethnic minority
individuals in this country. Emphasis on the cultures of
ethnic minority groups was reflected in the literature,
forming the third topic in Jansari's review. He highlights
the problem of over-generalisation in cultural explanation
and the misleading or inaccurate conclusions it produces
(Jansari, 1980:18-21). In addition, he suggests that much
of the work on understanding the cultures of the now
urban-based ethnic minority groups was skewed by an
over-reliance on explanations based on traditional rural
practices. At the time of writing (late '70's), he notes
that "Very few writers have made the effort of
understanding the cultures of ethnic minorities in terms
of 'British sub-cultures'. The coloured populations have



10

become part and parcel of the British society, adopting

many va1ges of the host society vyet retaining their
cultural identities" (Jansari, 1980:20).

The fourth topic identified in the literature, culture
conf119t, can again be seen as a development of the
prece@1ng one: where ethnic minority culture is largely
negatively evaluated, in relation, it is supposed, to
some ideal formulation of 'British culture' or 'society’,
1t 1s perhaps not surprising that the idea of culture
conflict should prove attractive 1in explaining the
'problems' of ethnic minority vyouth in adjusting to a
British way of 1ife. The 1inherent superiority of the
latter, and the backward-looking nature of the parent
culture are readily assumed in such accounts.

An alternative, though perhaps not unconnected, response
to the 'culture conflict' issue, which Jansari does not
specifically mention, could be called the 'when in Rome'
approach; that is, ethnic minority cultural practices are
all well and good in their own habitat but should not be
maintained in the new setting provided by settlement in
this country. Such a view would put the onus on ethnic
minority individuals to adopt majority group cultural
practices and norms, and would explain subsequent
difficulties among ethnic minority group members in terms
of a failure to adapt or assimilate sufficiently.

The emphasis on cultural explanations of both the above
kinds to explain disaffection or other problems among
ethnic minority youth deflected attention away from the
behaviour of the host society, and its responses to the
visible minority groups, a point not lost on the authors
McCulloch and Kornreich who observe, "... the primary
difficulties they [i.e. black youth] face in contacts with
social workers may no longer be difficulties arising from
cultural differences,but rather difficulties associated
with belonging to a minority groups [sic] within the
society" (quoted by Jansari, 1980:22). Other writers who
challenged the prevailing over-emphasis on cultural
conflict include Catherine Ballard (1976), Ahmed (1978),
and Roger Ballard (1979).3

As his fifth category or topic, Jansari considers the
"gulf of communication" (1980:23). In the social work
literature, this refers both to the basic problem of
communication between an indigenous social worker and, for
example, an Asian client who may speak Tittle or no
English, and also to the somewhat different problem of
establishing a more general communication between the
professional and the client. "Communication here is not
necessarily just a matter of language ... for what 1is
often at issue 1is the totality of cultural differences"”
(Ballard, quoted by Jansari, 1980:23). Jansari deals only
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very briefly with this topic which, in a sense, forms the

main concern of this thesis, and to which I will therefore
return.

Jansari next considers the literature dealing with the
need§ of ethnic minorities in relation to the social
services, as his sixth topic. He looks at the way three
basic questions have been approached in the literature
(1930:23ff): Are ethnic minorities making use of the
social services? If they are not, then why not? And
lastly, what are the needs of ethnic minorities? The bulk
of rgsgarch examined by Jansari indicated that ethnic
m1no¢1t1es did not make good use of the statutory social
services. Two main reasons are proposed for this: a lack
of knowledge about existing services; and availability of
a1?ernat1ve means of support. The 1literature surveyed
failed to suggest a third possible explanation, namely
@hat ethnic minorities found existing services either
irrelevant or inappropriate, though it is worth noting
that this suggestion has been given much greater
prominence 1in more recent literature.4 On the needs of
ethnic minorities, Jansari reported little research, but
it 1s an area that members of ethnic minority groups have
become increasingly articulate about. The needs of ethnic
minorities have been explored to some extent in the later
literature which also records examples of direct action,
in the form of specific projects, taken by such groups to
meet identified need.®

In contrast to the general 1lack of comment 1in the
Titerature on ethnic minority needs, Jansari observes that
the '"question of technique" - his seventh topic - has
received considerable attention. By "technique", he means
the question of the methods to be adopted when working
with ethnic minority clients. Should the methods employed
be the same or different? 1Is casework an appropriate
approach or 1is community work more suited to this client
group? Should social service agencies attempt to involve
ethnic minority individuals and groups in decisions about
service provision and delivery? While these and other
associated questions were debated in the literature of the
1960's and 1970's, Jansari finds 1little evidence of
unanimity 1in the suggested answers. Moreover, he notes
that "authors who wrangle with the question WHAT should be
done, do not necessarily answer HOW it should be done"
(1980:26), a situation that, I suggest, recurs in more
recent literature, too.

The 1last topic Jansari discusses is "multi-racial social
work" (ibid:28-29), under which heading he considers both
the place and role of ethnic minority students in
professional education, and the training offered to white
students and practitioners to equip them for work with
ethnic minority clients. In both cases, he concludes from
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the 1literature that not enough is being done to meet the
needs of these different groups, thus 1inhibiting the
development of truly multi-racial practice.

Overall, Jansari's analysis of the existing literature
sugggsts that at the time of writing, social work was not
working for ethnic minority clients, and that shortcomings
were evident at every level. However, his paper gives the
social worker few clues as to ways of identifying
successfu1 multi-racial practice. His approach is simply
tg review, with some critical comment, the disparate
11terature addressing the question of social work with
e@hp1c minority clients, and to draw attention to the
limitations of both the existing Tliterature and the
practice it describes. He is clear that something needs to
change in the way social welfare provision is organised
and delivered, as the following statement demonstrates:
"If Britain 1is to become a truly multi-racial society,
fundamental changes are necessary both in the attitudes of
the personnel and the provision of services in social
services departments" (Jansari, 1980:29). But he himself
is not 1in the business of offering guidance for the
development of appropriate initiatives and he finds no
signposts 1in the available literature to suggest the way
forward. By 1980, to judge from Jansari, no-one actually
knew what multi-racial practice looked like, or what it
should 1ook like if such a practice were to be developed,
a point well made 1in the Association of Directors of
Social Services/Commission for Racial Equality report of
1978 (in Cheetham et al (eds.), 1981:15).

Jansari makes no attempt to draw from the literature a
historical or social context for his review. Themes are
presented almost in the abstract, as if the kinds of ideas
found in social work texts have no relation to the broader
political and social framework within which both social
work and its different client groups are operating. The
'snapshot' effect of such a review is to dissociate social
work analysis and practice from the dynamic of social
forces; changes happen, Jansari demonstrates, but he does
not explain them and, I would argue, could not
satisfactorily explain them without drawing on the concept
of racism.

In the course of his article Jansari does not explicitly
mention racism, reflecting, one assumes, the absence of
the term in the texts under review. As he observes, vis a
vis the social work literature, '"The general environment
did not seem relevant at the time" (Jansari, 1980:18), a
view he seems almost to endorse himself. He does hint at
the implicit racism of many of the texts he draws on and
the practice it describes, through his choice of
quotations, but stops short of identifying it directly.
The closest he gets is the somewhat cryptic remark,
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"ethn1g minorities have particular difficulties of
prejudice gnd discrimination that are not shared by the
cqntrast [i.e. indigenous] group" (Jansari, 1980:20), and
his reference to the McCulloch and Kornreich's suggestion
that the problems of black people are more to do with
structural inequality than personal inadequacy (1980:27).

The second text 1 examine here, Ethnic-Sensitive Social
Work Practice (Devore and Schlesinger, 1981), takes a more
overt?y political stance 1in its analysis of social work
practice with ethnic minority clients. Devore and
Schlesinger are clearly aware of the impact of ethnicity
and social class on the 1lives and opportunities of

ininidua1s, and coin the term "ethclass" to denote "the
901nt at which social class and ethnic group membership
intersect" (Devore and Schlesinger, 1981:16). Social work

1pterv§ntion that fails to take full account of this
dimension of both the c¢lient's and the worker's lives
cannot be thought of as "ethnic-sensitive'".

Devore and Schlesinger outline the key characteristics of
the four approaches they have found most frequently in a

wide range of practice settings, these being the
psychosocial approach, the problem-solving approach, the
structural approach, and the systems approach. Each

approach 1is analysed to assess its suitability for, as
well as 1its practical application to, ethnic-sensitive
practice. The authors conclude that, while there is little
inherent 1in the assumptions of these different approaches
that makes them inimical to ethnic-sensitive practice, in
fact "limited attention has been paid to modifying or
generating procedures which heighten the practitioner's
skill in working sensitively with people of various ethnic
or class backgrounds" (Devore and Schlesinger, 1981:128).
They therefore try to take practice one stage further on,
by proposing a model for ethnic-sensitive practice which
builds on "(1) social work values, (2) the conception of
the ethnic reality and its relationship to the Tlife cycle,
(3) the 1layers of understanding, and (4) the view of
social work as a problem-solving endeavor [sic]" (Devore
and Schlesinger, 1981:133).

The use of "social work values" as one of the four planks
of this model 1is interesting, as Devore and Schlesinger
seem quite confident that basic social work values exist,
and that they can be readily itemised : "The dignity of
the individual, the right to sel f-determination, the need
for an adequate standard of 1living, and satisfying,
growth-enhancing relationships..." (p128). The problem
seems to be Tless to do with values, on which we are
apparently agreed, and more to do with the application of
the set they identify for us. Practice is further governed
by the use of the four layers of understanding (discussed
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in great detail in chapter three of their book).These can
be summarised as follows:

"1. A basic knowledge of human behavior [sic];

2. A ‘se1f—awareness, including insight 1into one's own
ethnicity and an understanding of how this may influence
professional practice;

3._The impact of the ethnic reality upon the daily 1ife of
clients;
4. The adaptation and modification of skills and

techniques in response to the ethnic reality" (Devore and
Schlesinger, 1981:78).

Having set up their model and outlined the assumptions and
principles that support 1t (ibid:133-134 and 156
respectively), they then present an analysis of the
typical intervention process. Working on the understanding
that "[e]lthnic-sensitive practice 1is first and foremost
good social work practice" (ibid:162), they identify the
basic skills that are relevant at each stage of the
intervention and suggest guidelines for their adaptation
to the ethnic reality. Their reliance on the idea of a
shared definition of 'good social work practice' commits
them to a relatively unproblematic view of the process of
change towards more ethnic-sensitive service delivery and
minimises the opposition any attempts at change meet, for
example, in the form of entrenched racism.

Ely and Denney's examination of social work 1in a
multi-racial society (1987) promises great things for the
worker 1in pursuit of help or guidance 1in this area.
According to the description on the cover, Ely and Denney
will provide '"basic information for the development of
anti-racist social work practice and agency policy". They
have amassed a Tlarge amount of information - which they
present, in highly condensed form, in the first part of
the book - about the 1lives and circumstances of black
people 1in this country. Three chapters, approximately one
third of the text, are devoted to 'scene setting', in the
sense of locating black people as multiply disadvantaged
members of a racially structured society.

Ely and Denney acknowledge that black people in this
country have a wide range of economic and cultural
backgrounds and that, as they settle, they will diverge
according to wealth, housing, and social/geographic
mobility. Nonetheless, it is axiomatic to them that, jn
comparison with the white population, blacks are "in
aggregate a disadvantaged group" (Ely and Denney,
1987:68), and that this may, in turn, affect the way black
clients perceive themselves - not just as 1nd1vidua1s_but
nags members of a relatively disadvantaged community"
(ibid:68). This, Ely and Denney suggest, may have
implications for social work practice in that the black
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C119nﬁ may distrust the worker and the agency

anticipating unfair treatment or unequal access té
resources. They argue that the black client's suspicions
may'we11 be justified given the structural racism of white
§oc1et¥ and therefore the tendency of white agencies,
1pc1ud1ng social services departments, to comparatively
disadvantage black people, and the probability that white

staff will share the perceptual framework of the majority
society.

Havjng thus 'situated' black people within British
society, Ely and Denney then examine some of the social
work _11terature dealing with MRP, using a typology which
recapitulates and extends the one presented by Denney in
an earlier article (Denney, 1983). In that instance,
Dgnney identified four "dominant perspectives" in the
Titerature: anthropological, now re-named cultural
deficit; Tiberal pluralism; cultural pluralism;
structuralism. To the above, Ely and Denney now add one
further perspective, black professional.

Each perspective 1is tied to a particular political
ideology and has particular practice implications.

Ely and Denney start from the position that the social
worker involved in MRP is engaging with "aspects of human
experience beyond the wusual range of casework theory or
general social work training ... perceptions grounded in a
different experience and a different reality" (Ely and
Denney,1987:69). They seem to assume that white social
workers are a reasonably homogeneous bunch, holding the
views that they ascribe to the majority of the white
middle class, namely "a belief 1in the primacy of the
two-parent nuclear family, and a general assumption of the
desirability of self-reliance and self-realisation" (p69).
It 1is not clear on what basis Ely and Denney make this
generalisation.

According to this first perspective, cultural deficit, the
problems of black families derive from supposed weaknesses
or deficiencies within their cultural patterns and
practices - though these, as critics of this approach
argue, are measured against an idealised white
middle-class norm. Differences between black and white
family structures, for example, are deemed to make the
former inherently more problematic, potentially
pathological, and therefore more Tiable to need
intervention from the statutory social services. The form
of intervention associated with this approach is intensive
casework, designed to assist the black person or family 1in
assimilating ever more closely into white society.
Cultural difference is acknowledged, but seen as a
temporary phase. Thus, the goal of social work with black
clients 1is <clear: "instilling the values and norms of

British society" (Denney, 1983:152).
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Criticisms of +the cultural deficit approach point to a
number gf shortcomings. First, it adopts an idealised view
of sog1ety's norms and values which is then used as the
ygrd§t1ck for judging black families. So authors operating
w1th1n. this perspective are comparing unlike phenomena,
that 1is, white cultural ideals with the actual behaviour
of some working-class black families. Taking Fitzherbert's
(1967) text as an example, Ely and Denney argue that if
the behaviour of the black client group had been compared
instead with that of working-class whites then the
contrast reported by Fitzherbert might not have been so
stark, and the cultural differences might have assumed a
lesser importance (Ely and Denney, 1987:74).

Second, this view operates with a very limited view of
culture (see Denney, 1983:153). Third, there 1is an
over-reliance on assumed cultural preferences which does
not Tlocate +the actual practices of black families within
their particular economic and social circumstances, and
limited range of options. It is assumed, for example, that
certain groups have a cultural preference for fostering,
which accounts 1in part for the large numbers of black
children 1in local authority care. But such 'explanations'
fail to acknowledge the need of many black mothers to work
outside the home in order to support their families, and
the 1nadequacy of daycare provision for young children.
And finally, this perspective focusses on the supposed
personal failings of individuals, and gives insufficient
consideration to the issues of racism and discrimination
and their effects on black people.

Denney (1983:155) locates the second perspective, liberal
pluralism, in the "mood of consensus-based social harmony
and optimism"” prevailing at the end of the 1960's and
beginning of the 1970's. Assimilation had given way to
integration, which was seen as not only a desirable, but
also an achievable, goal for Britain's black population.
Roy Jenkins, the then Home Secretary, described
integration as "equal opportunity accompanied by cultural
diversity in an atmosphere of mutual tolerance" (quoted in
Denney, 1983:154). The assumption here was that
intolerance toward racial minorities could be reduced
through anti-discrimination legislation, and that in the
developing atmosphere of mutual tolerance, equal
opportunities would naturally follow.

Cheetham's first major contribution to the MRP literature
(1972) belongs within the 1liberal pluralist framgwork
where society 1is seen as containing a number of elites,
each influential in different spheres of social and
political 1ife. Power is diffused through society, and no
one group has overall control. However, Cheetham hgrse1f
is very aware that access to the various elites 1s not
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ava11ab1e uniformly to all groups within society and,
particularly, that black people often meet discrimination
that prevents or impedes them in gaining access to sources
gf power. Discrimination, then, is seen as a real factor
in the lives of 'visible', that is, black, minority group
members. Cheetham's response is a form of social work that
comes down to conflict management between indigenous and
"immigrant' groups. With individual families, the social
worker can act as a 'bridge' or link between them and
other outside agencies such as schools, and within the

famj1¥ can mediate between parents and their perhaps more
'British' children.

In Cheetham's analysis, blacks share some problems with

poor 'whites, notably 1in +the areas of housing and
education, bgt_ they also face additional problems and
stresses arising directly from their experience of

emigratiop. _Cheetham sees a role for social work in
helping 1immigrants to cope with the strains of migration,

particu]ar]y homesickness and adjustment +to the new
5001e;y. She recognises the possibility of ‘'culture
conflict' between social worker and immigrant client, but

her case examples suggest a belief that, with time,
productive relationships can be established, and that the
worker can successfully mediate between the black family
and public agencies, or the outside world more generally.

Denney points to contradictions and difficulties 1in
Cheetham's pluralistic stance that are neither adequately
explored nor resolved. For example, he suggests that
Cheetham emphasises '"the importance of the social worker's
ability to translate the 'rules' of interaction, or put
more simply help the parties involved to make sense of
what is happening" (Denney, 1983:157), but as she does not
explain the process by which this interpretation takes
place "it would appear that the worker must rely on common
sense in attempting to negotiate reality and the rules
that govern that reality with the client" (Denney,
1983:157). This omission begs the question of relative
power in the transaction between social worker and client:
whose version of 'reality' finally prevails? An appeal to
'common sense' 1is not unproblematic, as common sense is
itself not a neutral concept; common to whom, one could
ask? The power to make one's definition of reality stick
is clearly not evenly distributed through society.®

Cheetham acknowledges the issue of the distribution of
power and, with 1it, of resources, and would see it as a
valid social work task to link 'disadvantaged' peoplie to
appropriate resources and the systems that control their
allocation. But she does not then proceed to a more
thorough structural analysis of the place of the black
person in British society. Without a clear expression of
the structural factors which hinder racial minorities from



18

gaining access to 1limited resources, the 'problem' once
again dgvo1ves onto the individual black person.
Iptervent1on is focussed on the individual; social workers
will wuse a variety of methods to help black people use
othgr services effectively, and obtain their full
entitlement to available resources. Departmental practices

and procedures for work with black clients are less
central to Cheetham's analysis.

Writers within the third tradition or perspective,
cu?tura] pluralism, again share a basically consensus
o¢1ented view of society, while acknowledging that
different ethnic groups are competing for power. "The
importance of cultural differences and of ethnicity is
stressed above all other factors, including perhaps race,
and it is the business of the cultural pluralists to show
how these many ethnicities serve as a support and a buffer
against the injustices and misfortunes of a racially
inequitable society" (Ely and Denney, 1987:84). Roger
Ballard (1979) and Catherine Ballard (1979) emerge as
champions of this particular approach.

The main messages from the cultural pluralists seem to be
that professional agencies should accept a degree of
cultural relativity, so that each ethnic group is judged
by 1its own standards, not +those of an 'alien' group
imposed from outside; and that culturally specific
practices of ethnic minority groups which may seem
confusing and even irrational to the outsider should be
seen as part of a systematic totality.

Two points arise for social work practitioners within this
framework. Firstly, ethnic minority cultures should not be
viewed as inherently pathological or aberrant, but rather
as internally coherent, functional structures that can
offer group members a unity and strength in the basically
hostile environment of white British society. Secondly,
and as a consequence of this more positive assessment,
social workers should be under an obligation to learn
about, and operate in sympathy with, the cultural
practices of the ethnic minority groups they encounter.

It is not clear how deep this understanding is expected to
run. Ballard, for example, suggests that social work
practitioners would become more effective agents in their
dealings with ethnic minority clients, once armed with "a
limited amount of relatively simple cultural information"
(Ely and Denney, 1987:88) - this, presumably, to stop them
treading on too many cultural 'toes' - and an awareness of
the dangers of cultural imperialism. Quite how the social
worker should adjudicate between conflicting claims of his
or her’” own and the <client's social world is not
explained. An awareness of the dangers of cultural
imperialism may not be sufficient to counteract the basic
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prgsumpt1on in favour of the majority culture that
re1nf9rces the position and power of the social worker in
re]atjop to the <client. Adopting a stance of cultural
re1at1y1sm- disguises the power relations between majority
and m1por1ty cultures. Thus, within this perspective,
there s minimal consideration of the impact of racism on
the 11ves of ethnic minorities. Explanations of the
negat1v9 behaviour displayed by some whites are couched
more in terms of "cultural hostility" than even
inadvertent racism, shifting the focus away from
structural inequalities, and towards the malign, or simply
misguided, behaviour of individuals.

The structuralist position is considered next. The broad
term 'structuralist' covers a range of writings within a
Marxist framework, which emphasise the class and racially
structured nature of British (capitalist) society. Within
this perspective, racism 1is analysed in the context of
existing capitalist relations of production.
"Structuralists locate the 'problem' in deficient material
resources, in racist attitudes and practices within social
work agencies, and in the current dominant ideologies of
the state" (Ely and Denney, 1987:89). Dominelli's work
falls 1into the structuralist camp and is discussed by Ely
and Denney, while Denney (1983) also refers to Husband's
discussion of race 1in social work (in Brake and Bailey
(eds.), 1980). I sketch 1in the outlines of Dominelli's
(1979) arguments below, and present a fuller account of
her Tlater (1988) work in the next chapter where her
prescriptions for 'anti-racist' social work are discussed.
I will then return in greater detail to Dominelli's work
in chapter seven, where 1 present an analysis of this
lTater text.

Dominelli wants to demystify the social work relationship,
by emphasising its material basis: social work here is
about access to resources. She criticises the way casework
personalises problems and pathologises individuals who
are, as she sees it, victims of structural inequality and

inadequate resources. Her reframing of social work
practice commits the practitioner to action that shifts
power and resources towards the ethnic minority
communities. "Dominelli suggests that a non-racist social

work practice would expose the racist ideology embedded in
current practice and would reveal the structural role
occupied both by ethnic minority clients and social
workers working with them™ (Ely and Denney, 1987:90). Her
approach would lead to the development of "client-centred,
community-based" provision, which would depend on using
ethnic minority groups' organisations, resources and
expertise to build services to meet the expressed needs qf
these groups within their own communities. Further, 1t
would entail an overhaul of agency employment practices
and all departmental procedures, Teading to the
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(ecruitment of more ethnic minority staff, and greater
involvement of black community organisations.

Clearly, traditional social work practice would need a
thorough shakeup to bring it 1into 1line with the
structuralist position. And it would seem that much of
whqt. has hitherto been valued by many workers - the
ap111ty to empathise, to establish 'caring relationships'
with clients, 1in short, the features commonly associated
with the client centred approaches® - no longer has a
place in this radically revised practice. Dominelli has
debunked what she sees as the myth of the social work
relationship and exposed it as merely another instance of
the exercise of white power, with the client placed
firmly, albeit benignly, in a position of dependency. But
she does not say exactly what form of working relationship
would emerge between social worker and client within the
structuralist framework. Is the relationship to be purely
instrumental, or must there still be a role for, and an
understanding of, the personal interaction between
individuals?

A different concern is raised by Ely and Denney: if social
work 1s about redistribution of resources, how is such
re-allocation to be achieved in a situation of limited,
and often now decreasing, provision? Who should give up
their share of possibly hard-won resources in order to
provide the 1increase required by presently disadvantaged
black groups?

The last perspective presented by Ely and Denney, the
black professional, 1is associated particularly with the
work of the Association of Black Social Workers and Allied
Professionals (ABSWAP). The establishment of ABSWAP can be
seen as a move by black professionals to start taking an
active role in the formulation and articulation of
policies and practices within the social welfare field, as
these directly affect black and minority communities.
Black people are no longer being 'enabled' by concerned
whites but are taking the initiative and approaching
social policy issues from a specifically 'black' point of
view. White ideology and assumptions are not to be taken
as givens, but are being radically re-assessed and placed
alongside newly articulated and competing black ideologies
and assumptions.

As an example of this approach, Ely and Denney present
ABSWAP's analysis of trans-racial fostering, and the
Association's views of a more correct way of arranging
substitute family care for black children. A view has
emerged from within black communities that trans-racial
fostering fails to equip black children adgquate]y for
dealing with the reality of living in a racist society.
The argument against trans-racial placement contends that
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a black child in care needs to develop a strong identity
as a black person, and that this sense of identity can
best be nurtured in a loving black family where the child

Wi1] daily see strategies for coping with the racism of
white society.

Trang—racia] fostering has been a high profile and
lastingly contentious issue, and the debates about it have
been conducted with great energy not just within the
profession but also in the wider public media.® As one of
the aspects of practice that has been considered from a
black perspective - the key to which seems to be its
emphasis on initiatives to challenge and reduce racism in
social work - trans-racial placement has been an issue
around which some of the broader concerns about
'cross-racial' social work have crystallised. Does 'white'
social work have anything to offer black families, or is
it approaching these families with the wrong questions,
based on stereotyped and misleading information, producing
faulty assessments of the 'problems' and therefore,
necessarily, offering inappropriate and even damaging
'solutions'?

It 1is not clear from Ely and Denney's brief discussion
whether they see the black perspective as promoting a form
of ‘'separate development', something on the 1lines of
'different therefore equal' services running in parallel,
or whether 1t 1is assumed that this newly articulated
position is in some sense thought to be generally better -
with this black perspective pointing to possible
improvements 1in existing white practice, as well as
immediately benefitting black <clients. That is, are the
criticisms made by black workers and clients indicative of
general failings 1in the welfare services, such that the
kinds of remedies envisaged, initially in relation to
black service wusers, will lTead to a broad improvement in
services for all? Although such issues are not addressed
by Ely and Denney in the two and a half pages they devote
to consideration of the black professional perspective,
they are fundamental to a general understanding of what is
considered 'good' practice for any/all client groups.

Having outlined these five positions, Ely and Denney
suggest that they differ along three main axes: the
location of the ‘'problem'; treatment of the issue of
power; and the extent to which social work is seen as free
from or tainted with racism. Ely and Denney do not
formally adjudicate between the different positions, but
suggest that their perspectives follow a sequence that
reflects developments in wider government and social
policy and acknowledges the effects of the coming of age
of generations of ethnic minorities born and educaﬁed in
Britain. Each new approach has its roots in a particular
historical, political and social configuration - which
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wquld apparently Teave the possibility of new
circumstances encouraging or precipitating a further

redgfinition of both the 'problems' facing multi-racial
social work, and their solution.

What then, in Ely and Denney's own assessment, are the
Characteristics of MRP? As they do not explicitly set out
their own position, an answer has to be pieced together
from comments made through the book, particularly the
section dealing with social work provision for ethnic
minority client groups and its relevance and effectiveness
for ethnic minority clients. MRP would, it seems, involve
at least the following elements: social work and social
workers must acknowledge the impact of racism on the lives
of black people in British society. More staff from ethnic
minorities should be employed within the social services
system. Training for all staff involved in social welfare
provision should pay more attention to ethnic minority
issues (p154).'0 Two-way communication should be promoted;

that 1is, "there should be cooperation and communication
with ethnic minority communities 1in making provision"
(p155), and also Social Services Departments should be

more open and transmit more information to the local
population.

Social workers should be able to recognise the strengths
of the different practices of ethnic minority groups, for
example - in relation to differing parenting styles (p156).
In connection with this, the social worker must be aware
of her own social class experience and the difference
between that and the experiences of many of her clients
(p156). She also needs to be cautious of over-reliance on
"cultural" explanations, ensuring that these do not
disparage ethnic minority cultural preferences "and
obscure the need for understanding class, race, financial
and individual aspects of both nuclear and extended
family" (p158). Finally, social workers should take
account of the social and economic realities of the black
client's position; at the simplest level, this means, for
instance, arranging meetings at times that working adults
can attend, even though this may be less convenient for
the social worker.

Ely and Denney (pp125ff) discuss a number of situations
where power is being exercised - for example, when the
social worker is acting as gate-keeper, limiting access to
scarce resources, or is acting under statutory powers of
investigation or intervention - to illustrate "some of the
complex ways in which ordinary transactions of everyday
social work can operate to discriminate against and
disadvantage the black client even though there is no
policy to do so" (p125). They therefore urge that in such
situations, the objective for social work with ethnic
minority clients at this stage in the development of MRP
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should be "damage limitation". In the end, then, Ely and
penpey are making a plea for each 'case' to receive
individual assessment, which will include consideration of
what, to borrow Devore and Schlesinger's expression
(1981), could be called the client's "ethnic reality".

Ely and Denney themselves seem to operate broadly within a
structura1ist framework, emphasising the multiple
d1sadv§ntage suffered by the black communities in Britain,
economic and social hardship exacerbated by the experience
of personal and institutional racism, although they do not
adopt the 'consciousness raising' approach favoured by
Dominelli. Although at points in the book, Ely and Denney

have appgared to endorse a very practical,
resogrge-9r1ented form of social work, and have expressed
pessimistic views about the possibility of

"relationship-based work" (see p96 and p125), nonetheless
they do still seem to think that it is desirable for
social workers to attempt that form of activity
characterised as "time-consuming, consensus-based
discussion" (p97). They go on: "Hopefully, social workers
in 1inner-city areas are still able to spend some of their
time 1n this way ... Perhaps this 1is still the most
personally rewarding and productive part of their work."
(p97)

So the suggestion remains that there is in social work
something that involves establishing a relationship that
goes beyond the simply instrumental involvement of A with
B, in which A (who has power) acquires resources on behalf
of B (who lacks equivalent power). However, the present
level of analysis does little to illuminate the nature of
that relationship, nor the kind of understanding between
the participants on which it depends.

In this chapter, I have charted the changes in approach in
the social work 1literature to what I originally called
multi-racial social work practice (MRP) - looking at the
socio-political assumptions and 1implications of the
different approaches outlined in texts that covered the
range from Fitzherbert's West Indian Children in London
(1967) to Social Work with Black Children and their
Families (Ahmed, Cheetham and Small (eds.), 1986) and
ABSWAP's (1983) analysis of trans-racial fostering. I
concluded my examination of the literature with the belief
that MRP had somehow 'escaped' from the existing attempts
to pin it down and analyse it, despite Ely and Denney's
promise (Ely and Denney, 1987) to tell the bemused social

worker how to proceed.

Devore and Schlesinger (1981) have started to re-examine
social work with the object of adapting present practice
in a more ethnically sensitive direction. But they seem to
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stick at an attempt to reshape existing practice rather
than moving beyond present definitions to a
reconcgptua]isation of both the social work task and its
execution. Ely and Denney provide an analysis of the
change in the way MRP has been conceived and acted upon,
but break off at the critical point in the story - ie what
next? The book has the feel of an extended trailer for an
inexplicably delayed main feature. Ely and Denney leave us
at the stage in the development of practice where a "black
perspective" is being defined, a process that has
continued during the intervening five or six years since

the publication of Social Work 1in a Multi-Racial
Society.11

My reading of the literature suggests a discernible shift
across time in the way social work with ethnic minorities
has been conceptualised and presented. As Jansari (1980)
noted, the earliest position adopted by the social work
establishment was '"Colour = problem". Social work itself
was not implicated as part of the 'problem'; this was held
to reside solely with the 'coloured immigrants' who were
having trouble adapting to 1ife in Britain. Once the idea
was accepted that ethnic minorities were the victims of
structural inequalities endemic to British society, social
work could have a role 1in making sure that the
distribution of available resources was as equitable as
possible, and also in arguing for the provision of more or
'better' resources for all disadvantaged groups. Again,
the focus was not on social work practice but on the
position of ethnic minorities in the broader (structurally
unequal) society.

Even the emergence of the idea of racism as a causal
factor 1in the disadvantage suffered by ethnic minorities
did not 1immediately challenge social work to any great
degree. If social work was distorted by racial bias then
this could be overcome by training and the availability of
culturally appropriate information. This seemed to be the
position taken, albeit in slightly different ways, by both
the '"cultural pluralists" discussed earlier and by Devore
and Schlesinger. The fundamental integrity of the social
work enterprise was not threatened; although Tocal
examples of 'bad practice' could be found, these could be
corrected if the tenets of 'good practice' were once again
applied. So social workers could concentrate on
eradicating 'bad practice' rather than start questioning
the assumptions of the whole enterprise.

But having introduced racism into the equation, there is
scope for the relationship between social work and ethnic
minorities to shift dramatically as demonstrated by the
articulation of a range of black and/or anti-racist
perspectives. And it is to these more recently formulated

positions that I now turn.
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CHAPTER ONE

NOTES

1. See{ for example, the comment on the use of
"mon-racism" and "anti-racism" by the Social Care Pracice
Committee, 1988:25.

2. The behaviour of welfare organisations noted here by
Jansari is perhaps equivalent to what has elsewhere been
called the 'colour-blind' approach; see, for example, the
Introduction to Social Work with Black Children and their
Families (Ahmed, Cheetham amd Small (eds.), 1986).
Colour-blindness can appear 1in either of two guises,
passive or active. In the passive form, the colour-blind
individual claims not to notice the colour of the people
with whom he is dealing; in the active form, colour
differences are noted, but the individual tries to 'treat
everyone the same'.

3. These Tlatter two essays appear in an anthology edited
by V.S.Khan (1979), which includes a chapter by Weinreich
reflecting the same concerns as those attributed to
McCulloch and Kornreich. Weinreich looks at the
development of ethnic identity in adolescents and suggests
that the special psychological pressures faced by ethnic
minority adolescents are different from those faced by
their majority ethnic group peers. His study concludes

that "[t]hese differences result from their position in
the wider society and not, as it is often assumed, from
problems inherent 1in the minority populations.” (Khan,
1979:88)

4. See the following articles: Williams (1988); Jolley
(1988); Ahmad (1988c); Sharma (1991); Ranger (1989); Scott
(1988): Anon. (1988a); and also Draper (1978) and Jackson

(1979).

5. See, for example, Horn (1982); Dutt (1989); CRE (1980);
the following are discussions of projects run by and for
ethnic minority clients: Anon (1988b); Arnold (1982); Guru
(1986); Hopkins (1987); Melville (1985); Sheik (1986); and

Sondhi (1982).

6. See CCCS, 1982:46-88.

7. For expositional ease hereafter, I vary the gender
forms randomly throughout the text.

8. The client-centred approach is associated in particular
with the work of Carl Rogers (discussed 1in Howe,
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1987:98ff); other writers adopting their own variants of

%?88$;1ent—centred approach include Egan (1975) and Wilkes

9. The following give an idea of the range of the debate:
ABAFA (1977), El1lis (1979), Arnold (1982), Bagley and
Young (1982), White (1983), Mennell (1986), Small (1986),
Tubbs (1986), Dale (1987), Evans (1987), Longmore (1987),
Burningham (1988), Arnold and James (1989), Chambers
(1989), Hayes (1989), Tizard and Phoenix (1989), and Anon
(1990). Most recently (July 1993), trans-racial placement
was highlighted when a Norfolk couple were refused
permission to adopt a mixed-race child. This case was
well-publicised in the national press and other media.

10. This simple statement gives no hint of the heated
debate that surrounded the 1issue of race-relations
training, once this kind of training went beyond the level
of simply providing culturally relevant information about
different ethnic minority groups, and the range of
approaches proposed. See, for example, Katz (1978),
Peppard (1980), Newby (1982a), Newby (1982b), Jones
(1983), Peppard (1983), Sivanandan (1985), Coombe and
Little (eds.) (1986), Dummett (1986), Jervis (1986),

Jervis (1987), Race Equality Policy Group (1987), and
Alibhai (1988).

11. For example, Ahmad (1988), Ahmad (1990), CCETSW
(1991), NCDP (1991), and Wilson (1991).
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CHAPTER TWO

THE STATE OF THE ART: ANTI- RACISM AND BLACK PERSPECTIVES
IN THE SOCIAL WORK LITERATURE

2.1 Introduction.

In the first chapter, I looked at the ways in which social
work with ethnic minorities has been conceived. Jansari
adopts a thematic approach while Ely and Denney present a
broadly historical account of the changes that have been
recorded 1in social work practice. Devore and Schlesinger
take a different tack, identifying four approaches current
in social work and analysing the potential of each one to
bring about "ethnic-sensitive" practice. But, as I
suggested then, these different analyses of practice
suggest that, to date, social work has not responded
adequately to the challenge of providing appropriate and
effective services to ethnic minority groups. The
implementation of the Children Act 1989 and its
requirement, for the first time, on social workers to
consider children's needs in relation to religion, racial
origin and cultural and Tlinguistic background focusses
attention on social work involvement with black families
and brings new urgency to the question of appropriate
intervention in these cases.

Social work, then, cannot stand still or rely on old ways
of 'making do' in relation to work with ethnic minorities.
As 1 suggested at the end of chapter one, new approaches
are being formulated and among the recent contributions to
the race and social work debate, two predominate:
anti-racism and the incorporation of black perspectives
into social work education, training and practice. In this
chapter, I shall examine these two approaches in greater
detail, starting with a discussion of the most challenging
and uncompromising statement of the anti-racist position,
Dominelli's Anti-Racist Social Work.

2.2 Anti-racism.

If MRP 1is at present more of a hope than a reality, what
are the options for practitioners struggling to develop
ways of working that challenge the racial/racist status
quo and allow for more equitable service provision? One
answer could be that if MRP is not yet possible, then an
aggressive form of anti-racism! may prepare the ground for

its future development.?

The failure of white social work to tackle racism is
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Dom1ne111fs starting point and the strength of her feeling
that racism is an evil that must be eradicated is present
throgghout the book. She opens, in typically forthright
fashion, with the statement: "white social workers have
not come to terms with the ethnically pluralistic nature
of Br1t1sh society nor have they reflected this in their
pracﬁ19e by making available services which cater for the
specific needs and demands of ethnic minorities (ADSS/CRE,
1979). Their failure to do so has made countering racism a
most pressing issue in social work education, training and

prgctice" (1988:1).3 She observes that white society has
tr1ed. a range of approaches in its dealings with ethnic
minority communities: assimilation, integration,
multi-culturalism and, finally, multi-racialism. But in
her assessment, each of these approaches has been found
wanting, and therefore something new is required: "Racial

inequality has not disappeared because white people
understand better the customs, traditions, and religious
activities of ethnic minority groups" (p2).

What Dominelli requires of social work is that it becomes
a campaigning, outward-reaching activity, challenging
racism overtly and working positively to bring about
personal and organisational change that will promote the
reduction, and finally, the elimination of racism in
British society. An appreciation of the multi-cultural
richness of contemporary British society may be a
necessary part of good social work, she argues, but it is
not a sufficient condition for the establishment of
anti-racist social work - and anti-racist social work is,
for Dominelli, the way forward.

She works within a structuralist perspective that
emphasises the <class- and racially-structured nature of
British society. Racism 1is a structural fact 1in the
context of existing (capitalist) relations of production;
it 1is endemic 1in society and is manifested in different

forms - personal, cultural and institutional. Dominelli
acknowledges that efforts have been made to counter
racism, but argues that they have so far proved

insufficient to deal with the problem and in some cases
have even proved damaging to the very groups whose
position they were designed to improve (pl1). She accepts
that it 1is difficult for white people to know how to
respond appropriately to the challenge of fighting racism
as different ‘'orthodoxies' have come and gone. But this
does not remove the white social worker's responsibility
for engaging in the struggle: "we must tackle racism at
ijts core by combining change at the personal level with
organisational change. Anti-racist approagheg to
countering racism have attracted those of us wishing to
transcend the limitations inherent in the other approaches

open to white people” (p2-3).
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So,_ what is racism? Dominelli provides this assessment:
"Br1t1sh racism 1is about +the construction of social
relationships on the basis of an assumed inferiority of
nop—Ang]o—Saxon ethnic minority groups and flowing from
this, their exploitation and oppression. Racism 1is
gpparent in the minutiae of everyday 1life as well as
institutions and legislation and permeates every aspect of
our personal and professional lives whether we are black
or white, making confronting it difficult and complex"
(p6).4 Racism, 1in her view then, suffuses and structures
all our personal, social and professional relationships,
but 1is so deeply embedded in the social fabric that its
presence cannot always be consciously articulated.

Her argument against racism 1is a moral, as well as a
social/political one: racism deforms and demeans the
perpetrators and beneficiaries of racist practices as well
as those on the receiving end. Therefore, to become more

fully human, generally ‘'better' people, there is no
choice: we must take up the struggle and join the battle
against racism. For Dominelli, this moral imperative is

clear, and cannot be avoided, particularly by those who
would <claim a serious involvement in a so-called caring
profession Tlike social work. A strategy for engaging with
racism is therefore required.

Dominelli addresses the macro level of organisational and
social change where personal change is a necessary but not
the most 1important component. However, she thereby
obscures or diminishes the importance of the micro level -
the nature of the social work 'encounter'. After reading
this book, the social worker will know which campaigns to
engage with, what organisational changes should be
pursued, even what kind of training or re-education she
should seek. But a characteristic feature of social work,
the direct interpersonal contact between social worker and
client, has been left unexamined. What, as a social worker
walking 1into an interview with a client, do you do after
you have said hello?

One answer would be that the social worker establishes an
"egalitarian relationship" with the black client. But how?
How does the social worker unilaterally offload power and
disown her position of dominance? What would an equal or
egalitarian relationship look like? What difference would
it make to the form and content of the interaction between
the parties? Dominelli stops short of defining a process

for developing such relationships - or even for
identifying when one has been successful - and remains at
the level of exhortation. Such relationships are

necessary and we must engage in them. The ends are clear.
The means for achieving them remain somewhat less so.®
Nonetheless, Dominelli continues, "If white social workers
start relating to black people on the basis of equality,




30

not —only will they be transformed into better
pract1t1oners all round, but their agencies' policies and
practices will be similarly affected" (p15). This all
sounds so straightforward it is hard to understand why MRP
has proved so elusive! To be fair, this is only the
introduction, and Dominelli has the rest of the book to

make heﬁ case 1in detail, but this kind of throwaway
comment i1s not reassuring.

The main text starts with a chapter aimed at unravelling
the dynamics of racism in social work, and confronts the
reader. with a chapter heading reminiscent of a Chinese
Commun1st 'thought reform' slogan: '"Racism permeates
soc1§1 work ideology and practice" (p21).¢ Dominelli
convincingly debunks the view that social work is in some
mysterious way untouched by racism as social workers are
themselves, as individuals, not terribly - or overtly -
racist 1in their behaviour and attitudes. Racism is not
adequately explained as the irrational or prejudiced views
of a few intolerant individuals. Prejudice is undoubtedly
a component of individual racism, but +the pernicious
characteristic of racism 1is the way it pervades all
aspects of personal and social life. It is "an integral
feature of British society" (p21) and social work has not
been inoculated against its effects.

Having Tlooked at the theoretical role and the practical
manifestations of racism 1in British society (pp22-29),
Dominelli focusses on racism in social work practice: she
argues that, especially during a period of decreasing
resources, social work's caring function becomes eclipsed
by 1its social control function, and power shifts from
those demanding or requiring resources to those providing
them (p26). Thus far, Dominelli's position does not differ
markedly from other broadly Left/Marxist or radical social
work texts.?” However, she takes her analysis a stage
further and says that social work is caught in a trap
between 1its professed aim of promoting people's welfare
and at the same time '"rationing resources among those
'deserving' help" (p28). Racism, then, allows for the
creation of a category of "undeserving" poor who can be
systematically disenfranchised from welfare provisions. By
failing to address the inherent racism of both the welfare
system as presently operating and the wider society,
social workers collude with the reduction of black
people's access to welfare services despite their already
apparent position as victims of structural inequality and

inadequate resources.8

She concludes, "White social workers working in
anti-racist ways have to consider racism in service
delivery within a context in which the welfare state is
being dismantled and restructured to egc]ude more and more
people from receiving welfare provisions" (p31). This
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con91gsion places social work firmly and openly in the
po11t1ca1 arena, and challenges what Dominelli sees as the
prev§11ing self-definition of social work as broadly an
ap911tica1 activity. Anti-racist social work must confront
th1s misleading self-presentation and acknowledge the
inherently political dimensions of a situation dealing

with the unequal distribution of, and access to, power and
resources (p31-32).

One factor militating against the adoption of a more
overtly political stance - apart, that is, from the threat
to the individual's continued employment by the 'local
state' - 1is "professionalism". Dominelli offers her
description of the prevailing professional mode, based on
Compton and Galaway's premise that social workers largely
have 'faith in the system'. So Dominelli proceeds, "A
professional social worker is not interested in
challenging the social structures in which the social work
task occurs and remains objectively neutral on the major
social concerns of the day during work-time" (p32).°9

Nonetheless, she exhorts social work practitioners and
educators to grasp the political nettle. To combat racism,
they must produce theories of welfare which recognise that
social work's position within the state system fulfils two
functions: care and control. With a grand rhetorical
flourish, she states, "Thus, to develop anti-racist social
work, we need to cut the Gordian knot of social work as a
complex and contradictory form of social control"
(p35),1'0 and argues for a re-definition of the idea of
professionalism in terms of taking sides against practices
that perpetuate racial oppression and inequality, and
eschewing a neutrality that condones the maintenance of
the status quo.1'1

The Tlast aspect of the racism permeating social work
ideology that Dominelli examines here is the "colour-blind
approach" and its claims that social work offers

universality of treatment (p36).'2 Dominelli argues
strongly against treating everyone the same, 1in the
colour-blind sense, and also against treating all members
of a particular ethnic group as if they were all the same.
In short, she wants individual assessment, but within a
framework that acknowledges the objective disadvantage
faced by all black people as a result of racism.

Dominelli's next target is social work education and
training which, as the slogan heading the chapter
proclaims, 1is '"imbued with racism" (p41). She castigates
the Central Council for Education and Training in Social
Work (CCETSW), as the controlling and validating body for
the social work profession, on several counts (p41):
first, it "has failed to ensure that anti-racist measures
become a compulsory part of the curriculum" allowing for
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the continued dominance of anglocentric subject matter;
second, it has failed to adapt its own internal structures
along anti-racist lines by employing "sufficient numbers"”
of b1§ck people in policy-making bodies and in its staff
compo§1t1on; and third, it has failed to insist that
teaching staff on CCETSW-validated courses reflect the
racial/ethnic makeup of society.

Consequgnt1y, an anglocentric bias is maintained in the
theoret1ca1 material presented to students, 1imiting and
distorting their wunderstanding of 'non-white' culture,

hjstory anq achievements. And practice placements
similarly fail to equip the student for anti-racist social
work: "practice placements are not geared to training

students 1in anti-racist social work since countering
racism is not specifically 1included 1in the student's
programme. Anti-racist policies are usually lacking in
placement agencies" (p41). There are not enough black
practice teachers to provide adequate supervision in
anti-racist work, and white practice teachers are, in the
main, poorly equipped for this task, Tlacking a basic
anti-racist perspective themselves.

Dominelli examines the social work curriculum, with the
intention of exposing the racism inherent in the social
work literature. She notes, with Jansari (1980) and Denney
(1983), +that the social work literature has paid little
attention to the question of racism per se. But for
Dominelli, "the issue transcends this, for even Titerature
aiming quite hard not to do so, unintentionally reproduces
racist stereotypes and biases" (p42), and she cites a
passage from a relatively recent text - by Coombe and
Little (1987) - by way of example. She chooses several
"exemplary classic texts"13 on social work with black
clients to demonstrate the ways in which the impact of
racism on black people 1is Tlargely ignored, allowing -
possibly even encouraging - the white worker "to think of
black people as the problem to be addressed, thereby
unintentionally harming black people's interests" (p43).

This tendency 1is exacerbated by the application of
traditional casework models in work with individual black
clients. The casework approach personalises clients'
problems, and mystifies the social work relationship: "it
ignores the fact that it is primarily white social workers
constructing a casework relationship with black people,
thereby decontextualising 'race' and obscuring the power
differential and privileges accessible to white
professionals but not black clients" (p44). White people
do not understand black people's daily experience of
racism and rejection 1in British society and continue to
respond, through traditional casework, as if black people
had largely the same problems as other (white) people -
except for having more of these problems. Such a response,
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for Dominelli, is entirely inadequate, and it downgrades
the black person's formative experience of racism.

Casework is not the only approach to be criticised, and no
area of social work practice 1is found to be free from
racism. Dominelli 1is equally critical of those using
grogpwork or community work with black clients (p46) for
their failure to address the issue of racism. Even the
more 'progressive'’ approaches in the socijal work
literature are found wanting. For example, Pincus and
Minahan fail to specifically address racism; feminist and
Left/Marxist texts have fared no better and are equally
lacking in relation to their analysis of racism. Dominelli
then turns to an analysis of the different aspects of
racism "inherent 1in current definitions of social work"
(p47). She looks again at the "problematic of the casework
approach', cultural racism, multi-culturalism, and ways in
which black resistance to racism is pathologised.

Having Tlaunched an attack on virtually all aspects of
white social work's organisation, Dominelli looks to the
establishment of autonomous black groups and their role in
an anti-racist strategy. The sub-heading tells the reader
her view of the importance of these organisations:
"Autonomous black organisations must be respected by white
anti-racist social work educators and practitioners"
(p56). In the face of white people's fears as they start
to loosen their hold on power by according to black people
their legitimate right to organise separately, Dominelli
makes a strong case for the necessity for black people to
develop their own structures and organisations for mutual
support and to oppose racism. She argues that social work
training positively requires the establishment of such
groups and outlines the benefits that will accrue to both
black and white students and qualified staff (pp56-60)
when these groups are allowed to flourish.

She then reinforces her earlier critique of the social
work curriculum by listing the range of changes necessary
to bring social work training into Tine with anti-racist
thinking (pp60-65). Further, she proposes a radical shift
in the organisation of practice placements, putting
forward what she <calls '"the anti-racist apprenticeship
model" (pp65-67). Essentially, this would involve the
student working with a black placement supervisor - and
such placements would be a requirement rather than an
optional extra in the training package. Dominelli does
briefly consider the particular position of black students
in social work training, but the emphasis of her work is
on the necessity for white people, who occupy positions of
power and influence vis a vis black people, to rethink
fundamentally the theory and practice of social work
education. Clearly, very significant changes in existing
practice would be necessary to allow for the widespread
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use of the apprenticeship model 1in training; most
obv1ous1y, large numbers of black people would need to be
drawn 1in to social work agencies and allied community
groups, and CCETSW would need to re-examine its criteria

for suitabi]jty of practice teachers, ensuring that these
were revised in anti-discriminatory ways.

Social work has traditionally set great store by the "use

of self", the ways in which social workers 'use their
personalities, sense of self, and experience 1in
establishing relationships with users of their services"
(p18). So the ways in which the social worker contructs

her understanding of herself and her world must be subject
to close scrutiny. As has been noted, Dominelli's interest
in 'the personal' lies less in her belief in the efficacy
of individual casework than in her strong concern that
unexamined attitudes are very likely to be racist
attitudes and will therefore affect +the individual's
practice with, and relation to, black clients and
colleagues.

But white people can employ a variety of strategies to
avoid examining their own attitudes and practices
regarding racism. Dominelli therefore argues that a
specific form of training must be undertaken by all white
social work staff with the aim first of all of exposing
the ways 1in which white people use or are constrained by
these strategies and prevented from initiating and
developing anti-racist action. The form of training she
advocates is called anti-racism awareness training, and is
designed to connect '"the individual, organisational and
structural elements of social interaction. Taking changing
the system as 1its central point, anti-racism awareness
training attempts to deconstruct racism by demonstrating
how personal change affected through increased
consciousness of what one does as an individual fits into
organisational and social policies and practices" (p73).

For Dominelli, involvement in consciousness-raising
activity and taking personal and organisational steps to
challenge and eliminate racist practice are moral

imperatives, rather than pragmatic/social options (pp76
and 129).

Having argued that anti-racist training is a prerequisite
of personal and organisational change, Dominelli adds to
this a number of other areas in which training would be
required by white social workers wishing to work with
black families in an anti-racist way (p123). The
imperative nature of the commitment to anti-racism is
further reinforced in the following statement: "white
social workers wishing to develop anti-racist social work
practice have no option but to initiate the organisational
process of changing the perceptions, commitments and
behaviour of colleagues, managers, employers and clients
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in this direction" (p124).

; suggest that +this leaves open the question of whether
1n§1v1dua1s can be made to have their consciousness
r§1sed. According to Dominelli, consciousness raising is a
f1r§t gnd necessary step on the way to achieving
ant1-rac1§t goals, but does it have logical as well as
chrqno]ogjca1 primacy? Can individuals follow anti-racist
policy directives (if such things exist) without having a
'heart and soul' commitment to the anti-racist objectives?
Qou1d going on a course have an effect, in and of itself,
if the individual were not already prepared at some level
to allow for the possibility of change in himself?
Dominelli's assumption seems to be that once presented
wi@h the evidence, the individual experiences a 'gestalt
switch' and cannot be the same again, and yet, at the same
time, '"the power for white social workers to decide to
?cgg?t the anti-racist struggle remains within them"
p .

How does social work cope, in the meantime, when white
social workers come into contact with black 'clients'? The
short answer, for Dominelli, is - badly. To demonstrate,
she concentrates on social work practice with black
families, arguing that most social work intervention takes
place against the backdrop of the family (p93). She looks
at the ways 1in which black family forms and ways of
relating have been stereotyped and pathologised, and
documents the damaging effects which social work using
these (racist) parameters inflicts on the families
concerned.

Her working approach seems to be one of damage limitation
- minimise the amount of harm white social workers can do
by effectively restricting their opportunities for direct
work with black clients. In the case examples she presents
(pp97ff), Dominelli restricts the white social worker's
involvement in relieving the client's personal distress to
referring him to an appropriate black organisation, though
she allows that there may be useful practical tasks that
can be handled for that individual (e.g. ensuring that he
is receiving full entitlement to state benefits). But the
main thrust of the worker's intervention would more
properly be directed at bringing about organisational and
political change - for example, demanding adequate
translation and/or interpreting services and employment of
ethnic minority social workers, or campaigning against
immigration laws that divide black families. Clearly, the
individual social worker is going to be a very small voice
calling for change, so Dominelli urges the development of
collective forms of working.

The theme of collective action to bring about
organisational change is developed in a discussion of
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d1fferent ways of working on agency policies and
practyces. Dominelli highlights two broad directions for
orgap1sationa1 change: employment policy and practice; and
service delivery. The situation of black staff in social
work agencies is examined from different angles - the
contradictory position of a new black professional middle
class created by the race relations "industry" (pp131-35);
the role of equal opportunities policy in setting the
appropriate climate for anti-racist work and possible
blocks on its effective operation (pp135-39); the use and
abuse of Section 11 posts. Dominelli's conclusions about
suitable approaches to structural change are again
encapsulated 1in a slogan to draw the chapter to a close:
"collective strategies and methods are imperative 1in
implementing organisational change" (p143).

Despite the impetus towards collective action, white
social workers who want to engage seriously in the
development of anti-racist practice are faced with a
daunting set of tasks involving nothing less than "the
transformation of existing social work practice and the
social relations expressed through and within it". And,

she continues, 1in fighting racism, white anti-racist
social workers '"will have to work simultaneously on the
individual or personal Tlevel, the institutional or
organisational level, and the structural level. This will

require anti-racist social workers to work both on their
own and collectively to deal with individual distress and
structural constraints (p146)."

Dominelli presents a series of case studies to suggest how
the anti-racist social work advocate can operate in a
variety of contexts (p146ff). But again, the personal
context, the relationship between social worker and client
is largely ignored, being reduced, in Dominelli's account,
to a referral +to an appropriate mother-tongue or black
organisation. She tells us 1later (p155) that white
anti-racist social workers would "devote their energies
towards bringing black and white people together on the
basis of equality" but for me the mechanics of this
undoubtedly useful and satisfying activity remain hazy.
Nonetheless, the reader is cheered at the end by finding
another slogan: "Anti-racist social work practice is good
practice".

Dominelli 1is <clearly 1intending to 1light a fuse under
social work, for, despite recognising its failings towards
black and ethnic minority clients, social work has

remained largely unchanged at the bureaucratic and
professional levels. There are examples of positiye
changes in policy and practice, but these remain

sufficiently rare for Dominelli +to feel justified in
Jaunching her attack on the whole edifice of social work -
and beyond that, on society at large.
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It s perhaps here that the book starts to come unstuck.
Dominelli's antipathy to racism is evident and deeply
felt, but the focus of her attack gets blurred by sliding
betwegn social work and wider society. I am not trying to
depo11tjcise social work as an activity, or hide the
repressive characteristics of social work as social
control. But there are particular features of social work
to do with the fact that it is relationship-based work
that bear close examination, and which differentiate it
from 'other forms of social/agitprop activity; and by
choos1ng to allow these features to escape serious
scrutiny, Dominelli has 1left a gap in her text that
reduces its impact as a statement about social work.

Dominelli's prescription for the development of
anti-racist practice involves demystifying the 'social
work relationship' emphasising, rather, 1its material
basis; social work here is about access to resources. Her
reframing of social work practice commits the practitioner
to action that shifts power and resources towards ethnic
minority communities, Tleading to the development of
"client-centred, community-based" provision in the control
of the service users. I would share Dominelli's criticism
of the way casework, as traditionally practised, has
tended to personalise problems and pathologise individuals
who are, from a different pespective, victims of
structural inequality and inadequate resources. But where
does her account leave what has up to now been considered
a key feature of social work, namely the social work
relationship - which includes the use of self, the ability
to listen and to empathise? Exactly what form of working
relationship would emerge between social worker and
client, and between social worker and colleague, operating
within Dominelli's framework?

Having dispensed with the traditional casework
relationship, Dominelli proposes the establishment of
"egalitarian relationships" but, as I have said earlier,
she does not explain how this state of affairs is to be
achieved. And this 1is because her concern is not really
with +the individual - at least, not at the intimate level
of interpersonal communication, the conversation between A
and B. I suggest that Dominelli's analysis does little to
illuminate the process of communication and understanding
encapsulated in the experience of dialogue with an Other.

2.3 Black perspectives.

Having looked at how anti-racist social work is
conceptualised in the Jliterature, I now move on to
consider the second broad approach outlined in the
introduction to this chapter, and start by considering a
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texﬁ whose title proclaims its orientation to the race and
social work debate: Black Perspectives 1n Social Work
(Ahmad, 1990). Early on in this slim volume, Ahmad sets
out_ her position: "Within the overall framework of good
sog1a1 work practice for Black families, the content of
this book js placed in the context of the basic principle
of care, including some of the main principles of social
work and professional ethos and values" (Ahmad, 1990:3).
And, later on the same page, "Racism and oppressive social
work practices are in conflict with the 'caring' notion of
social work profession. It is impossible to be a caring
practitioner and be racist or oppressive at the same time,
however unintentionally".14

Ahmaq is .critica1 of arguments that reduce racism to
'racial disadvantage' and equate ‘'victims' with 'the

problem', and concludes, "Without identifying the
pervasive forces of racism 1in the identification and
assessment of Black client’ (sic) needs, social work
profession may not only contribute to risk their

credibility and accountability, but also jeopardise their
own principles" (p8). So, from the beginning, Ahmad is
setting out a position that includes an anti-racist as
well as a black perspective.

She nominates four key areas for attention: identification
and assessment of need; empowerment; resources for change;
and legislation. In each area, she uses case studies first
of all to examine existing practice with all its (racist)
flaws, and then to present an alternative way of working
or thinking about working that does not, she argues, fall
into the same racist traps. In the first section, for
example, there 1is a discussion of the "Open File" system
in one anonymous social services department (SSD) and the
problems encountered by that SSD 1in introducing the
policy, especially in relation to black clients (pp6ff).

In Ahmad's analysis, the failure to implement the open
file policy 1is taken as symptomatic of a more general
failure 1in social work to respond adequately to black
clients and to promote anti- or non-racist practice. She
makes the point that "clientisation" could be conducive to
the welfare of black people if it meant increased access
to SSD-controlled resources and services, and
n"self-control and self-development' (p8); but in practice,
the opposite tends to occur, and black people simply
experience greater institutional control of their Tlives.
If the basic processes of identification and assessment of
need are wrong, skewed by racist assumptions, then social
work cannot do otherwise than continue to fail black
clients. And Ahmad shows how white social workers'
judgements, in this case 1in relation to the open file
policy, can be seen to misrepresent fundamentally those

clients.
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She Tlooks at the accounts of the implementation and
subgequent failure of the open file policy given by white
social workers and reframes them from a black perspective;
the 'rgasons' given by the social workers come to look
more 1like excuses for inaction and maintenance of the
status quo (p8). By shifting responsibility for the
success of the policy onto the clients' shoulders, the SSD
can appear blameless, and effectively continue to operate
in the same o01d ways. For Ahmad, this is an opportunity
wasted: white and black could have become allies "in
tack1ing_man1festations of racism, in particular, personal
racism 11n assessment and recording, which is primarily at
the root of cause factors" (p8).

As 1 have indicated, Ahmad relies on extended analyses of
casework with black families in different circumstances to
bring out what, for her, are the salient features of
social work from a black perspective. Her first example
turns on the involvement of a Sylheti family with the
health and social services (p9ff). Having noted the ways
in which white professionals intervened both insensitively
and unsuccessfully with both Mrs B. and her husband, Ahmad
suggests that the assessment in this case was impaired by
the inherent racism of the workers who were operating with
a distorted view of black families, a view which she
characterises as '"pathological framework'" (p9).

In her proposals for improving practice, Ahmad emphasises
the importance of making positive use of clients' and
community resources: social workers need to be able to
recognise the (different) strengths and positive
contributions of black individuals and groups, and move
away from the assumption that differences - for example in
family forms or roles - are pathological. This message
recurs through the book and is an essential component of
the approach to practice that Ahmad is endorsing, namely,
empowerment. Like Dominelli, the social work she approves
moves away from the personalising of problems commonly
found in traditional social casework in the psychodynamic
mode, and towards '"joint ownership" of the issues to be

resolved (pl14).

She notes the use by black professionals and groups of a
de facto community social work approach, though it is not
necessarily identified by the 'users' in those terms, and
she sees such an approach as essentially more open than
traditionally practiced 'white' social work. Breaking down
the power of social work expertise or specialised
knowledge by moving toward more cooperative ways of
working 1is also a feature of empowerment, but can rebound
on black workers who may be accused of over-identification
with black clients and be forced to choose between that
way of working and making a commitment to a more



40

traditional form of professionalism.

;n thg second case study (p15ff), Ahmad describes a case
1pvo1v1ng a black family where the widowed elderly mother
gives up her own accommodation to live with her married
daughter.- She charts the interventions by the different
agencies involved, and the unhappy outcome for the various
fam11y members. Ahmad's account of the actions of the
Soc1a1 Services, the Housing Department and the family
G.P. in 'dealing' with Mrs. J. is deservedly critical, and
she offers an alternative strategy based on a different
assessment of +the actual 'problem'. Ahmad's approach
emph§s1ses the element of community involvement and
part1c1p§tion that she sees as 1integral to a black
perspective. Four very brief case examples are provided
and discussed (pp23-6) to show the damage that can be done
by white social workers who fail to give due consideration

to questions of race and racism when making assessments of
black children.

Following the discussion of identification and assessment
of need, Ahmad devotes the next chapter (almost half the
book) to an extended exploration of the concept of
empowerment. The definition of empowerment +that Ahmad
adopts is drawn from a work by Solomon entitled Black
Empowerment: Social Work in Oppressed Communities. In
Solomon's usage, empowerment 1is a "process whereby the
social worker engages 1in a set of activities with the
client or client system that aim to reduce the
powerlessness that has been created by negative valuations
based on membership 1in a stigmatized group. It involves
identification of the power blocks that contribute to the
problem as well as the development and implementation of
specific strategies aimed at either the reduction of the
effects from indirect power blocks or the reduction of the
operations of direct power blocks." Ahmad comments on this
quotation in the following terms: "Since racism is one of
the major powerful forces that blocks social work
empowerment in relation to Black clients, it is necessary
to establish a framework for non-racist social work
practice" (p34). So again, the articulation of a black
perspective 1is Tlinked with the development of anti-racist
ways of working.15®

Ahmad then 1looks at the possible application of the
principles of empowerment to other social work approaches,
in much the same way as Devore and Schlesinger (1981)
discussed the extension of ethnic-sensitive practice to
different forms of social work. The discussion of a
"radical social work approach" (p45ff) shows that, for
Ahmad, the principles of empowerment can be successfully
incorporated 1into existing practice frameworks, a point
further borne out by her case studies and examples
relating to the "Task-centred approach" (pp50-55), the
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"Unitary approach" (pPp55-60) and the "Gr W "
(pp61-69). oup Work approach

Next, she briefly considers the "resources for change"
that are available to the social work profession
(pp74-84). Top of the list and, in Ahmad's estimation, the
"most' va]uap1e resource for social work change for racial
equality", 1s "'good practice'" (p74). She identifies six
"necessary components of good practice resource"
(pp74—75?, and 1is then able to maintain confidently that
"nop—rac1st practice is good social work practice and good
social work practice 1is good for all, whether Black or
Whitg” (p75). The other resources for change that she
considers are the black community (pp77-78), black

vo]untary organisations (pp78-81), black workers (pp81-83)
and anti-racist white workers (pp83-84).

Ahmad devotes her final chapter to drawing out the
implications of various pieces of 1legislation - in
particular, the Race Relations Act 1976 and the Children
Act, 1989 - and the White Paper on Community Care for the
advancement of race equality 1in social work and social
services' provision. She concludes on a positive note,
arguing that while social workers cannot take
responsibility for resolving the racism of British
society, they can at Teast take on the challenge of trying
to resolve the racism 1in their own profession and
practice. Indeed, she claims that social workers have an
obligation to work against the perpetuation of oppressive
practices, and that this obligation will only be met
through work that empowers the black families who come
into contact with social services.

Two other recent texts that take up the themes of
anti-racism and black perspectives in social work are the
collections of essays entitled Setting the Context for
Change (NCDP, 1991) and One Small Step Towards Racial
Justice (CCETSW, 1991). The writings in these two
collections meet some of the criticisms that Dominells
(1988) levelled against CCETSW in relation to its position
on anti-racism. In order to successfully complete the new
DipSW, students must be deemed to have acquired a range of
practice competences, and with the introduction of CCETSW
Paper 30, a specific attempt has been made to introduce
anti-racist requirements into the training programme. Each
of these texts deals with the inclusion of anti-racist and
black perspectives in social work education, training and
practice, using contributions from black academics,
students and practitioners to pursue the curricular
implications of CCETSW's explicit stance on anti-racism.

As these texts reveal, the articulation of a black
perspective on social work takes us into new territory and
is an important challenge to the existing bases,
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assumpt1ons_ and values 1in social work. The previously
unheard voices of black professionals and service users
move the whole social work enterprise into a more critical
anq self-analytical mode. But how - for both black and
white - +to proceed, using that perspective, to the
development of constructive and ethnically sensitive
welfare services? MRP will, I suggest, involve something
other than. the acknowledgement by whites of the validity
and necessity of the 'black perspective' in social work -
though as my 1later analysis of Ahmad's text indicates
(chapter eight), there may be difficulties and challenges
aplenty for the (committed) white reader trying to engage
with a text written from a black perspective.

The idea of a black perspective depends on the possibility
that there may be a way of looking at the world - more
particularly in this context, at social work - that is
essentially different for a black person by virtue of
being black.'® From this position, the 'problem' is not
about being black per se; indeed, this is celebrated as a
source of strength and cultural richness. Rather, the
'problem' is redefined as residing in the attitudes and
practices of (white) social workers and, beyond them, the
social work institution which is in turn a product of the
wider (racist) society. Social work itself - its beliefs,
assumptions and procedures - is now a legitimate target
for black dissastisfaction. Criticisms of social work
training and practice have been hard-hitting and reinforce
the view that it is the institution of social work that is
inherently problematic.

The articulation of an anti-racist perspective also
questions the status and nature of the social work
enterprise. Social work's self-image may be caring and
even-handed, but this is no protection from the realities
of practice in a racist environment. Anti-racism
challenges social work to re-examine both its premises and
its priorities and to ally itself in the most practical
way with the oppressed. In this way, anti-racist and black
perspectives become part of a more general,
anti-discriminatory position which is concerned with
questions of broader social justice and equality.

I will look 1in more detail in the next chapter at the
development of the concept of racism and its peculiar
entrenchment in our cultural language or currency, but the
point I wish to draw out here is that the emergence of
racism as a factor in the analysis of social work practice
has changed the nature of the discussion at its heart. It
has pointed to an alternative way of conceptua]isjng 'the
problem', and thus invites the development of d1ff9rent
strategies for understanding - and, ideally, improving -

socjal work practice.
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With ﬁhe formulation of black and anti-racist
perspectives, then, the terms of the debate about social
work and- race have changed: "colour = problem", i.e. the
prob1emat1s1pg of ethnic minorities, has given way to a
set_ of positions that have the capacity to problematise
socTa1 work itself. Having summarised the stages that
SOC1§1 work has gone through, the question of course
remains, "what next?" The discussion of the process of
change that 1led from problematising ethnic minorities to
the problematising of the social work enterprise itself
has _many resonances with feminist critiques of other
institutions, critiques which move attention away from a
vwomgn = problem" formulation and direct it towards the
1nst1tutiona1 procedures and practices that oppress women
in different ways. In the light of this, therefore, it may

be instructive to examine a parallel debate that seems to
have followed a similar history.

2.4 A comparison of perspectives on race and gender.

The area I have turned to - women in science - offers a
useful structure for the analysis of social work practice
in relation to ethnic minority clients. Most importantly,
perhaps, it may also suggest a new direction for our
thinking about the development of MRP. The following
discussion draws extensively on the work of Sandra Harding
(1986), from which all otherwise unattributed quotations
in this section are drawn.

Harding's task 1is to examine 'science' as currently
constituted and practiced, and to ask whether science is
sexist. To answer this question, she Tooks at evidence
from different feminist critiques of science, ranging from
the reformist to the more revolutionary; these move from a
position that identifies only 'bad' science as the
problem, leaving the basic value framework intact, through
to a more radical reappraisal of the whole scientific
enterprise where all assumptions are open to challenge.
Her analysis 1involves a shift from what she terms "the
'woman question' in science" - that is, an emphasis on the
question "what is to be done about the situation of women
in science?" (p9) - to the new question being posed by
some feminists: "'Is it possible to use for emancipatory
ends sciences that are apparently so intimately involved
in Western, bourgeois, and masculine projects?' - the
'science question' in feminism" (p9).

In an analogous way, I think the social work literature
can be examined and the question asked, "Is social work
racist?" While not seeking a perfect fit with Harding's
conceptual framework, addressing this question will
involve trying to draw up a parallel structure to explore
the way in which assessments and critiques of social work
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pract1ce havg 'changed over time and 1in response to
different political/ economic/social circumstances.

The focus 1is on a move away from "the 'race question' in

sgcia] work" - that is, asking what 1is to be done
with/about black clients presenting at Social Services
Departments? - towards consideration of "the 'social work
question' in ...". Here the problem of terminology

presents itself again, making this formulation hard to
complete. What is the 'race' equivalent of 'feminism',as

in Harding's construction "the 'science question' in
feminism"?

'"Feminism' does not simply signify the absence of
androcentrism but has gained a more active sense. It is
not just the swapping of a state of affairs that is
pro-men for one that is pro-women. Feminism has, in some
senses, involved challenging and attempting to refigure
traditional male/female, masculine/feminine hierarchies
with a view to allowing the development of new forms of
social relations. At the same time, Harding's formulations
denote a shift in the Tocus of the 'problem' - away from
women, 1in the first case, and to a new location in the
actual practice and structures of science, in the second.
In a similar way, I have proposed an analysis of social
work practice that shifts away from an assessment of black
people as 'the problem', to a situation where social work
1tself 1is the problematic, viewed in relation to sets of
behaviour that challenge white/black hierarchies of
dominance and 1inferiority. For this reason, perhaps, the
construction adopted earlier on the text, multi-racialism
(as in the usage MRP), should be questioned as it does not
adequately express the element of confrontation or
challenge 1inherent 1in the active conception of feminism
proposed. Therefore, at this stage, it may be that
'anti-racism' is the more appropriate, although not
entirely problem-free, term.

My procedure in what follows is to present each of four
basic critical approaches to science and scientific
practice 1in the terms used by Harding, and to follow each
such brief account with a discussion of its possible
relevance to an analysis of social work and social work

practice.

i) Equal opportunities position.

Harding observes that, "The criticism thought Tleast
threatening to science's self-understanding 1is that of
unfair educational. employment, and status-assigning
practices" (p58); however, 1little has been done to
ameliorate this situation and bring in fair practices -
and this despite the view held by many that eliminating
such inequities would not alter the fundamental nature and

practice of science.
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Her gna1ysis of women's continued poor showing and lack of
pub110 reward in this field is not directly related to
straight numbers of women employed in science; that is to
say that an increase in numbers did little to improve the
general position of female scientific employees, although
of course, in every age, some 'exceptional' women have
always managed to break through and achieve status and
acknowledgement for +their contributions to scientific
knowledge. Rather, Harding noted the following: '"The
broader social and political context in which
discrimination against women in science occurs is part of
gendered social relations more generally, and is part of
the psychic Tlandscape within which individual masculine
scientists think about themselves as well as about the
nature of science" (p59). Thus, an understanding of the
continued down-graded, subordinate position of women in
science 1is intimately bound up with issues of gender
identity and relative power in the broader society which
governs and validates scientific activity.

To turn to a consideration of an equal opportunities
position 1in social work: the argument is made that if

recruitment and employment practices within Social
Services Departments (SSDs) were made more fair, that is
were not either intentionally or unintentionally

discriminatory then this would open the way for more black
workers to <come into the social work system. At present,
ethnic minority group members are underrepresented in the
profession, and moves to change this, and bring the
workforce more 1into 1line with the composition of the
general population are being pursued. A 'representative'
service, in this sense, is held to be a better service.

However, assertions of this kind leave open more questions
than they answer. Why should increasing the number of any
one particular group within the SSD necessarily be a 'good
thing'? Is there any automatic or necessary 1link between
the size of the ethnic minority staff group in a given
local authority and an improvement 1in the service
provided? As Harding has already indicated, numbers, in
themselves, do not tell +the whole story. Other issues
would need to be addressed before it could confidently be
said that any real change in the SSD had occurred. For
example, what 1is the Tikelihood of an ethnic minority
individual being promoted to a senior management post? Are
the admittedly 1larger numbers of ethnic minority staff
found mainly in clerical or low-grade professional posts,
with 1ittle chance of movement? Do black staff stay with

the local authority?

And perhaps the most important issue that the equal
opportunities position fails to address - what 1is, or
should be, the role of ethnic minority staff within the
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SSD orggnisation? Do black staff 'succeed' in social work
by becom1ng ‘honorary whites', or is there a role for such
staff 51mp1y by virtue of the fact that they are black and
not white?'7 Do they have to become cultural experts or
take on the role of departmental 'resource', obviating the
need fot white staff to engage with issues of race and
alternative cultural norms? A simple head-count will not
reveal the answers to questions such as these.

ii) Feminist empiricism.

;n Harding's discussion, this view holds that there may be
Tnsﬁances of sexism within science, but that these are not
indicative of a problem within the scientific enterprise
itself; they are simply examples of 'bad science'.
"...[S]exism and androcentrism are social biases
correctable by stricter adherence to the existing
methodological norms of scientific enquiry" (p24). Thus a
certain amount of tinkering will remove these peripheral
problems, 1leaving the wunderlying structure of norms and
values untouched by - perhaps even beyond - criticism.

An equivalent construction 1in terms of social work and
race could run something like this: there is, in social
work, a core of values that is universal and fundamental -
perhaps relating to the essential "human-ness' of all
people, whatever the differences in their appearance or
circumstances; an example here could be the colour-blind
approach. There may be instances where social work
practice with ethnic minority individuals has been
insensitive, even racist 1in 1its effect, but such cases
have arisen where the canons of 'good practice' have not
been rigorously enough applied. Thus '"social work" as an
enterprise avoids the taint of racism, leaving the
'problem' as one which could be removed if basic social
work principles were maintained.Devore and Schlesinger
seem to find themselves drawing similar conclusions about
social work, though they would certainly not accept that
ethnic-sensitive practice could start from a colour-blind
position.

While at first glance such a position seems very
appealing, closer scrutiny shows that, at present anyway,
it is both impractical and flawed. Good intentions, and an
earnest desire to treat people fairly are not protection
against the 1inadvertent racism of certain behaviours.
Perception of another individual can never be entirely
neutral in that the ability to make sense of what/who one
is perceiving depends on a prior framework of meanings and
experiences. So it seems implausible, as advocates of the
colour-blind approach would <claim, that race/racial
appearance - a very obvious physical marker - can be
ignored, though an individual may make the effort not to
attach negative significance to such information about a
client. An inherent problem of the colour-blind approach
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is that 'treating everyone the same' has frequently been a
euphemism for treating everyone as if they were - or
shou?d be - white. And this, in practice, denies the
part19u1ar circumstances and needs of black people,
becoming racist in effect if not by intention.

To 190k at the broader empiricist position, aside from the
pgrt1cu1ars of the colour-blind approach, three further
difficulties can be noted: first, can racism, any more
than sexism, be reduced to a "correctable social bias"?
Any analysis of the concept of racism would suggest that
1t occupied a far more deep rooted and integrated place in
our cultural map than such a description would allow.
Second, is there any agreement about what should
constitute the ‘'value core' of social work?'8 And third,
the status of what social work chooses to problematise is
not itself neutral, but reflects the norms and biases of
the wider (racist) society.

iii) The feminist standpoint.

According to this feminist critique of science and its
organisation, "Briefly, this proposal argues that men's
dominating position in social 1ife results in partial and
perverse understandings, whereas women's subjugated
position provides the possibility of more complete and
less perverse understandings. ... The feminist critiques
of social amd natural science, whether expressed by women
or men, are grounded in the universal features of women's
experience as understood from the perspective of feminism"
(p26).

Without +trying to contrive a too-perfect fit, I would
suggest that translation of this approach into race and
social work terms could take either of two forms, a 'soft'
or a 'hard' version. The 'soft' version would assert that
the social worker needs to understand the ethnic minority
perspective and to be sensitive to the social experiences
of minority group clients, as such experiences provide a
unique staring point for the discovery of racial bias. The
worker adopting this approach would be in the tradition
described by Ely and Denney as ‘"cultural pluralism”
(1987:83-89). The form of practice envisaged by writers
within this framework lays emphasis on the worker having
knowledge of the client's racial/cultural/ethnic
background, and wusing this knowledge in a culturally

sensitive way.

As the discussion of cultural pluralism in chapter one
noted, this approach has its limitations, chiefly that it
downgrades the role and impact of racism on the 11ves_of
black people. Devore and Schlesinger (1981), while
emphasising the importance of adequate cultural knowledge,
take their analysis one stage further with their ideas of
nath-class" and the "ethnic reality" which incorporate an
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understgnding of +the structural factors affecting black
people in a racist society.

The 'hardt version would start from the position that the
whole social work edifice is suspect and riddled with
eurocentric and/or racist biases. This view recognises the
central and devastating effects of racism, and the
strqctura] position of ethnic minority groups in British
society. It leads either to a form of structuralism or to
the Qeve1opment of a ‘'black' alternative framework and
practice 1in social work. Such an alternative could be
conceptualised as different but not necessarily better
than existing 'white' social work, or as 'better' in some
sense yet +to be defined. Practice examples can be found
presenting criticisms of, or proposals for, social work
from a specifically 'black' perspective.?9

The 'standpoint' approach has a 1lot to offer current
social work thinking 1in that it provides a much needed
jolt to many hitherto unquestioned assumptions about
appropriateness and effectiveness of services across
cultural/ethnic boundaries. It brings to the fore a
previously unheard group of voices, those of both black
professionals and clients. One interesting question left
unanswered at this stage, analogous to the question posed
by Harding about feminist standpoint theory, is whether
there is, or should be, one ethnic minority/black
standpoint, or several different and cross-cutting
standpoints which need to be viewed together.

iv. Feminist postmodernism.

Feminist postmodernism in Harding's discussion demands an
acknowledgement of the validity and richness of women's
'fractured' identities; that is, a recognition of the many
voices within the general identity 'women', and the need
for these voices to interact and challenge one another,
rather than trying to produce 'the' one feminist
standpoint. It is trying "to eliminate the defensive
androcentric urge to imagine a 'transcendental ego' with a
single voice that judges how close our knowledge claims
approach the ‘'one true story' of the way the world is"
(p55). If not proposing a situation where
epistemologically ‘'anything goes', Harding is at least
envisaging an attempt to treat sceptically the most basic
assumptions of science.

Science is engaged in seeking certain kinds of knowledge -
and both the nature of that knowledge and the processes by
which it 1is sought can be subject to critical assessment
of the kinds suggested by Harding. Feminist science - or
better, feminist sciences - do not yet exist, but a
struggle has been joined to bring guch new know]nge'bases
and procedures into being. Hard1ng's own description of
the present situation is worth quoting at some length:
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" 'Something out there' s changing social relations
between races, classes, and cultures as well as between
genders - probably quite a few 'somethings' - at a pace
that outstrips our theorizing. “ e It would be
h1stor1ca11y premature and delusionary for feminism to
arrive at a 'master theory', at a 'normal science'
paradigm with conceptual and methodological assumptions
that we all think we can accept. Feminist analytical
categories should be unstable at this moment in history.
. The problem is that we do not know and should not know
JUSF what we want to say about a number of conceptual
choices with which we are presented" (p244).

Harding points to the need for critical dialogue between
the participants involved in science and for an
interrogation of the discourses of science, the traditions
that condition the practices, attitudes, knowledge bases -
ways of knowing - of both participants and critics. A
similar approach could usefully be applied to social work,
an enterprise that has an irreducible dependence on and
involvement with language, with both spoken and written
text (interviews, case files, conferences, court reports,
etc.).

Postmodernism, in the form presented by Harding, has
something new to offer social work theory and practice.
Within this frame of reference, the project now for social
work 1is not to try and define the necessary conceptual
and methodological assumptions for the enterprise to be
known as ‘'anti-racist practice'. Such a project would be
no more possible or desirable than the search for 'the
feminist science'. A more realistic and urgent task would
be +the promoting of a process of critical dialogue and
debate among the many different voices within and affected
by the statutory welfare services.

In the next chapter, I analyse the concept of racism and
will be suggesting that it transcends the purely personal
(the prejudice/cognitive component), and similarly, that
it cannot be reduced to the impersonal consequences of
particular political/historical/bureaucratic
configurations. In a certain sense, racism blends the
personal and the political; it is embedded in the social
fabric of this country and assumes the character of a
'"Tinguistic resource’'. A convincing definition of
anti-racist practice needs to acknowledge the way in which
racism structures and infiltrates different forms of
discourse - including social work discourses. This view of
racism reaches to the heart of our ways of knowing about
the world:; it raises basic questions of epistemology to do
with how we understand and relate to what we encounter
'out there'. My reading of the social work 1i#erature
suggests that neither MRP nor anti-racist practice have
been approached from this angle, and in fact that it will
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be necessary to 1ook outside social work altogether to
find an appropriate framework for analysis.
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CHAPTER TWO - NOTES

1. 1 wi11 egpand this point about the significance of a
change in terminology in section 4 of this chapter.

2. Though my 1later discussion of Dominelli (1988) in

chapter seven suggests that such a move may not itself be
without problems.

3. All references in this section are to Dominelli (1988)
unless otherwise indicated.

4. This is an odd formulation for a structuralist: 'we'
oppress 'them' because we think they are inferior. It
suggests that ideology determines structure - so what then
is the '"core" of racism referred to by Dominelli on p2?

5. The problems associated with establishing egalitarian
relationships are similar to those that arise when
Dominelli falls back on intuition, calling on '"our
intuitive responses" (p13) to guide white social workers'
communications with black clients and fellow workers. How
should we know which of our own intuitive responses to
listen to? Do we treat all comments or responses which
suggest that we have been racist in the same way and with
the same importance? Which white or black people, for
example, do we consider are entitled to pass such
comments? Dominelli offers few clues.

6. Other slogans 1in the same vein appear throughout the
book, a point I will explore in more detail in chapter

seven.

7. Examples include Bailey and Brake (eds.) (1975),
Corrigan and Leonard (1978), Pritchard and Taylor (1978),
Simpkin (1979), Brake and Bailey (eds.) (1980), and Langan
and Lee (eds.) (1989).

8. This perhaps overlooks the point that decisions will
always have to be made about access to resources. The
problem is not about whether to ration, but to what degree

and how.

9. I cannot help being sceptical of this description which
fails to chime with my own experience of inner-city
fieldwork practitioners. Dominelli apparently here bases
her understanding on an account of social work that was at
least ten years old and which could not have predicted the
effects of an extended period of aggressive cuts in
welfare provision under Thatcherism.

10. Is there necessarily anything intrinsically wrong with
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contradiction? I pursue this point in later chapters.

11. Thjs 1s more modest, but what about the other demands
on social work? "Complex and contradictory" means just
that. What happens when challenging racism means that

someone else (equally 'deserving' or entitled to help)
gets a poor deal?

1?. Seg Ahmed, Cheetham and Small (eds.)(1986), for
discussion of the colour-blind approach.

13. As the later discussion - particularly in chapter six
- suggests, the notion of "exemplary classic texts" is
perhaps not as transparent as Dominelli supposes.

14. All subsequent references in this section are to Ahmad
(1990), unless otherwise stated.

15. It 1is interesting to note, 1in the light of the
particular concerns of this thesis that Ahmad's
terminology slides between "anti-racism" and "non-racism"
with apparent unconcern.

16. It also raises interesting questions about the nature
of subjectivity that the social work literature has not
yet begun to address.

17. Several writers have started to Took at this question;
see, for example, Ahmed (1978), Manning (1979), Rooney
(1980), Rooney (1982), and Liverpool (1982).

18. There are many discussions in the Tliterature about the
'value core' of social work; see, for example, Walton
(1982), Timms (1983), and Horne (1987).

19. A number of articles and longer works have a]rea@y
been cited 1in the notes accompanying chapter one; in
particular, see under numbers 4, 5 and 11.
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CHAPTER THREE

FROM 'RACE' TO 'RACISM!'

3.1 Introduction.

What is 'race'? We all have a sense of what the term
means, and most people could probably supply an
'off-the-cuff" definition, if asked. Put all the

definiﬁions_ together, however, and the sharp edges of the
term 1immediately become blurred, and it takes on the

character of an "essentially contested concept'"?.
Nongthe?ess, 'race' - or perhaps more correctly, the
belief in race (Cashmore and Troyna, 1983:17) - has been a

powerful force in history and remains still an influential
factor 1in present-day social and political arrangements.
In chapters one and two, I referred at various points to
'racism' - mainly in relation to its presence or absence
as an idea 1in the social work literature. I offered no
definition, treating the term as a given. In this chapter,
I put +the concepts of race and racism under scrutiny. I
will trace the history and the range of ideas about race
and their incorporation into political and social
ideologies, and will then examine different theoretical
views of the components of racism, concluding with
suggestions for an understanding of racism which will
inform the rest of this study.

3.2 The idea of race.

The ultimate historical roots of this concept are obscure,
but the idea of separate races 1is found in both the
writings of the Ancient Greek philosophers and in the 0Old
Testament.2 The idea of race embraces ideas of inherent
biological differences between groups of people, but has
also been applied to 1language groups, national groups,
religious and/or cultural groups and even to the whole of
humankind mankind (the 'human race'). Linking these
di fferent usages is the assumption that line of descent is
relevant to a group's current situation. The different
conceptions of race also share the belief that human
beings are ‘'separable into types that are permapent and
enduring", defined 1in relation to certain "immanent
physical features" (Cashmore and Troyna, 1983:18). A
definition combining emphasis on physical difference and
lineage can be formulated: "A classificatory term broadly
equivalent to subspecies. Applied most.frequent1y to human
beings, it indicates a group characterized by closeness of
common descent and usually also by some shared physical
distinctiveness such as colour of skin" (Bullock and



94

Sta]?ybrass (eds.), 1977:520). Yet even this appealingly
stra1ghtforward statement is misleading as it gives no
suggestion that ‘'race' has proved "notoriously fragile"

when subjected to biological analysis Cash
Troyna, 1983:17). Y (Cashmore an

B}ogm (1971) and Tobias (1961) both make a case for the
11m1ted _usefu1ness of the term 'race', restricting its
application to a form of biological or anatomical typing,
bgt sﬁrong]y reject attempts to extrapolate from the
biological to the social or political.® Their cases for
even a strictly limited, biological usage are challenged
by other evidence <cited 1in brief by Ely and Denney
(1987:1-3) and Davey (1983:18-20) which points to the
conclusion that the present state of scientific knowledge
cannot support the division of +the world's human
population into discrete and immutable racial types. On
the contrary, the available evidence strongly indicates a
level of genetic homogeneity within the species: "the
genetic differences between the so-called races of man are
only slightly greater than those which occur between
nations within a racial group, and the genetic differences
between individuals within a 1local population are far
greater than either of these" (Davey, 1983:19). The
gradual emergence of this view as the reputable scientific
consensus between the +two world wars, and the Tinked
demise of eugenic ideas 1in biology, 1is exhaustively
documented in Barkan (1992).

It can be argued, then, that what are termed 'races' are
not genetically or biologically that dissimilar from one
another, and that the variation in the human species can
be perceived as a genetic continuum. Yet despite its
apparent 1limitations, the notion of race has an extremely
tenacious grip in everyday thought, out of all proportion
to its biological or genetic significance. Why should this
be so? The answer lies, in part, in the observation made
by Ely and Denney that: "attempts to dismiss biological
race as a figment of the imagination founder on the common
sense ability to distinguish a Chinese person from an
African" (1987:3). Leaving aside for the moment the notion
of 'common sense', which is perhaps more problematic than
Ely and Denney imply here, they have pointed to two very
obvious 'facts of 1ife', namely, that people are
observably different from one another, and that human
beings have an apparently inherent need to classify and
order the world and all its phenomena into discrete

compartments.*

Classification, at the most basic level, is an essential
part of negotiating - literally and metaphorically - with
the world and its inhabitants. Perception is a]wgys
'perception of ...', and it is these objects of perception

that have to Dbe sorted into recognizable classes and
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groups. Without the ability to place discriminably
different objects, 1individuals or events together and
treqt them as if, for particular purposes, they were
equivalent, the individual would simply be overwhelmed by
the mass of what are, strictly speaking, unique
perceptions. Perception, then, is creative. "By its most
profounq nature, perception cannot be only an obedient
ref1§0t1on of reality, an adaptation to the data at hand;
1t. is also an active transfiguration giving meaning to
being." (Berdyaev, quoted in Macquarrie, 1973:28) More or
less 'sqphisticated criteria may be used, but the business
of dividing up the environment into manageable units and
constructing equivalence categories continues throughout,
and wunderlies, our intellectual development. So what we
can take from the discussion thus far is that, at root,
classification is a form of social agreement and, as will
become clearer below, the terms of that agreement are not
arbitrary, but depend on the particular purposes or
objectives of the classifier.5

While individuals can <call on a range of categorising
systems to make sense of the world, it is clear that some
phenomena are easier to classify than others. Classifying
objects 1in the natural world, for instance, is simpler in
some senses than placing oneself or other people in social
categories; and 1t 1is the processes whereby the Tatter
occurs that are most relevant here. There are difficulties
attendant on any attempt to assign individuals and their
behaviours to social categories as the individuals under
consideration have their own understanding of the events
they participate in, and their own reasons, motives and
purposes for performing particular actions which may not
be transparent to an outside observer.® However, we try to
make sense of those with whom we deal, and in order to do
this we simplify the constantly shifting picture by
creating constancies: "We attribute consistent and
repeatable characteristics to others, either as
individuals or as exemplars of social groups and respond
to them according to their role, function, status, or
group membership" (Davey, 1983:42).

We all have to learn which characteristics to attend to
when making social judgements about each other; children
are aware of differences 1in skin colour, hair, dress,
style of speech, and so on, from perhaps the age of four
or five, and will use these cues as the bases for 'person
categories' to simplify and order their environments
(Troyna and Hatcher, 1992). It is interaction with'other
people within a particular society though, that indicates
how much attention should be paid to such differences, and
that teaches the child how they should be evaluated. Ely
and Denney suggest that the child has a fundamental need
to establish his own identity, and can only do that.by
learning the rules of inclusion and exclusion operating
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w1th1q his particular society: '"He must be able to
perceive the differences between the majority groups in
his community and identify the one to which he belongs
and. hg must learn the appropriate behavioural and
att1tud1na1 response towards people <classified 1in a
pqrt10u1ar way. Self identification can only be acquired
w1th1n the context of the system of preferences and biases
which exist in a society" (Ely and Denney, 1987:6).

The de§ire to classify in itself need not be problematic -
thaﬁ 1s, a classification of physical differences along a
horizontal axis could provide interesting information in
terms of helping our understanding of how differences
between individuals and groups occur. A potentially more
sinister effect 1is achieved when the axis is shifted to
the vertical, and the simple, serial ordering of groups on
the basis of ascribed racial characteristics is replaced
by a moral hierarchy 1in which some groups or races are
placed higher than others. The former come to be seen as
better/superior, the Tlatter as worse/inferior, and this
new ordering readily engenders ideas about dominant and
dominated races which become part of our commonsense
understanding of the world.”

In deploying the term 'race', then, we are latching on to
what are 1in fact superficial differences, employing
selective perception to attach special significance to a
small number of physically obvious features - notably skin
colour - and reaching conclusions about the nature or
other essential characteristics of the individual bearing
these outward distinguishing signs. It is worth noting
that the outcome is an emphasis on the negative
associations of difference; this is not a situation where
difference is noted but nonetheless still 1implies
equality. There is an idea of inherent
superiority/inferiority contained 1in this particular way
of dividing up the world.

So at this stage, it is being suggested that there are no
races 1in the sense of immutable and discrete groups
organised on the basis of certain phenotypical or
genotypical characteristics. Physical and genetic
di fferences do exist both within and between human
populations, but there is no scientific justification for
using these differences to rank +the groups (races)
hierarchically, and for then promoting unequal treatment
on the grounds that one population is inherently superior
to another. As Davey says, any justification for such
treatment "must be sought 1in social and political
relationships within and between societies rather than in
the state of knowledge concerning biological differences"
(Davey, 1983:19). So the political and social usages of
ideas about race bear closer scrutiny, 1in order _to
understand the continuing importance of this otherwise
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'empty' concept.

Up to the beginning of the 19th century, race was
cqnsngred 1n terms of 1ineage or common ancestry, and
31gn1f1ed "a line of descent, a group defined by
historical continuity" (Husband, 1982:13). However, around
the turn of the century, with the ascendancy of science, a
change occurred.® Particularly under the influence of the
work.of Cuvier, race came to signify "an inherent physical
quality. Other peoples are seen as biologically different"
(Banton{ 1977:18). Although the definition was still
gncerta1n, people began to assume that mankind was divided
1pto races according to criteria of permanent physical
difference. And theories about fixed differences between
peoples quickly led to theories about inequalities between
them. Racial (or racist) ideologies were constructed,

based on the notion that these races might not all be of
equal standing.?®

The 1impact of Darwin's speculations about human evolution
on perceptions of 'race' was enormous, at a time of
colonial expansion when Europeans were coming into contact
with and having to make sense of a vast range of peoples

and customs. "If man had originated not by special
creation but by evolution, it was perhaps natural to
suppose that human races might represent stages in the
process, or the branches of an evolutionary tree'" (Baker,

quoted 1in Cashmore and Troyna, 1983:22). Darwinism, which
could have supported the view that 'all men are brothers’,
was 1instead diverted into a wholly opposite social theory
where the races were seen as struggling for survival and
only the 'fittest', most superior would win through - at
the cost of the weakest. By definition, therefore,
conquerors were obviously superior and were thus entitled
to exploit the natural and human resources of the
vanquished.10

Other theories emerged which aimed directly at finding

'scientific'’ foundations for the already widely-held
assumptions about the inherent superiority of whites;
these included the neotenic theory and theory of
recapitulation. That successive theories were mutually
contradictory seemed Tittle impediment to their
advance.11 These approaches are mentioned here not simply
as interesting relics from the nineteenth century's
fascination with science, but as examples of the power of
racist ideologies to maintain a hold through time

regardless of their lack of foundation. As late as 1971,
the neotenic argument was invoked by Eysenck in the course
of the race and IQ debate, to support his assertion of the
naturally advanced cognitive and intellectual abilities of

whites over blacks (Gould, 1980:220).
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The power exercised by ideas of race in the twentieth
century cannot be overlooked: the large-scale development
of extreme forms of nationalism and fascism such as Nazism
may _have passed, but the concept of racial superiority
persists. As events in Eastern Europe and in the states of
the _former QSSR show, ethnic and/or national identity
remains a highly significant and emotionally charged
factgr in the 1lives of 1large groups of people, and
proy1des a focus around which to organise social and
po11tjca1 demands. In Britain, the fear - or worse, the
experience - of racially-motivated violence remains a
factor 1in the lives of numbers of black people. Neo-Nazi
anq extreme right-wing groups maintain a presence on the
fr1pg§s of mainstream political 1ife and, perhaps more
insidiously, ideas of race have been reconfigured to allow
for their inclusion in everyday, 'respectable' political

debate - a point I shall explore further in section 3.4 of
this chapter.

3.3 Learning to be prejudiced: the cognitive structures
and strategies of racism.

"Race 1s not a problem: it's something that people create
as a problem" (Cashmore and Troyna, 1983:30).

The previous section put forward the view that race and
hence racism, belong more to the social world than the
"'natural': race was presented as a Tlargely social
construct which has exercised a lasting influence on the
minds and actions of the members of many different
societies. This section concentrates on the cognitive
processes by which individuals and groups 1learn and
perpetuate racist ideas and practices. The focus here is
on racial and ethnic prejudice. 'Prejudice' is an aspect
of, but is not synonymous with, 'racism' (CCCS, 1982:47),
but as it constitutes the essential attitudinal component
of racism, it bears examination.

While it would be oversimple to say that prejudice 1is
wholly personal, it is nonetheless a 'mental attitude' -
one, in common usage, that is "inflexible" and '"based on
unreliable, possibly distorted, stereotyped images" of
specific groups (Cashmore and Troyna, 1983:36) - and, as
such, forms part of the psychological baggage of the
individual. Still <clarifying terms, 'stereotypes' are
taken to be generalisations about particular groups of
people made on the basis of incomplete, inaccurate, or
simplified information; identical characteristics or
properties are then attributed to individuals, purely on
the basis of membership of that group. In Davey's
formulation, "Sterotypes are judgements concerning a class
or category of people we 'know' about, as distinct from
people we know individually" (Davey, 1983:46).
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Various theories have been advanced to account for the
emergence of prejudice and these can be grouped under
three headings: phenomenological, psychodynamic, and
structural. Phenomenological theories start with the
assumption that "a person's perceptions of his environment
are of crucial importance in understanding his behavior"
as thgy influence the nature of his reponses to different
S1tuat19ns (Wrightsman, 1972:287). So the individual's
pefcept1ons, rather +than the external world, become the
ob;ectg of study. For example, Wrightsman presents this
s1tuat1on: an individual will respond aggressively to
m1nor1ty_group members if they are perceived as hostile or
threatening. Thus, "Genuine conciliatory behavior on the
parﬁ of the Black Panthers ... is irrelevant if white
policemen have been brainwashed to believe that the
Panthers are out to get them" (Wrightsman, 1972:277).

This 1is uncontentious as far as it goes. If an individual
believes 'A' to be true, she will act as if it were true.
But this hardly advances matters to any great extent. In
the example above, does the 'genuineness' derive from the
Panthers' perceptions of their behaviour or from an
external observer's? (Presumably, if the police were able
to perceive it as genuinely conciliatory, it would no

longer be appropriate to talk of them having been
"brainwashed" into the opposing point of view.) Are the
police 1literally wunable to admit the idea of "genuine
conciliatory behavior" 1into their assessment of the

activities before them?

Further, Wrightsman's comments do not indicate what
consideration should be given to the reasons why the
individual perceives the world one way (e.g. negatively)
rather +than another (e.g. positively). The policemen in
the example have not decided on a whim that the Panthers
are "out to get them" - they have been "brainwashed". 1
have suggested earlier (section 3.2) that category sets
are constructed rather than given to consciousness - and
the choices are not arbitrary. One final problem with
phenomenological accounts of prejudice has to do with
procedure; one might ask how the perceptions of another
individual could be accurately studied. So, although the
underlying assumptions of this approach can be clearly
enough stated, example does Tittle to illuminate their

application

Psychodynamic theories deal with the "prejudiced
personality" and Tlocate the origins and patterns of
prejudice in personal conflicts and/or maladjustments

within the individual. Such theories point to the
functional aspect of prejudice, suggesting that it fulfils
a need in that individual.'? But individualist or
psychological theories alone cannot account for the

prevalence of prejudice in whole groups which include
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individuals of widely differin ' '

: g personality types and 1life
experience (Beth?ehem,1985:100), and have been criticised
fﬁr underestimating the "crucial institutional pressures"
that cause or promote discrimination and prejudiced

behaviour in individuals regardless of personality
structure and personal beliefs (Stone, 1985:28-29).

Struqtura} theories trace the emergence of prejudice not
to 1pd1v1dua1 pathology or perception, but to the shared
experience of group membership. "For the most part,"
argues Davey, "individuals do not interact with each other
in .ad hoc ways but as members of social collectivities,
n§t1ona1, ethnic, religious or socioeconomic entities, in
circumstances which are not of their own creation" (Davey,
1983:11). Thus, the relationships within and between
groups are shaped by broad political, socioeconomic or
cultural factors which exist beyond the will or complete
control of individuals, and which regulate the conduct of
members of the respective groups. Individuals behave in
ways which they consider appropriate for the particular
groups to which they belong; so prejudice may be an
'acceptable' response in terms of conformity to certain
group expectations, where these are forged in a context of
basically hostile intergroup relations.

The theoretical approaches presented above all contribute
to an understanding of the genesis of prejudiced attitudes
and behaviour, but each offers at best only a partial
view. Prejudice 1is rooted both in the psychological
processes of the individual and in the sociocultural
milieu within which she operates, and a broader account is
needed to incorporate both these interdependent aspects.

Van Dijk (1987) takes the analysis one stage further in a
wide-ranging study whose object is to examine the
processes whereby racism is communicated in a multi-racial
society. His analysis of the cognitive dimensions of
prejudice is framed within a broader
information-processing paradigm, and takes account both of
the psychological processes involved in the acquisition
and maintenance of prejudiced attitudes, and the social
context within which these attitudes are expressed through
action. "Prejudice 1is not just a 'mental state’; it not
only 1involves the (trans)formation of ethnic attitudes,
but actually operates through flexible strategies for the
processing of group-based ethnic or racial information.
...[P]lrejudice is not just 'what' people think about
ethnic out-groups, but also 'how' they do so." (van Dijk,

1987:181)

He proposes that prejudice has five distinct properties:
first, it is a 'group attitude', that is, a shared
attitude among members of an in-group and not just a
personal opinion. Second, the recipients of the prejudiced
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attitude are "one or more other groups ('out-groups') that
are assumend to be different on any social dimension".
Ethnic’3 attitudes concentrate on differences attributed
to the supposgd ethnic or racial characteristics of the
out—group.. Third, the overall attitude towards the
out-group is negative, and the differences associated with
the out-group are negatively evaluated in relation to some
of the wvalues, interests or objectives of the in-group.
Fourth, the negative opinions within the ethnic attitude
are based on stereotypes or biased models of the
out-group. Van Dijk suggests that effectively a double
stanQard Operates in the processing of information about
ethnic minorities or other out-groups, which favours the
construction of these biased models. It is perhaps useful
to add here that prejudice characteristically also
features over-classification; that is, individuals learn
to habitually maximise or exaggerate the differences
between groups, while minimising the differences within
groups or categories. And last, prejudice is socially
learned and wused. It shapes inter-group perception and
influences interaction within and between groups to the
benefit of the in-group.

The properties of prejudice discussed above are predicated
on one obvious assumption - that individuals believe that
they can successfully distinguish out-group members from
those of their own group. As the discussion in section 3.2
indicated, learning to <classify and group objects and
people 1is a necessary step 1in the development of the
thinking of a social being; but the classification process
is neither neutral nor necessarily benign.

Van Dijk suggests that the beliefs and opinions that go to
make up ethnic attitudes are organised around a number of

basic categories: appearance, origin, socioeconomic,
sociocultural, and personality characteristics (van Dijk,
1987:203-213). These categories provide an effective

structure for social information processing. He proposes
further that prejudice is structured hierarchically, such
that the respective categories follow an order of
importance, and hence of acquisition. So in-group members
will take note first of appearance and origin, then
socioeconomic factors, and so on through the Tist, in
classifying members of a 'new' - that is, unfamiliar -
ethnic or other social group.

Thorough analysis of these categories reveals a basic
structure which is composed of three main features; these,
van Dijk suggests, characterise all dominant group
relations with minorities, and the cagritive
representation of those relationships among dominant.g¢qup
members. They are difference and inferiority, compet1t1op,
and threat. To repeat an earlier point{ diffgrence s
again evaluated negatively; ethnic minorities have
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different cultures, behaviours,

norms or aims, and these
are treated as ,

inferior to the dominant groups' .14

Having adopted a classification scheme for ordering people
into  social groups,'5 individuals will work hard to
maintain that system, even in the face of potentially
disconfirming evidence. Davey suggests that individuals
1earn .f1ex1b1e strategies for processing social
information, selecting and highlighting those items which
are consopant with their preconceptions, and reshaping -
or screening out altogether - those data or encounters
that could challenge them (Davey, 1983:48). Two types of
error or manipulation are possible in assigning objects or
people to particular categories: over-inclusion - that 1s,
including items in a group which do not exhibit the
specified criteria for group membership - and
under-inclusion - that 1is, excluding an item which does
possess the required characteristics. Where the difference
in value between social categories is large, it is more
likely that errors of over-inclusion into a negatively

valued category will take place, while errors of
assignment 1into the positively valued class will tend
towards under-inclusion. In this way, membership of the

dominant group remains tightly regulated.

In +the course of the above discussion, I have put forward
the view that prejudice performs a socially useful
function for certain groups 1in society, protecting and
reinforcing a positive evaluation of the norms, goals, and
other socioeconomic and cultural interests of the majority
social group at the expense of ethnic minority groups:
"The basic organizational setup of negative ethnic
attitudes 1is geared toward the development of prejudiced
opinions that can be wused as ideological protection
against infringements by the out-group on the interests of
the in-group" (van Dijk, 1987:221).

3.4 The politics of race: the reproduction of racism
inside and outside social institutions.

The preceding discussion has examined two key concepts -
race and prejudice. Race was found to be a concept with
1]ittle biological or genetic explanatory value which has,
nonetheless, been given purchase 1in a wide range of
historical circumstances. Prejudice concerns an attitude
set constructed from socially acquired and maintained
beliefs about the significance of race, constructions
which, by and Tlarge, favour one group (the in-grgup) at
the expense of others (out-groups). The va11d1ty or
otherwise of the assumed racial differences on which sgch
attitudes are predicated is less relevant than the social

uses to which they have been put.
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This next secﬁioq examines further the linking of ideas of
race. and pre3ud1ce into the complex phenomenon of racism.
My ~1ntention s to 1look at racism from two angles,
offering first a political/structural account of its
development and consolidation in British culture (section
3.4), fo11owed by an analysis of the discourses of racism,
that 1s, the ways in which racist ideas and attitudes are
communicated within a society (section 3.5). Although for
purposes of discussion these two aspects of racism will be
presentgd as separate, the practical effect is that they
intertwine, supporting and reinforcing one another. It is
the task of the final section to suggest a framework for
upderstanding racism that encompasses the dimensions
discussed previously, and allows it to be seen as, at

present, an 1integral part of a white (dominant group's)
Weltanschauung.

1) Race, colonialism and imperialism.

The grounding of ideas about race in particular historical
and political configurations extends the notion of race as
a socially constructed, non-neutral basis for
classification. Gilroy proposes that 'race' should be
viewed as "an open political category, for it is struggle
that determines which definition of 'race' will prevail
and the conditions under which it will endure or wither
away" (Gilroy, 1987:39). This suggests that ideas of race
will become important where issues of power are at stake
and, particularly, that acknowledgement of differences
based on ascribed racial characteristics may assume a
special significance where they provide a rationale for
social and economic divisions which protect the interests
of certain dominant groups.

There 1is evidence that the idea of race in Britain has a
history that obviously predates the colonial era,'® but as
I suggested earlier 1in this chapter, it seems that a
change of conceptualisation occurred around the beginning
of the nineteenth century which supported and justified
the colonial domination of people of different racial
types. Slavery became an integral part of the political
and economic exploitation of the peoples of Asia and
Africa that characterised the British Empire. It s
suggested that the position at the unassailable top of the
imperial pile promoted a particular mentality among
British people, one which has remained - in the shape of a
lasting consciousness of white superiority - despite the
dissolution of the empire which originally engendered it.
And the extended period of colonial and imperial dominance
has had implications for political structures at home: fin
view of the fact that, for four centuries, white
colonialists have dominated the non-white popu1§t19ns they
colonized and incorporated onto their empire, it is to be
expected ~ that #he basic trends 1in the U.K.'s state
institutions and opgrations will express the interests of
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whites; in particular, those of the white ruling class"
(Cashmore and Troyna, 1983:119).

The function of race ideas under capitalism has been
exp1ored from a Marxian perspective, which defines race
relations as a product of material relations. Cox, in the
1940{3, argued that capitalism benefits from a divided
work1ng class; therefore, any means that splits the
working class into fragments and fosters antagonisms
betwgen different groupings could be pursued by 'capital'
as it would help prevent workers from recognising their
common exploitation and wuniting in opposition. Race
provides an effective focus around which to organise such
splits. Workers are encouraged to see each other as
different and therefore unequal, and to ally with their
own race at the expense of their 'real' class interest.1!7

CCCS (1982) have traced the relations between race and
power, superiority and inferiority in colonial societies,
and the way these have developed into the networks of
inequality that structure capitalist social formations.
They do not suggest that Britain's imperial and colonial
past has completely determined present day racist
ideologies and practices, nor do they assume that 'race'
can simply be reduced to 'class'; what these authors do
clearly state is that racism, "as it exists and functions
today ... has to be located historically and in terms of
the wider structures and relations of British society"
(Solomos et al, 1982:11).

ii) The 'new racism'.

While ideological remnants from the colonial past still
remain embedded 1in British social attitudes, these are
given a new twist 1in the racist accounts given of the
present political and economic situation. The CCCS authors
have charted the historic development of ideas about race,
Teading up to the elaboration of what they describe as a

"'new racism' in Britain in the 1970's and early 1980's,
the key feature of this contemporary brand of racism being
its redefinition of 'race' in terms of culture and

identity, or what van Dijk calls "ethnicism™ (van Dijk,
1987:28) .18 Lawrence (1982) and Barker (1983) Tlink this
'culturalising' of racism to other ideological
redefinitions of the time which arose with the
articulation of a new conservative philosophy, allied to
the economic decline and diminution of global influence
experienced by Britain in the post-war period,?'?® anq the
"organic crisis" this has produced in British society:
"The fear that society is falling apart at the seams has
prompted the elaboration of theories about race which turn
on particular notions of culture. The 'alien' cultures of
the blacks are seen as either the cause, or e?sg‘the most
visible symptom of the destruction of the 'British way of

life'" (Solomos, et al., 1982:47).
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Essed (1991)5 too, charts the development of a new form of
racism which moves away from the earlier
b1o1og1ca1/pseudo—scientific theories which supported the
co1on1a1 brand of exploitation, and turns instead to
theories of cultural difference. "At the same time", she
notes, "'ethnic' forms of oppression have emerged that are
fed by strong (nationalistic) ddentification with the
cultural heritage of the group. These 'ethnic'-directed
forms _of oppression are an inherent part of the cultural
pluralism model" (Essed, 1991:13). The possibility that
cultural pluralism can become an oppressive social form is
echoed by Ahmed who sees 'multiculturalism' being
subverted by the 'new right' in ways that are clearly not

to the benefit of ethnic minority groups in this country
(Ahmed, 1991).

The thrust of the ‘'new racism' 1is the essential, the
necessary, difference between British culture and 'the
rest'. The debate is no longer about assimilation or even
integration, but focusses on the almost mystical
relationship between Britain, British culture and the
British - who are, within this analysis, authentically
white. Birthplace, even rights of citizenship, take second
place to "membership of the nation" (Lawrence, 1982:85),
which 1s the exclusive preserve of the indigenous white
population. Culture and a shared tradition become the
determinants of group membership, and they are defined so
as to exclude black minorities, however this contradicts
the historical connections between 'the British' and the
populations of the ex-colonies and dependencies.

One of the appeals of this form of racism is that, as
Barker observes, it purports to provide a theory of human
nature. "Human nature is such that it is natural to form a
bounded community, a nation, aware of its differences from
other nations. They are not better or worse. But feelings
of antagonism will be aroused if outsiders are admitted."”
(Barker, 1983:21) The 'it's only natural' argument gave a
(spurious) universality to the claims of those like Enoch
Powell who were calling for stricter controls on black
immigration on the grounds that each community needed and
deserved its own homeland (Barker, 1983:20ff). Settling in
an 'alien' environment was thus wrong for both blacks and
whites. Blacks could never achieve a true sense of
'Britishness', because of their different cultures and
traditions, and Britain could not pursue its own destiny
while suffering the diluting presence of non-British
minorities within the fabric of white society; the unity
of the nation, its very 'way of Tife' was threatened.

This discourse, or way of conceptualising race in terms of
culture, explicitly distances itself from the language of
superiority and inferiority. Cultures are different, and
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it is presented as only right and

_ proper for each group to
seek to defepd 1ts own way of 1life. The siting of race in
the new terrain of.cu1ture allows it to remain an integral
part of the political framework at a time when cruder

theories of biological determinism have been largely -
though not yet absolutely - overthrown.

3.5 The discourse of racism.

Having looked at the macro-level of political and economic
structures and the organisation of racist ideologies, the
fo]]owing discussion turns to the micro-level of
interpersonal communication, and the forms of linguistic
exchange that allow racism to be reproduced and
transmitted within and between social groups. In terms of
the reproduction of racism within social work, this
micro-level is of particular relevance to a consideration
of practice, where the 'enounter' or relationship between
practitioner and client is under scrutiny. The framework I
have adopted here takes a linguistic turn which prefigures
the direction of the remainder of the study; it is a form
of discourse analysis, taking discourse 1in its widest
sense, which 