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1 | INTRODUCTION

Despite increasingly strident calls for action to address the significant
over-representation of Indigenous children and young people in child
protection systems globally, settler states such as Canada, Australia,
New Zealand and the USA (CANZUS countries) continue to see alarm-
ing numbers of Indigenous children in state care (Australian Institute
of Health and Welfare, 2019; Edwards et al., 2023; Hyslop, 2021;
Quinn et al., 2022). As public outrage grows over the harms done to
Indigenous children, young people, and families by this ‘long emer-
gency’ (Haight et al., 2018, p. 398), national and state governments in
CANZUS countries are increasingly committing to policies and prac-
tices aimed at strengthening Indigenous frameworks and leadership in
child welfare services (Creamer et al., 2022). Undergirding these
efforts is growing recognition of Indigenous sovereignty and rights, as
delineated in the United Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peo-
ples (UNDRIP) and related national laws and treaties (Cleland, 2022;
King et al., 2018).

Efforts to indigenise child welfare services take a range of forms.
Frequently these focus on enhancing the cultural responsiveness and
safety of mainstream child protection services and strengthening the
cultural literacy of child protection social workers (for instance,
Alberta's Indigenous Cultural Understanding Framework, ICUF)
(Ministry of Children's Services, 2019), or New Zealand's Maori
Centred

Center, 2021). More fundamental changes include investments in

Practice Framework (Oranga Tamariki Evidence
Indigenous-designed and/or led services, and moves to devolve
responsibility for child protective services to Indigenous peoples and
their nations (for instance, Canada's Act Respecting First Nations, Inuit
and Métis children, youth and families, 2019).

At the same time, Indigenous communities and scholars are
actively building health and social service frameworks grounded in
and informed by Indigenous knowledges and ways of knowing, being,
doing and relating. This body of work has its own integrity and pur-
poses. Nonetheless, it intersects with and informs other efforts to
strengthen Indigenous content in child welfare services generally, and
child protection services in particular. In New Zealand, for instance,
Indigenous models with broad influence across social and health ser-
vices, including child protection services (Dobbs, 2021), include ‘Te
Whare Tapa Wha’ (Durie, 2001) and ‘Powhiri Poutama’
(Huata, 2011).

From both mainstream and Indigenous perspectives, services that
are Indigenous-designed and/or led, or informed by Indigenous
models and/or frameworks are increasingly viewed as critical to
enhancing the cultural safety and responsiveness of child protection
services (Creamer et al., 2022), safeguarding the cultural identity and
connections of Indigenous children and young people (Ball & Benoit-
Jansson, 2023), and reducing the over-representation of Indigenous
children and families in child welfare systems (Waitangi
Tribunal, 2021). Although the research base in this area is limited,
studies of Indigenous child welfare and child and family services indi-
cate that these improve the quality of services to Indigenous families

(Haight et al., 2018) and enhance their engagement with supportive

and preventive services (Lucero & Bussey, 2012; Richardson, 2008).
In general, Haight et al. (2018) concluded, ... our scoping study sug-
gests that a promising path forward is for ... child welfare profes-
sionals to look to Indigenous child welfare beliefs and practices for
models of culturally appropriate policies and practices’ (p. 408).

From a range of perspectives, investments in Indigenous leader-
ship and sovereignty in child welfare systems thus represent an
important area of Indigenous child protection service provision. None-
theless, efforts to strengthen the authority of Indigenous peoples in
the child protection arena are hampered by a range of challenges,
including inaction in ceding control for child protection to Indigenous
nations (Libesman & Gray, 2023), constraints on resourcing
(Blackstock et al., 2023; Haight et al., 2018) and the strictures of
western-centric service frameworks and contracting, monitoring and
evaluation models (Ball & Benoit-Jansson, 2023; Blackstock
et al., 2023; Eggleton et al., 2022). Concerns thus persist regarding
the extent to which there is genuine political investment in advancing
Indigenous self-determination in this domain (Blackstock et al., 2023;
Libesman & Gray, 2023). Furthermore—and specifically relevant to
the focus of this paper—relatively little research-based information is
available to inform efforts to expand Indigenous-designed and/or led
programs and services (Haight et al., 2018; Sinha et al., 2021).

In part, the dearth of published information on Indigenous-
designed and/or led child protection services reflects the compara-
tively sparse literature on Indigenous child protection programs and
services generally. Much of the extant literature has focused on docu-
menting the over-representation of Indigenous children, young peo-
ple, and families in public child protection services (De La
Sablonniére-Griffin et al., 2023; Sinha et al., 2021) and exploring the
deeply problematic consequences of this involvement (Haight
et al., 2018). Studies documenting the negative impacts on Indigenous
children, young people and families of involvement in the child protec-
tion system make clear both the compelling need for and relative lack
of investment in Indigenous-designed and/or led services. In their
scoping review of the involvement of Indigenous families in North
American public child welfare systems, for example, Haight et al.
(2018) found high levels of need in tandem with a lack of accessible,
culturally appropriate services for Indigenous families. Their review
also highlighted the significant challenges facing Indigenous families
involved with mainstream services, including racism, a lack of respon-
siveness and consequent mistrust. At the same time, they identified a
gap in knowledge-building around Indigenous-informed and
Indigenous-led programmes and services. The authors concluded both
that ‘... the question of how to strengthen child welfare with Indige-
nous families is clearly under-researched’ (p.397), and that ‘More
work is ... needed to design, implement, and evaluate culturally-based
child welfare practices’ (p.397).

Related studies underscore these points. Reviewing the literature
on Australian programmes designed to enhance the wellbeing of
Aboriginal young people in out of home care, Lindstedt et al. (2017)
identified a striking absence of studies in this area. Similarly, in a
review of the international literature on the involvement of Indige-
nous children in child protection services, Sinha et al. (2021) noted
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that their study ‘illustrates the limits of the academic literature in
representing the knowledge and experience of Indigenous Peoples’
(abstract). A 2023 review of scholarship on Indigenous led child and
family services in Canada corroborates these conclusions, pointing out
that ‘we found few studies documenting the process and outcomes of
Indigenous led, culturally based solutions’ (Ball & Benoit-
Jansson, 2023, p. 48). In the child mental health arena, a domain
closely linked to child protection services, O'Keefe et al. (2022) have
likewise noted a lack of research centring Indigenous knowledges and
‘Indigenous-led solutions’ (p.6271).

Findings of these reviews consistently highlight both a lack of
investment in Indigenous governed and led child welfare services and
related research and evaluation studies, and a significant need for
more of them. Factors constraining Indigenous led research and pro-
gramming include limitations on funding, and contractual arrange-
ments that pre-determine the form and duration of services
(Blackstock et al., 2023). However, as Sinha et al. (2021) noted, it is
also likely that more Indigenous research knowledge exists than
is captured in review articles, which typically rely on published mate-
rial and academic data bases.

Given calls for significantly greater investment in Indigenous-
designed or -led services, and promising indications of their efficacy, it is
important to build a stronger knowledge base to support these efforts.
To our knowledge, there has not been an exploration of existing frame-
works, models, services, interventions and/or programmes grounded in
Indigenous ways of being, knowing, relating, and doing within the
broader area of child welfare and child protection. Consequently, this
qualitative literature review has three aims: to identify published child
welfare frameworks, models, services, interventions and/or programmes
that are Indigenous-designed and/or led, and/or developed in partner-
ship or collaboration with Indigenous peoples; to describe the key char-
acteristics of the identified publications; and to identify and describe key
dimensions that underpin these frameworks, models, services, interven-
tions and/or programmes. We conducted the review as part of develop-
ing the evidence base for a larger research project focused on ensuring
meaningful participation of Indigenous children and families in child pro-
tection decision-making and services.

Our research team for the project includes six Indigenous mem-
bers (including the first and second authors) representing diverse
tribal affiliations and connections, and two non-Indigenous members.
The review recognizes and acknowledges that while it is essential to
honour the distinctiveness of Indigenous peoples in particular places
and contexts, there are likely commonalities that may offer insights,
understandings, and learnings to support future design and operatio-
nalisation of frameworks, models, services, interventions and/or

programmes.

2 | METHODS

Our overarching research question for this qualitative literature
review was: What are the key dimensional elements underpinning frame-

works, models, services, interventions and/or programmes applied within

3
BT Wi LEY-—
the broader area of child welfare and protection that focus on Indigenous
children, young people, and families? Our approach was informed by
published methods (Haight et al., 2018; King et al., 2023; Trudgett
et al., 2022; Wilson et al., 2021), the updated PRISMA guidelines
(Page et al., 2021) and the ‘CONSollDated critERtia for strengthening
the reporting of health research involving Indigenous peoples
(CONSIDER) statement’ (Huria et al., 2019).

The parameters of our search strategy were guided by the work
of Haight et al. (2018), who noted a dearth of literature pertaining to
child welfare with Indigenous families prior to the year 2000. How-
ever, mindful of the epistemic injustice experienced by Indigenous
peoples (Lewis et al., 2023a,b), we were interested in privileging the
Indigenous knowledge contributed to this area by Indigenous
researchers. Our inclusion criteria comprised: frameworks, models,
services, interventions and/or programmes within the context of care
and protection focussing on Indigenous peoples that were
Indigenous-designed and/or led or developed in partnership or collab-
oration with Indigenous peoples; publications including peer-reviewed
journal articles, book chapters, books, and grey literature (in the form
of theses or dissertations); and publications in the English language.

We searched the SCOPUS and PsychINFO electronic databases
from January 2000 to May 2022 using various combinations of the
following search terms (for example, with and without use of the *
symbol denoting plural forms or use of macrons/acute accents): child
welfare, child protection, child abuse, child neglect, child maltreatment
AND ethnic groups, minority groups, Indigen*, ‘First Nation*, Maori
OR Torres OR Hawai* OR Aborigin* OR Inuit OR Métis OR Sami OR
‘Native American’ OR ‘American Indian’. We kept the search terms
deliberately broad as we did not want to miss any potential frame-
works, models, services, interventions and/or programmes within the
literature. Other relevant literature was sourced from a systematic
hand-search of the reference lists for selected full publications.

We identified a total of 3569 potential records from the two elec-
tronic databases, with an additional eight records identified through
hand-searching from reference lists. Identified titles and abstracts
were imported into reference management software where they were
screened by the first and second authors to identify those to retrieve
as full texts.

After duplicates were removed and titles and abstracts screened
were screened by the first and second authors to assess fit with the
inclusion criteria (with 20% cross-checking by other members of
the research team), 107 records were identified for full text screening.
A further 83 of the 107 were excluded following screening of the full
texts. Overall, 24 publications were included in the data analysis

(Figure 1).

2.1 | Dataanalyses

Data from the 24 publications were first extracted into standardized
tables in Excel by the first author and information collected around
key features of each publication. Data were then further extrapolated

and coded into the following categories by the first and second
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authors: year of publication; authors; type of publication; country;
ethnicity of the population of interest (as explicitly reported in the
publications); the type of activity specified (whether framework,
model, service, intervention or programme); whether frameworks,
models, services, interventions and/or programmes described were
Indigenous-designed and/or led or developed in partnership/
collaboration with Indigenous peoples (as explicitly reported in the
publications); Indigenous led authorship or co-authorship of the publi-
cation; whether evaluation was undertaken; and, noting the specific
title of the framework, model, service, intervention or programme pre-
sented in the publications. During this step, the first and second
authors utilized applicable CONSIDER criteria (categorized under gov-
ernance; prioritization; relationships; methodologies, participation;
capacity; analysis and interpretation; and dissemination) to assess the
quality of the publications (Huria et al., 2019).

The data synthesis was led by the first and second authors,
occurred over three stages, and involved identifying and mapping the
aggregated data in accordance with our overarching research ques-
tion. Underlying concepts were identified and then grouped themati-
cally. The first and second authors then deliberated and agreed upon
a common set of dimensional themes across the dataset. These

dimensional themes were further discussed, checked against the
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categorisation of the publications, and refined by the first two
authors, with 20% cross-checking from the broader research team.
Once a final set of key dimensions were agreed upon, the frequency
with which each of publications (implicitly or explicitly) cited each of
the dimensions was then quantified.

3 | RESULTS

Table 1 presents key characteristics for the final set of 24 publications
that meet the inclusion criteria for this scoping literature review.

3.1 | Publishing date and type of study

Similar to those found by Haight et al. (2018) our results show that
most publications were published from 2010 (n = 22 publications)
and nearly all were published journal articles (n = 21 publications).
Three of the publications were doctoral theses (Cameron, 2010;
Hansen, 2012; Ullrich, 2020). Table 1 provides a description and the
name of each respective framework, model, service, intervention

and/or programme presented in the publications.

85U90 |7 SUOWIWOD dAIERID 3eatdde au Ag pousenoh aJe sajo1e VO 88N JO 3N 10} AReug1 8UIUO AB|1IAA UO (SUORIPUOI-PUB-SWLBI/LIOY" AB 1M AfeIg 1[EU1|UO//SUNY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWid L 81 885 *[€202/TT/9T] o Ariqiauliuo A8|IM ‘Yo1essay aIpS N Ued LY UINOS AQ 00TET SJO/TTTT OT/10p/w00 Ao i Areiqiput|uoy/:sdny wo.y popeojumod ‘0 ‘9022S9ET



13652206, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/cfs.13100 by South African Medical Research, Wiley Online Library on [16/11/2023]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

(ssnunuo))

A

Na

I W1 LEY-—
> z

A

(N/A)
uoljenjeAy

PAKI PAKI ET AL.

WIAISAS 2lejjam plIyd Yyl yum

PSA|OAU] S3ljIWe) pue uaJp|iyd

leuiSloqy uegan yum Supiom
V/Ne ul [opow a3endoadde Ajjeanyind

3uiaq||am (s|doad 3unoA

oe|n) Iyejesduel poddns

03 (sdiysuoire|as Jo 3uninuinu)

niojede] 9]

3upjew uoisidap ul ajeddijued

pue saduauadxe J1ayl aleys

03 9|doad 3unoA pue ualp|iyd

93e4nodus 03 sisuoideid

199(01d Aes spiy

sJayoes)

Asewpid J1ay3 se JaA13a1ed

/sjuaued 19y} Suuoddns

pue ‘uaipjiyd jooydsaid

snoua3ipu| Jo jJuswdo|ansp

|ea1sAyd pue ‘|len3os||@jul

‘leuojows ‘lenyuids

S91}IUNWWOD UISYLION pue 3unowoud swweidoud
uequn ul 1eis pesay [eulsLioqy
sol|lwey

SUOIEN 15114 YHM HIom

|e1nos 03 yoeoudde aqeulysiuy

321D Ajjuap] aqeulysiuy
soliwe}

pue uaJpjiyd Joj Juswade|d
awoy JO N0 95npal

0} SUOIJUSAISIUL [SAS| WS)SAS
uoi930.d pjIyd pue saijiwe)
SAllEN 0} S92IAISS Sulpn|dul

[9POIA UOIjeAIaSId
Allwe 213ua)) 921n0Say
Allwe4 uelpu| JsAuag ay |

s1a.ed diysuny
|00 JUBWISSISSY |eu1S1I0qY JO JUSWSSISSE

Ja1e) diysury] Ae3ueuipn

aweN

e3ueje3uneueym Jo [spowl \f

3uijoddns a21nosad a2130e4d

paseq AjlUNWWOd snoudsipu|

3uluIINo SJomawely

|opow uoreAsasaud Ajiwe

10} |00} 91eudoadde Ajjeanyind

uonduaseg

pa| Joyne
snouadipu|

p3| Joyine
snouadipu|

diysioyine
-02
snouadipu|

diysioyine
-0d
snouasipu|

pa| Joyne
snouadipu|

diysioyine
-02
snouadipu|

pa| Joyine
snouadipu|
(s)ioyine
snoua8ipu|

paJaupied

P3| snouadipu|

pa| snouasdipu|

paJauped

paJaupied

eV/N

paJauned

pa] snouadipu|

aA1lelI0qge||0d
/paJauped
1o p3| snouasipu|

SAlIEN BXselY vsn

suoneN 1s414 epeued
uoejn ZN
|euiSiioqy Uelesisny  eljeysny
suoneN 1si14 epeued
suoneN 1s414 epeued
aAeN
e)Se|y ‘UBIpU| UBDLIDWY vsn
Japue|s| }e)s SaLI0 |
‘leuidlioqy ueliesysny  ejjesysny
Ay Aguno)

'Sa1pn3s pamalnai Jo uoidudsaqg

sisay}
|eso300Q

Jpipe
[eudnor

JpIpe
|eusnor

apIue
|eusnop

sisay}
|eso300Q

JpIpe
|euinor

apIpe
|eusnop

juswndop
JoadA)

(¢10€) uasueH

(€202)
‘e 19 AsjweH

(8T02)
{CREERCI

(6102) 2eUSID
pue yoepa9

(0107) UoIBWED

(€T0Z) 0499N7]
pue Aassng

(87T02)

‘e 39 320PdE|Ig

221nog

1 31avil



13652206, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/cfs.13100 by South African Medical Research, Wiley Online Library on [16/11/2023]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

sHomawely

oi3nadelayy aAieald

e ulypm saoipoesd Suijeay
paseq uJa)sapA apisSuole

PAKI PAKI ET AL.

J1ds pue 3uijeay Jo s3dasuod diysioyine
leuiSlioqy Suijeodiodul -02 JpdIe (6102)
Ng (8unesy punoue wsa, uiny) Hea| 92130e.4d JO [9pow d1nadessay | snouadipu| paJaujed leui3loqy uelessny  eljessny |euanor 997 pue SSoN

S9I}IUNWWOD UedLIBWY SAIREN
Ueg4n Jo Spasu 3y} ssauppe
0 SUOIJUSAISIU| [9AD] WISAS

uol32330.d plIyd pue saljiwey) diysioyine
swwegold SAI}EN 03 Sa2IAISS Sulpnjoul -0 Jpipe (€002)
Nq A2BJ0ApY UBDLIBWY SAIEN [opow 22130e4d USALIP Ajjean3inD snouasipu| paJauyied UeIpu| UedsLIawy VSN |euinop ‘e 13 |]opuUlN
(S EENENVETYY 204n0sal pa| Joyine 3pipe (0z02)
N MOH) %Y030o3yem 1sa3 meAlygu Suiddew diysuoneja. 931D snouasipu| paj snouasipu| suonen 3si14 epeue) |euinop ‘e 19 sBjoYelN

neueym pue (9jdoad
3unoA uoe) Iyeredues

10} Suiag|jam o3 yoeoudde pa| Joyne JpIpe (1202)
Ng (9p1L Buuds Suisry) oxodjie| |ean3jnd SululINo [9pow 3d13oeid snouasipu| pa| snouasipu| LIoBN ZN [eusnor ‘e 19 a1eoe|N
9o130e4d
domawel aJejjam pj|iyd 01 yoeoudde pa| Joyne EVEIN| Jpie (9102)
N ao130e.1d 44BN PIIYD [BqHL |ean3ind Suiul3No Yiomawel snouasipu| paJauned eSe|y ‘UBIpu| UedLIaWy vsn [euInor  3)eaT pue 0JadnT
Ssoliwey

pue uaJp|iyd |euiSLoqy 4oy
juswade|d awoy 4O INO JO HSH

SuipnpaJ pue spasu xa|dwod diysioyjne
3uissauppe swwes3oid -02 9dIe (0202)
32410 Suluueld Ajjwe4 jeuiduoqy Ajunwwod pa| |euidLoqy snouagipu| p3| snouasipu| |euiSloqy ueleasny  eljesisny |eusnor ‘|e 39 uome]

9|doad 3unoA pue
ua.p|Iyd 1Ioe|A] Jo) Sulag|em

pue yjjeay 03 dJomawe.y p3| Joyine JIue
eundoXoln e3uelQ paseq-s1y3is enusym ejedue} snoua3ipu| ps| snouadipu| loe|n| ZN |eusnor (8102) ‘1e 12 3uny
SajluNWWod diysioyine
393[01d uondNpay SAllEN BYSElY YIm snouagipu| ddipe (sT02)
Ajljeuoiiodoudsiq exsely 921AJI3S SWOY-Ul paseq Ajjeqli ] ON |eusnor ‘le 39 uosuyor
(N/A) aweN uonduasaqg (s)ioyine aAnesoqge|od Apluyy3 Anuno)y  juawndop 924nog
uonjenjeAy snouasgipu| /paJauped JoadA)

40 paj snouaSipu|

(penupuod) T 374dVL

s | CHILD & FAMILY:
WILEY SOCIAL WORK
4 >



13652206, 0, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/cfs.13100 by South African Medical Research, Wiley Online Library on [16/11/2023]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

(senunuo))

I W1 LEY-—

Nq

Na

N

(N/A)
uolenjeA3

PAKI PAKI ET AL.

Slomawel
SS2UPa3IaUU0D) ShouasIpu|

aj1740 991)

1eIS s 397

SMNOD IN|A

weisoid
Juswamodwy Sulaq|iap Ajlwe

Japury| 03 9jpes) [euidLoqy

V/N<e

aweN

SJEJ[9M P|ILd SAREN

ueyjse|y JO IXa3U0d Y3 UIylm

Suyjeay |euonejas Suiuoddns
Suomawely [enydaouo)

Sujuies| pue Suimouy| Jo
sAem |euidlioqy a3a|1ALd jeyy
SjUapN3s 10} 924nosal Sulyoes |

sainseaw
uoj3o930.d pjiyd 03 323lgns
9Je OYM eljesjsny UIsyuoN
Ul S31}IUNWIWOD d}0Wal Ul
Sal[lWey pue uaJp|iyd Japuels|
1les)S saulo] pue [euiSuoqy
104 uonuaAISjul d13Nadessy |

uaJp|Iyd J19Yy} Uo aJed swoy Jo
1IN0 paJapJo jels Jo spoedwl
pue (wajsAs a21sn( jeuiwiid
33 Ul JOpUe|S| }ellS SaI0 |
pue jeuiLioqy Supuajuss
ul s1apes| AJlunwwod
pue siap[@ 3uipnpdul ad13oead
Me| [eulwild 3sije1dads)

SHUNOD LUN|A S9qUIsaQ

sojdoad

snouadipu| Aq padojaAsp

awuweiSoud Juswiamodwa

3uiaq|am Ajlwey e

Jo uonejuswsa|dwi s|geureisns
J0J |9pow e saquasa

|ejeuisod pue

-a1d ‘yjjeay p|iyo pue [eusajew

|euidLioqy Joj swuweldoid
AdedoApe pue 3ul}ISIA dWoH

'SUOIIBAISSDI

uo 3UIAl| Saljlwe) ueduawy

SAIIEN 0} SSDIAISS SSaU[|IM
pue paseq-swoy SAISUSIU|

uonduaseg

pa| Joyne
snouadipu|

pa| Joyne
snouadipu|

diysioyine
snouadipu|
ON

diysioyine
snouasdipu|
ON

diysioyine
snouagipu|
ON

diysioyine
-02
snouadipu|

diysioyine
-0d
snouasipu|

(s)ioyine
snouagipu|

eV/N

paijsuped

pa| snouasdipu|

paJjsuped

paisuped

paJauped

paJaupied

aA1jeI0qgE||0D
/paJauped
10 p3| snouasgipu|

SAIIEN BYjsely

JeuiSlIoqy ueljesysny

|eui3L0qQy ueljessny

Jopuels| Jel}s salio|
‘leuiBLioqy ueljessny

JeuiS1Ioqy ueljesisny

|eui3L0qQy ueljessny

Uelpu| UedsLIswy

Apuy3

sisay}
VSN [elopoQ

apIpe
eljesysny |eunor
JpIpe
eljesisny [eusnor
JpIpe
eljesysny [eunor
Jpipe
eljesysny |eusnor
JpIpe
eljessny [eunor
Jpipe
vsn [eunor
Anuno)  juawndop
Jo adAL

(panunuo))

(0202) YuIN

(Tcoe)
Aeguipjon

pue anojes

(£T02)
‘|e 39 uosuiqoy

(0z02) sejdnog
pue a)pey

(0zo2)
‘e 39 sluuQ

(0zoz)
‘[e 39 []3UU0Q,0

(T00g) unues
-z3|ezuo9)
pue jodeN

224nog

T 31avil



s | CHILD & FAMILY:
WILEY SOCIAL WORK

(Continued)

TABLE 1

Indigenous led or
partnered/

Evaluation
(Y/N)

Indigenous
author(s)

Type of

Name

Description

collaborative

Country Ethnicity

USA

document

Source

Circle Processes

Indigenous Describes circle processes as a

Partnered

American Indian, Alaska

Journal

van Schilfgaarde

framework for re-Indigenising

author led

Native, Native

Hawaiian

article

and Shelton

(2021)

the tribal child welfare system
through privileging Indigenous
worldviews and improving

outcomes

Youth Mentorship Program

Conceptual approach to re-

No

Indigenous led

Canada First Nations

Journal

Zinga (2012)

centre Indigeneity in child and

youth care

Indigenous
authorship

article

PAKI PAKI ET AL.

2N/A refers to sources where name not provided.

bPublication is not an evaluation but notes that model has been previously evaluated.

3.2 | Location of studies

Nine out of the 24 publications discussed frameworks, models, services,
interventions and/or programmes that were located in Australia
(Blacklock et al., 2018; Grace et al., 2018; Lawton et al., 2020; Moss &
Lee, 2019; O'Donnell et al., 2020; Onnis et al, 2020; Radke &
Douglas, 2020; Robinson et al., 2017; Satour & Goldingay, 2021), seven
were located in the USA (US) (Bussey & Lucero, 2013; Johnson
et al, 2015; Lucero & Leake, 2016; Mindell et al., 2003; Napoli &
Gonzalez-Santin, 2001; Ullrich, 2020; van Schilfgaarde & Shelton, 2021),
five in Canada (Cameron, 2010; Gerlach & Gignac, 2019; Hansen
et al, 2012; Makokis et al, 2020; Zinga, 2012) and three in
New Zealand (Hamley et al, 2023; King et al., 2018; Makoare
et al., 2021). When recording the population that a model and/or frame-
work was serving or aimed at, we coded the ethnicity that was explicitly
stated by the author in each respective study. Out of the 24 publications,
the US-based publications included frameworks, models, services,
interventions and/or programmes that were aimed at or served Alaska
Native (n = 5, Bussey & Lucero, 2013; Johnson et al., 2015; Lucero &
Leake, 2016; Ullrich, 2020; van Schilfgaarde & Shelton, 2021), American
Indian (n = 5, Bussey & Lucero, 2013; Lucero & Leake, 2016; Mindell
et al, 2003; Napoli & Gonzalez-Santin, 2001; van Schilfgaarde &
Shelton, 2021) and Native Hawaiian (n =1, van Schilfgaarde &
Shelton, 2021) populations. Of the nine Australian publications,
two also included Torres Straight Islanders as well as Indigenous
Australian Aboriginal (Blacklock et al., 2018; Radke & Douglas, 2020).

3.3 | Authorship of publications

When examining publications and their presentation of frameworks,
models, services, interventions and/or programmes, we were interested
in whether the authorship of publications was Indigenous led, co-
authored with Indigenous authors, or if there was no Indigenous
authorship. Out of the 24 publications, 19 were either exclusively led
by Indigenous authors (n = 11) (Blacklock et al., 2018; Cameron, 2010;
Hamley et al, 2023; Hansen, 2012; King et al, 2018; Lucero &
Leake, 2016; Makoare et al.,, 2021; Makokis et al., 2020; Satour &
Goldingay, 2021; Ullrich, 2020; van Schilfgaarde & Shelton, 2021) or
co-authored by an Indigenous author (n = 8) (Bussey & Lucero, 2013;
Gerlach & Gignac, 2019; Grace et al., 2018; Lawton et al., 2020;
Mindell et al., 2003; Moss & Lee, 2019; Napoli & Gonzalez-
Santin, 2001; O'Donnell et al., 2020). Five of the 24 publications were
authored by non-Indigenous authors (Johnson et al., 2015; Onnis
et al.,, 2020; Radke & Douglas, 2020; Robinson et al., 2017; Zinga, 2012).

3.4 | Indigenous-designed and/or led or developed
in partnership or collaboration with indigenous
peoples

Nine publications presented a framework, model, service, intervention

and/or programme that was Indigenous led (Blacklock et al., 2018;
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Hamley et al., 2023; Hansen, 2012; King et al., 2018; Lawton
et al., 2020; Makoare et al., 2021; Makokis et al., 2020; Robinson
et al, 2017; Zinga, 2012). Of these nine publications, three were
based in New Zealand, and were also all Indigenous author led
(Hamley et al., 2023; King et al., 2018; Makoare et al., 2021), with the
remainder based in Australia (Blacklock et al., 2018; Lawton
et al., 2020; Robinson et al., 2017) or Canada (Hansen, 2012; Makokis
et al,, 2020; Zinga, 2012). Thirteen publications referred to services,
programmes and/or interventions that were developed in partnership
or collaboration with Indigenous peoples (Bussey & Lucero, 2013;
Gerlach & Gignac, 2019; Grace et al., 2018; Johnson et al., 2015;
Lucero & Leake, 2016; Mindell et al., 2003; Moss & Lee, 2019;
Napoli & Gonzalez-Santin, 2001; O'Donnell et al., 2020; Onnis
et al., 2020; Radke & Douglas, 2020; Satour & Goldingay, 2021; van
Schilfgaarde & Shelton, 2021). Two publications were not applicable

to this analysis category as they were empirical explorations of and

elaborations on conceptual frameworks (Cameron, 2010;
Ullrich, 2020).
3.5 | Evaluation of programmes, services, models

or frameworks

We were interested if publications were evaluating a framework,
model, service, intervention and/or programme. Of the 24 publica-
tions, seven were evaluation studies (Blacklock et al., 2018; Bussey &
Lucero, 2013; Grace et al.,, 2018; Johnson et al., 2015; Lawton
et al., 2020; O'Donnell et al., 2020; Onnis et al., 2020). A further six
publications, while not evaluative studies per se, did discuss a model
that had been evaluated in the past (Hansen, 2012; Makoare
et al, 2021; Mindell et al, 2003; Moss & Lee, 2019; Radke &
Douglas, 2020; Robinson et al., 2017).

3.6 | Key practice and programme dimensions

We identified 11 key dimensions of Indigenous led frameworks,
models, services, interventions or programmes across the 24 publica-
tions (Table 2). Several of these overlapped with one another, and
more than one dimension was often identified in a single publication.
The 11 key dimensions were: Relationality; Cultural Safety; Indige-
nous Knowledge Systems; Cultural Connectivity; Family/Kinship/
Whanau Connectivity; Self-determination; Collective Wellbeing;
Place; Time; Partnerships; and Rights. In the following sections we
present these dimensions, ordered from most frequently to least fre-

quently identified.

3.6.1 | Relationality

Relationality and relational practices emerged as a key dimension in a
majority of the publications. Eighteen of the 24 publications
highlighted the importance of honouring Indigenous worldviews and

9
BT Wi LEY -
holistic understandings of the relationships and relational processes
within and between families, communities, ancestors and the natural
environment (Cameron, 2010; Gerlach & Gignac, 2019; Grace
et al., 2018; Hamley et al., 2023; Hansen, 2012; Johnson et al., 2015;
King et al., 2018; Lawton et al., 2020; Lucero & Leake, 2016; Makokis
et al, 2020; Moss & Lee, 2019; Napoli & Gonzalez-Santin, 2001;
Onnis et al., 2020; Robinson et al., 2017; Satour & Goldingay, 2021;
Ullrich, 2020; van Schilfgaarde & Shelton, 2021; Zinga, 2012). This
strong emphasis on relationality spanned geographic locations. In the
Hamley et al. (2023) study, for instance, Indigenous Maori rangatahi
(young people) underscored the central importance to their wellbeing
of supportive relationships not only with immediate family/whanau
(Indigenous Maori meaning extended family/family group) but across
‘a wide variety of elders, ancestors and atua/environments’ (p. 8).
Similarly, Ullrich (2020) emphasized the centrality of ‘relational con-
tinuity to siblings, parents, extended family, tribal community, envi-
ronment and culture/spirit’ (p. 111) in the wellbeing of Alaska
Native children involved with child welfare services. In the USA, van
Schilfgaarde and Shelton (2021) likewise noted that, ‘Indigenous
families are not isolated trees. They are part of a vast, ancient, and
intricate society that is connected, communicative, and interdepen-
dent’ (p. 702).

3.6.2 | Cultural safety

Fourteen of the 24 publications highlighted the importance of cultural
safety when working with Indigenous communities (Blacklock
et al., 2018; Cameron, 2010; Gerlach & Gignac, 2019; Grace
et al, 2018; Hansen, 2012; Lawton et al, 2020; Lucero &
Leake, 2016; Makokis et al., 2020; Mindell et al, 2003; Moss &
Lee, 2019; Napoli & Gonzalez-Santin, 2001; O'Donnell et al., 2020;
Onnis et al., 2020; Satour & Goldingay, 2021). Defining cultural safety,
Curtis et al. (2019) emphasized that it ‘encompasses a critical con-
sciousness where ... professionals ... and organisations engage in
ongoing self-reflection and self-awareness and hold themselves
accountable for providing culturally safe care, as defined by the [user
of services] and their communities’ (p. 14). Although terminology var-
ied across studies in the sub-sample, there was consistent emphasis
on the importance of critical reflection on cultural differences, prefer-
ences and power dynamics (for instance, Satour & Goldingay, 2021),
as well as ongoing engagement in cultural learning by both Indigenous

and non-Indigenous workers (for instance, O'Donnell et al., 2020).

3.6.3 | Indigenous knowledge systems

Indigenous knowledge systems constitute a ‘cumulative body of
knowledge, practice, and belief, evolving by adaptive processes and
handed down through generations by cultural transmission, about the
relationship of living beings (including humans) with one another and
with their environment’ (Berkes, 2012, p. 7). Thirteen of the 24 publi-
cations in this review described the need for frameworks, models,
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services, interventions and/or programmes to be grounded within
Indigenous knowledge systems (Gerlach & Gignac, 2019; Hamley
et al., 2023; Hansen, 2012; Johnson et al., 2015; King et al., 2018;
Lawton et al., 2020; Lucero & Leake, 2016; Makoare et al., 2021;
Makokis et al., 2020; Moss & Lee, 2019; Napoli & Gonzalez-
Santin, 2001; Ullrich, 2020; van Schilfgaarde & Shelton, 2021). For
instance, Makokis et al. (2020) stressed the importance of critiquing
and disrupting colonial concepts and definitions of children and child-
hood with ‘néhiyaw [Cree] ways of knowing, being and doing in rela-
tion to children and their families' journey in this world’ (p.45).
Similarly, van Schilfgaarde and Shelton (2021) emphasized that indige-
nizing child welfare systems requires attentiveness to Indigenous life-

ways and worldviews.

3.6.4 | Cultural connectivity

Twelve of the 24 publications emphasized the centrality of cultural
connectivity for Indigenous children and families and/or whanau.
Learning about and participating in their own culture was highlighted
as contributing to a sense of belonging, development of identity, and
holistic wellbeing for Indigenous children and families/whanau, in
addition to contributing to the collective preservation of Indigenous
culture (Blacklock et al, 2018; Bussey & Lucero, 2013;
Cameron, 2010; Gerlach & Gignac, 2019; King et al., 2018; Lucero &
Leake, 2016; Makoare et al., 2021; Makokis et al., 2020; O'Donnell
et al., 2020; Satour & Goldingay, 2021; Ullrich, 2020; Zinga, 2012).
Aboriginal mothers in the Cradle to Kinder (AC2K) home visiting pro-
gramme in Australia identified opportunities to connect with their
culture, and by extension their community, as a key strength of the
programme (O'Donnell et al., 2020). Likewise, in New Zealand, the He
kaiawhakatere hau ahau practice model (Makoare et al., 2021) identi-
fied connections with cultural heritage and practices—‘knowledge of
how to be Maori and the skills of how to do Maori’ (p. 13)—as a core
mechanism in enhancing the wellbeing of rangatahi (young people)
and whanau Maori.

3.6.5 | Family/kinship/Whanau connectivity

Eleven of the 24 publications accentuated the importance of main-
taining family/kinship/whanau connectivity for Indigenous children
and young people (Bussey & Lucero, 2013; Cameron, 2010; King
et al., 2018; Lucero & Leake, 2016; Makoare et al., 2021; Makokis
et al, 2020; Radke & Douglas, 2020; Robinson et al, 2017;
Ullrich, 2020; van Schilfgaarde & Shelton, 2021; Zinga, 2012). In Indig-
enous child welfare programs and services, this emphasis on family
connections honours not only the centrality of connectedness with
family and kin to the wellbeing of Indigenous children and young peo-
ple (Ullrich, 2020) but also the vital roles that Indigenous children and
young people play in relation to the collective health and wellbeing of
Indigenous communities (Makokis et al., 2020). As King et al. (2018)
and Radke and Douglas (2020) point out, the importance of kinship

CHILD & FAMILY 1
SOCIAL \WORK WILEY
ties to the integrity and wellbeing of Indigenous children, families and

communities is also supported by both domestic and international

rights instruments.

3.6.6 | Self-determination

Ten of the 24 publications referred to the centrality of Indigenous
self-determination in the development and/or implementation of
frameworks, models, services, interventions and/or programmes,
underscoring the need for Indigenous priorities and preferences to be
honoured not only in the design and delivery of programs and ser-
vices, but in policy making and planning (Cameron, 2010; Grace
et al, 2018; Hamley et al, 2023; King et al, 2018; Lawton
et al., 2020; Lucero & Leake, 2016; Mindell et al., 2003; Napoli &
Gonzalez-Santin, 2001; Ullrich, 2020; van Schilfgaarde &
Shelton, 2021). Studies in this group also emphasized the importance
of implementation occurring in ways that honour the interdepen-
dence, interconnectedness and reciprocity of Indigenous worldviews.

3.6.7 | Collective wellbeing

Eight of the 24 publications referred to the importance of supporting
collective wellbeing for Indigenous children, young people, families
and communities (Blacklock et al., 2018; King et al., 2018; Lucero &
Leake, 2016; Makokis et al., 2020; Moss & Lee, 2019; Radke &
Douglas, 2020; Ullrich, 2020; van Schilfgaarde & Shelton, 2021). van
Schilfgaarde and Shelton (2021) highlight how from an Indigenous
worldview, issues impacting Indigenous children and young people
(such as child welfare involvement or removal to foster care) result in
a loss of balance for the entire community. Corollary to this is the obli-
gation this places on communities to redress any imbalance. As Lucero
and Leake (2016) emphasized, keeping children safe requires Indige-
nous communities to ensure the safety and wellbeing of all commu-
nity members: from this perspective, Radke and Douglas (2020)
noted, child safety is a collective construct, requiring ‘community-

connected responses’ (p. 396).

3.68 | Place

Eight of the 24 publications highlighted the centrality of place in rela-
tion to Indigenous children, young people and families/whanau, and
the need to recognize and acknowledge the Indigenous histories
embedded within physical environments (Bussey & Lucero, 2013;
Gerlach & Gignac, 2019; Grace et al.,, 2018; Hamley et al., 2023;
Lucero & Leake, 2016; Makoare et al., 2021; Makokis et al., 2020;
Ullrich, 2020). Hamley et al. (2023) noted that for Indigenous Maori
children, young people and families/whanau, attachment to place is
fundamentally underpinned by ancestral and familial relationships that
are expressed through Maori ways knowing, being and doing in rela-

tion to place. Similarly, Ullrich (2020) underscored the importance of
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environmental connectedness, including opportunities for culturally-

grounded participation in land-based skills and activities, to the iden-

tity, wellbeing and generational continuity of Alaska Native children

and families.

3.6.9 | Time

Six of the 24 publications emphasized the importance of valuing and
respecting the time required for developing, building, and maintaining
necessary relationships in and with Indigenous communities
(Cameron, 2010; Gerlach & Gignac, 2019; Hamley et al., 2023;
Hansen, 2012; Lucero & Leake, 2016; Robinson et al., 2017). Studies
in this group emphasized the importance of taking time to build trust-
ing relationships, primarily for cultural reasons (Cameron, 2010) but
also recognizing that mistrust of services is pervasive among Indige-
nous peoples as a result of generations of harmful interactions with
colonizing systems (Hansen, 2012), and the need for ongoing respon-
siveness to the structural and practical issues negatively impacting
Indigenous families and their children (Gerlach & Gignac, 2019). The
relationships between Indigenous concepts of time (in the present
and over generations) and Indigenous wellbeing were also highlighted
(Cameron, 2010; Hamley et al., 2023), alongside the ways in which for
Indigenous peoples, ‘colonisation and neoliberalism have reconfigured
our relationship to time to prioritise productivity, efficiency, and con-
trol’ (Hamley et al., 2023, p. 9) over relationality and responsiveness

to cultural practices.

3.6.10 | Partnerships

Five of the 24 publications described the importance of meaningful
partnerships with Indigenous peoples (Bussey & Lucero, 2013; Johnson
et al,, 2015; King et al., 2018; Lawton et al., 2020; Mindell et al., 2003).
For instance, in their description of a tribal in-home service, Johnson
et al. (2015) highlighted the centrality of trust when it comes to mean-
ingful partnering with Indigenous communities, noting that partnerships
based on trust ‘create community buy-in and support, as well as
improve collaborative relationships between tribal and state child wel-
fare stakeholders to work together as partners’ (p. 503). Writing as
external researchers, Lawton et al. (2020) identified key dimensions of
culturally responsive partnerships between Aboriginal-led family ser-
vices and external, non-Aboriginal evaluators, while also advocating for

more funding to support Aboriginal-led research and evaluation.

3.6.11 | Rights

Five of the 24 publications referred to the importance of Indigenous
rights, whether under Indigenous laws, local rights instruments
(treaties) and/or other human rights instruments such as the United
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child and the United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (Grace et al., 2018;

Johnson et al., 2015; King et al., 2018; Radke & Douglas, 2020; van
Schilfgaarde & Shelton, 2021). In addition to underscoring the funda-
mental right of Indigenous children and families to connections with
kin, community, and culture (King et al, 2018; Radke &
Douglas, 2020), King et al. (2018) highlighted the requirement to dis-
rupt western concepts of rights (presumed to have universal rele-
vance), instead re-centring Indigenous and decolonial rights-based
approaches to developing and implementing frameworks, models, ser-

vices, interventions and/or programmes.

4 | DISCUSSION

The purpose of this qualitative literature review was to explore and illu-
minate the key dimensional elements underpinning frameworks, models,
services, interventions and/or programmes applied within the broader
area of child welfare and protection with a focus on Indigenous children,
young people, and their whanau/families. Just 24 publications met our
review criteria, confirming the conclusion from other studies that the lit-
erature in this area is still relatively modest. Nonetheless, findings of the
review reveal commonalities across Indigenous cultures and contexts
that from an Indigenous perspective are considered fundamental to sup-
porting Indigenous children, young people and whanau/families involved
with child welfare and child protective services. This pan-Indigenous
perspective is itself a valuable contribution. In their review of the litera-
ture on the involvement of Indigenous children in Anglo child welfare
systems, Sinha et al. (2021) noted that ‘despite the large number of arti-
cles we coded as programs and services, we did not find any pieces that
provided clear, explicit discussions in terms of commonalities in terms of
approaches, underlying practice values or paradigms’ (p. 21). In contrast,
the current study clearly identified core domains that are shared across
Indigenous nations, even as they are enacted in ways that are context
specific (Wildcat & Voth, 2023).

The majority of the cross-cutting practice and programme dimen-
sions identified in our review, particularly those most consistently
identified across studies, align closely with those highlighted in the
broader literature on services to Indigenous children, young people
and families, including the central importance of relational practices
and interventions that support and strengthen connections to culture
and cultural identity (Ball & Benoit-Jansson, 2023; Krakouer, 2023;
Krakouer et al., 2018; Ritland et al., 2020; Ullrich, 2019), and collectiv-
ist understandings of Indigenous children and young people as insepa-
rable from family, community, and tribal networks (O'Keefe
et al., 2022). At the programme level, the broader literature also sup-
ports our findings regarding the importance of services grounded in
Indigenous knowledges (O'Keefe et al., 2022), of robust and trusting
partnerships between Indigenous and mainstream and other agencies
(Lewis et al., 2023a,b; Jongen et al., 2022), and of policies and prac-
tices that honour Indigenous rights, including the fundamental right to
self-determination (Cleland, 2022).

Also identified in our review are two domains—place and time—
that are less consistently highlighted in the wider literature, and

indeed were not as prominent in the literature we reviewed as some
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other dimensions. Yet both domains, we suggest, warrant greater
emphasis and attention in relation to Indigenous child and family/
whanau services. As Murton (2012) noted, connections to place and
land are integral to the identity of Indigenous peoples: ‘there is no place
without self and no self without place’ (p. 90). In the papers we
reviewed that foregrounded this domain, place was described as both a
vital source of cultural identity and wellbeing, and a critical element in
service provision. In practice, attentiveness to place occurred at two
levels: first, through the creation and delivery of place-based services
that support and nurture belonging and cultural and tribal continuity
(Gerlach & Gignac, 2019), and second, through interventions that pro-
vide opportunities for Indigenous children, young people, and families/
whanau to engage with the physical environment and the natural world
(Ullrich, 2020). In the broader literature, the importance and value of
‘safe care spaces and places’ has been underscored by Van Herk
et al. (2012, p. 649), whose research on strengthening access to and
engagement with preventive health services by urban Indigenous fami-
lies illuminated the critical role played by service settings that enact and
embody Indigenous ways of relating and being. Likewise, the natural
world as a powerful medium for intervention is supported by the litera-
ture on the wellbeing of Indigenous children and young people, which
points to engagement with land and the natural environment as helpful
in managing stress, calming emotions, sustaining intergenerational rela-
tionships, and (re)engaging with cultural practices (Hatala et al., 2020;
Lewis et al., 2023a,b; Ullrich, 2019).

Similarly, our review highlights the importance of programming
that is responsive to Indigenous constructions of time, both in day-
to-day relationships and in the structuring and availability of services.
As King et al. (2023) point out, settler colonial time, with its emphasis
on both the here-and-now and on time boundedness, imposes a tem-
poral structure that is inconsistent with expansive Indigenous tempo-
ralities. For Indigenous peoples, time is typically understood as
continuous, dynamic, cyclical, and open-ended (King et al., 2023). In
practical terms, attention to Indigenous temporalities in child and fam-
ily services involves ensuring that there is space and time for relation-
ships to evolve with children, young people and families (Lewis
et al., 2023a,b), for attentiveness to the family and community respon-
sibilities of service users, and for open-ended responsiveness to
emerging issues and needs (Lo & Houkamau, 2012).

Despite the commonalities we identified across the studies in the
review, it is essential to note that unlike western models of evidence-
based services, which emphasize the importance of fidelity to core
aspects of interventions and services across settings (Bartley
et al,, 2017), the programs and services identified here are also highly
customized. They have shared elements, but consistent with the wide
diversity among Indigenous peoples, their specific teachings, and the
places they relate to (Sumida Huaman & Martin, 2020), they are also
unique: contextual, locally tailored and specific to place and community.
Deep connections with place and land, for example, are common to
Indigenous peoples around the world. However, in programmes and
services at the local level, connections to local places and the practices
that relate to these places, are enacted in ways that are contextually

and culturally specific. For example, in Alaska, participants in Ullrich's
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(2020) study identified involvement in culturally grounded subsistence
activities such as hunting and fishing as a key element sustaining the
cultural identity of Alaska native children and families. In Aotearoa
New Zealand, Makoare et al. (2021) described an environmentally ori-
ented summer camp for rangatahi Maori/young people focused not
only on outdoor activities but on learning the whakapapa (genealogy
and history) of that particular land/place and its people.

Our findings on the dimensions that from an Indigenous perspec-
tive are essential to culturally safe programs and services—such as
place, time, relationality and the connectedness of children, families,
kin, communities and place/land, in the present and over time—bring
into view the need for attention to the ontological and epistemological
underpinnings of programme design: the worldviews and deep struc-
ture of assumptions about ways of being, knowing, and doing that pow-
erfully shape programmatic practices and priorities. As Blackstock et al.
(2020) point out, Indigenous peoples are ‘bound together by shared
ontological viewpoints and knowledges that situate our societies, and
relationships with all things, including the land, within expansive con-
cepts of time and space’ (p. 1) These ontologies underpin and inform
the principles guiding Indigenous services and programs that seek to
serve Indigenous children, young people, and families. The onto-
epistemological assumptions embedded in mainstream child protection
services, in contrast, are western: ‘thinking [that] is deterministic, seg-
mented, privileges new knowledge, and gives primacy to individual
rights and current reality’ (Blackstock et al., 2020, p. 2).

In  considering the potential implications of these onto-
epistemological differences for contemporary child protection ser-
vices, we draw attention to the important distinction Whyte (2018)
makes between how Indigenous knowledges are typically regarded in
mainstream settings, and their role in Indigenous communities. For
Indigenous peoples, Whyte asserts, Indigenous knowledges ‘serve as
irreplaceable sources of guidance’ (p. 63). In mainstream contexts,
however, Indigenous knowledges tend to be treated as ‘supplemental’
(p. 63): that is, as extensions to, but not fundamentally transformative
of, existing systems and practices.

This distinction is exemplified in the child protection context,
where many of the core programmatic principles identified in this
review are not yet fully embraced. For instance, expansive under-
standings of time and commitments to open-ended relational pro-
cesses (Eketone, 2021) frequently sit in tension with the time-limited
services and time-pressured workers typical of mainstream public
child protection services (Hjarpe, 2022). Similarly, although recent pol-
icy efforts recognize Indigenous collectivist understandings of children
and families (for instance in Canada and New Zealand), in practice
these understandings contend with, and are frequently undermined
by, longstanding emphases in Western child protection systems on
the safety, wellbeing, and ‘best interests’ of the individual child
(Blackstock et al., 2023; Keddell, 2023).

These complexities flow into and present challenges for Indige-
nous led child and family services. As Blackstock et al. (2020) noted,
‘Another area of contemporary colonial discrimination is the tendency
... to promote Indigenous managed services that are embedded in

western laws and approaches. While these services augment culturally
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appropriate services for Indigenous children they fall far short of
respecting Indigenous self-determination’ (p. 3). Examples include ten-
sions over individualistic versus collectivist understandings of rights
(Cleland, 2022; King et al., 2018), or practices that disconnect chil-
dren's best interests from those of their families and communities
(Ullrich, 2019). The findings of this review, in contrast, highlight
domains that for Indigenous peoples hold what Whyte terms ‘gover-
nance value’ (p. 63). That is, they identify dimensions of programs and
services that from an Indigenous perspective are essential to their

trustworthiness and cultural integrity.

4.1 | Strengths and limitations

To our knowledge, this is the first review that examines existing
frameworks, models, services, interventions and/or programmes
within the area of care and protection with a specific focus on Indige-
nous children, young people, families and communities. Our focus on
Indigenous-designed and/or led or partnered work ensured we privi-
leged Indigenous worldviews. As noted, the review breaks new
ground in identifying commonalities across Indigenous cultures and
contexts, while remaining mindful of the many ways in which Indige-
nous peoples and cultures are distinct.

Additionally, our analytical framework assessing the presence of
Indigenous lead authors or co-authors of publications contributes further
insights to the knowledge base around ongoing issues of epistemic injus-
tice (Fricker, 2007) in knowledge practices in this area. For instance,
despite their central focus on Indigenous children, young people and
families, five of the 24 publications did not have any Indigenous authors.
Of these five, only one publication demonstrated that the authors had
clearly reflected upon and outlined their own positionality as non-
Indigenous scholars researching and publishing within this specific space.

Limitations of the review include that the 24 publications were
located in peer reviewed journals and grey literature available in search-
able data bases, specifically dissertations and theses. This was to manage
the scope of the review. However, we note that as a result, selection
bias cannot be excluded. There is also the chance that some applicable
publications were excluded due to the search strategy, for instance, the
two databases searched, and the timeframe restriction (last 20 years).
The data synthesis generating the 11 key dimensions was also an inter-
pretive process. As such, others may have had different interpretations.
Nonetheless, the study findings contribute valuable insights to efforts,
across jurisdictions, to strengthen Indigenous leadership and content in
the child protection sphere, and to reduce the need for interventions

that remove Indigenous children from their families and communities.

5 | CONCLUSION

Child welfare and protection services that are Indigenous-designed
and/or led, and/or developed in partnership or collaboration with
Indigenous peoples are increasingly recognized as a vital element in

addressing the profound over-representation of Indigenous children

and young people in public child protection systems, preventing the
removal of Indigenous children and young people from their families
and communities and healing the ongoing harms to Indigenous chil-
dren, young people, families and communities that come from public
system involvement. The findings of our review identify cross-cutting
principles, grounded in Indigenous knowledges and practices, that
ought to undergird and inform frameworks, services, programmes
focused on Indigenous peoples in the child welfare space. There are
strong arguments in support of vesting the responsibility for delivering
these services primarily with Indigenous peoples and communities
(Blackstock et al., 2023). However, the principles identified here also
provide guidance on the programmatic elements essential to centring
Indigenous knowledges, standpoints, and priorities in mainstream
child welfare and child protection services (Hamilton et al., 2022).

We acknowledge the growing awareness, across CANZUS coun-
tries, of many of the key dimensions identified in this review, together
with increased efforts to ensure that child protection services are cul-
turally safe for Indigenous families. Nonetheless, concerns persist
about the extent to which Indigenous knowledges and practices
remain largely peripheral to mainstream child protection services and
frameworks (Blackstock et al., 2020, 2023; Libesman & Gray, 2023;
Oates, 2020; Sinha et al., 2021). Our findings similarly underscore the
need for ongoing—and vigilant—advocacy for Indigenous-designed
and led work, including support for Indigenous intellectual and schol-
arly leadership. Only 24 publications met the criteria for inclusion in
our review, highlighting the need for greater investment in Indigenous
designed and led programmes and services. Furthermore, five of these
publications did not include Indigenous authors, underscoring the par-
allel need for diligence in ensuring that much-needed research and
evaluation studies, and related knowledge production and dissemina-
tion activities, are led by Indigenous organizations and researchers.

‘Making room’ (Latulippe & Klenk, 2020) for Indigenous led child
welfare and protection services requires action on multiple levels: cre-
ating policy and practice space for interventions and services
informed, designed, or led by Indigenous peoples, ensuring that these
programmes and services are well funded and resourced, growing
opportunities for Indigenous workers and leadership in mainstream
child protection services, and encouraging Indigenous led evaluation
of Indigenous programmes. Importantly, it also requires reflection on
and critical engagement with the deep structure and guiding assump-
tions of mainstream child welfare and child protection services and
paradigms, which currently hamper efforts to fully centre policies, pro-
grammes and practices grounded in Indigenous knowledges and ways
of knowing, being, doing and relating. As Walters et al. (2020) have
pointed out, for efforts to incorporate Indigenous perspectives and
support Indigenous leadership to truly transform policies and pro-
grams and advance Indigenous self-determination, ‘we must decolo-

nize simultaneously as we indigenize interventions’ (p. S56).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Open access publishing facilitated by The University of Auckland, as
part of the Wiley - The University of Auckland agreement via the
Council of Australian University Librarians.

85UB01 7 SUOWILLIOD BAIER.D B|deol|dde Bu3 Aq peusenob afe sapiie YO ‘88N JO S3|NJ 10y A%eiq1T8UIIUO AB]IA UO (SUO R IPUOD-PUR-SLLBI WD  AB 1M A RRIq1jeU U0/, SdNY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWie 18U} 83S *[£20Z/TT/IT] U0 A%iqiT8uliuo AB|IM ‘Uosessay [e0IpeIN UedLIY UinoS Aq 00TET SPO/TTTT OT/I0p/Wo0 A8 |im AReiq | uljuo//sdny woiy papeo|umod ‘0 ‘9022S9ET



PAKI PAKI ET AL.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

None declared.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no new data were cre-
ated or analyzed in this study.

ORCID

Susan P. Kemp "= https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7481-8911

REFERENCES

Act respecting First Nations, Inuit and Métis children, youth and families.
(2019). (S.C. 2019. c.24). https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/
annualstatutes/2019_24/

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2019). Child protection
Australia: 2017-18. Child Welfare Series No. 70. Cat. no. CWS 65.
Ball, J., & Benoit-Jansson, A. (2023). Promoting cultural connectedness
through indigenous-led child and family services: A critical review with
a focus on Canada. First Peoples Child and Family Review, 18(1), 34-59.
Retrieved from https://fpcfr.com/index.php/FPCFR/article/view/567

Bartley, L. H., Bright, C. L., & DePanfilis, D. (2017). Contributors to fidelity
of child welfare-related interventions: A review. Journal of Public Child
Welfare, 11(4-5), 433-463. https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2017.
1340222

Berkes, F. (2012). Sacred ecology (3rd ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.
4324/9780203123843

Blacklock, A. S., Meiksans, J., Bonser, G., Hayden, P., Menzies, K., &
Arney, F. (2018). Acceptability of the Winangay kinship carer assess-
ment tool. Child Abuse Review, 27(2), 108-121. https://doi.org/10.
1002/car.2513

Blackstock, C., Bamblett, M., & Black, C. (2020). Indigenous ontology,
international law and the application of the convention to the over-
representation of indigenous children in out of home care in Canada
and Australia. Child Abuse & Neglect, 110(Pt 1), 104587. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104587

Blackstock, C., Libesman, T., King, J., Mathews, B., & Hermeston, W.
(2023). Decolonizing First Peoples child welfare. In C. Cunneen, A.
Deckert, A. Porter, J. Tauri, & R. Webb (Eds.), The Routledge interna-
tional handbook on decolonizing justice (pp. 313-323). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003176619-33

Bussey, M., & Lucero, N. M. (2013). Re-examining child welfare's response
to ICWA: Collaborating with community-based agencies to reduce dis-
parities for American Indian/Alaska Native children. Children and Youth
Services Review, 35(3), 394-401. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.
2012.12.021

Cameron, R. E. (2010). What are you in the dark? The transformative pow-
ers of manitouminasuc upon the identities of Anishinabeg in the
Ontario Child Welfare System. [PhD Thesis]. University of Toronto
(Canada).

Cleland, A. (2022). Realising Maori children's rights. The International Jour-
nal of Children's Rights, 31(1), 3-39. https://doi.org/10.1163/
15718182-30040001

Creamer, S., Blair, S., Toombs, M., & Brolan, C. E. (2022). Indigenous ser-
vices leading the way for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children
in out-of-home care. Social Work Education, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.
1080/02615479.2022.2155129

Curtis, E., Jones, R., Tipene-Leach, D., Walker, C., Loring, B., Paine, S. J., &
Reid, P. (2019). Why cultural safety rather than cultural competency is
required to achieve health equity: A literature review and recom-
mended definition. International Journal for Equity in Health, 18(1), 174.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-019-1082-3

15

W LEY-

De La Sablonniére-Griffin, M., Collin-Vézina, D., Esposito, T., & Dion, J.
(2023). A longitudinal study to better understand child protection
intervention for First Nations children. First Peoples Child and Family
Review, 18(1), 97-120. Retrieved from https://fpcfr.com/index.php/
FPCFR/article/view/561

Dobbs, T. (2021). Te Ao Kohatu - Principled framing of best practice with
mokopuna Maori: A literature review of theoretical and practice frame-
works for mokopuna and whanau wellbeing. Wellington, New Zealand.
Oranga Tamariki—Ministry for Children.

Durie, M. (2001). Mauri ora: The dynamics of Maori health. Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Edwards, F., Beardall, T. R., & Curtis, H. (2023). American Indian and Alaska
Native overexposure to foster care and family surveillance in the US:
A quantitative overview of contemporary system contact. Children and
Youth Services Review, 149, 106915. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
childyouth.2023.106915

Eggleton, K., Anderson, A., & Harwood, M. (2022). The whitewashing of
contracts: Unpacking the discourse within Maori health provider con-
tracts in Aotearoa/New Zealand. Health & Social Care in the Commu-
nity, 30(5), e2489-e2496. https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.13691

Eketone, A. (2021). Dual relationships and crossing boundaries in Maori
social work practice. Journal of Indigenous Social Development, 10(1),
29-49.

Fricker, M. (2007). Epistemic injustice: Power and the ethics of knowing.
Oxford University Press.

Gerlach, A. J., & Gignac, J. (2019). Exploring continuities between family
engagement and well-being in Aboriginal Head Start programs in
Canada: A qualitative inquiry. Infants & Young Children, 32(1), 60-74.
https://doi.org/10.1097/1YC.0000000000000133

Grace, R., Miller, K., Blacklock, S., Bonser, G., & Hayden, P. (2018). The
Kids Say project: Supporting children to talk about their experiences
and to engage in decision-making. Australian Social Work, 71(3), 292-
305. https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2018.1447589

Haight, W., Waubanascum, C., Glesener, D., & Marsalis, S. (2018). A scoping
study of indigenous child welfare: The long emergency and preparations
for the next seven generations. Children and Youth Services Review, 93,
397-410. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.08.016

Hamilton, S. L., Maslen, S., Farrant, B., llich, N., & Michie, C. (2022). “We
don't want you to come in and make a decision for us”: Traversing cul-
tural authority and responsive regulation in Australian child protection
systems. Australian Journal of Social Issues, 57(2), 236-251. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ajs4.160

Hamley, L., le Grice, J., Greaves, L., Groot, S., Lindsay Latimer, C.,
Renfrew, L., Parkinson, H., Gillon, A., & Clark, T. C. (2023). Te
Tapatoru: A model of whanaungatanga to support rangatahi wellbeing.
Kotuitui: New Zealand Journal of Social Sciences Online, 18, 171-194.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1177083X.2022.2109492

Hansen. (2012). An urban organization's approach to Aboriginal child wel-
fare practice [PhD Thesis]. Simon Fraser University.

Hatala, A. R, Njeze, C., Morton, D., Pearl, T., & Bird-Naytowhow, K.
(2020). Land and nature as sources of health and resilience among
indigenous youth in an urban Canadian context: A photovoice explora-
tion. BMC Public Health, 20, 538. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-
020-08647-z

Hjarpe, T. (2022). Measurable time is governable time: Exploring temporal-
ity and time governance in childcare social work. Time & Society, 31(2),
291-314. https://doi.org/10.1177/0961463X211059022

Huata, P. (2011). Powhiri Poutama concept. Workshop sponsored by
Waikato Institute of Technology (WINTEC).

Huria, T., Palmer, S. C., Pitama, S., Beckert, L., Lacey, C., Ewen, S., &
Smith, L. T. (2019). Consolidated criteria for strengthening reporting of
health research involving indigenous peoples: The CONSIDER state-
ment. BMC Medical Research Methodology, 19(1), 173. https://doi.org/
10.1186/512874-019-0815-8

85U90 |7 SUOWIWOD dAIERID 3eatdde au Ag pousenoh aJe sajo1e VO 88N JO 3N 10} AReug1 8UIUO AB|1IAA UO (SUORIPUOI-PUB-SWLBI/LIOY" AB 1M AfeIg 1[EU1|UO//SUNY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWid L 81 885 *[€202/TT/9T] o Ariqiauliuo A8|IM ‘Yo1essay aIpS N Ued LY UINOS AQ 00TET SJO/TTTT OT/10p/w00 Ao i Areiqiput|uoy/:sdny wo.y popeojumod ‘0 ‘9022S9ET


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7481-8911
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7481-8911
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/annualstatutes/2019_24/
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/annualstatutes/2019_24/
https://fpcfr.com/index.php/FPCFR/article/view/567
https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2017.1340222
https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2017.1340222
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203123843
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203123843
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2513
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2513
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104587
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104587
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003176619-33
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.12.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.12.021
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718182-30040001
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718182-30040001
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2022.2155129
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2022.2155129
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-019-1082-3
https://fpcfr.com/index.php/FPCFR/article/view/561
https://fpcfr.com/index.php/FPCFR/article/view/561
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2023.106915
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2023.106915
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.13691
https://doi.org/10.1097/IYC.0000000000000133
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2018.1447589
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajs4.160
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajs4.160
https://doi.org/10.1080/1177083X.2022.2109492
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-020-08647-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-020-08647-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/0961463X211059022
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-019-0815-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-019-0815-8

PAKI PAKI ET AL.

16 | CHILD & FAMILY
WILEY SOCIAL WORK

Hyslop, I. K. (2021). Child protection reform in Aotearoa-New Zealand:
Devolution or revolution? International Journal on Child Maltreatment:
Research, Policy and Practice, 4(4), 439-454. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s42448-021-00086-6

Johnson, M. H., Walters, M. G., & Armstrong, M. I. (2015). It takes a village:
Using a community-defined practice approach to develop a tribal in-
home services model for Alaska Native families. Journal of Public Child
Welfare, 9(5), 487-505. https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2015.
1098581

Jongen, C., Campbell, S., Saunders, V. Askew, D. Spurling, G.,
Gueorguiev, E., Langham, E., Bainbridge, R., & McCalman, J. (2022).
Wellbeing and mental health interventions for indigenous children and
youth: A systematic scoping review. Children and Youth Services
Review, 145, 106790. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2022.
106790

Keddell, E. (2023). Recognising the embedded child in child protection:
Children's participation, inequalities and cultural capital. Children and
Youth Services Review, 147, 106815. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
childyouth.2023.106815

King, P., Cormack, D., & Kopua, M. (2018). Oranga Mokopuna: A tangata
whenua rights-based approach to health and wellbeing. Mai j, 7(2),
186-202. https://doi.org/10.20507/MAlJournal.2018.7.2.6

King, P. T., Cormack, D., Harris, R, Paine, S. J., & McLeod, M. (2023).
‘Never-ending beginnings’: A qualitative literature review of Maori
temporal ontologies. Kotuitui: New Zealand Journal of Social Sciences
Online, 18, 252-267. https://doi.org/10.1080/1177083X.2022.
2138467

Krakouer, J. (2023). Journeys of culturally connecting: Aboriginal young
people's experiences of cultural connection in and beyond out-
of-home care. Child & Family Social Work, 28, 822-832. https://doi.
org/10.1111/cfs.13007

Krakouer, J., Wise, S., & Connolly, M. (2018). “We live and breathe
through culture”: Conceptualising cultural connection for indigenous
Australian children in out-of-home care. Australian Social Work, 71(3),
265-276. https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2018.1454485

Latulippe, N., & Klenk, N. (2020). Making room and moving over: Knowl-
edge co-production, indigenous knowledge sovereignty and the poli-
tics of global environmental change decision-making. Current Opinion
in Environmental Sustainability, 42, 7-14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cosust.2019.10.010

Lawton, A. E., Hamilton, O., & Jackson, C. (2020). Aboriginal family plan-
ning circle evaluation: Empowering Aboriginal communities in evaluat-
ing and future-proofing Aboriginal-led community programmes.
Evaluation Journal of Australasia, 20(1), 23-33. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1035719X20911332

Lewis, L., Walker, S., King, P. T. Mackay, H. T. U, Paki Paki, N.,
Anderson, D., & Kemp, S. P. (2023a). Ka Mua, ka Muri-walking back-
wards into the future: Partnering with mainstream child protection
services as a community-based Mata Waka organisation. Aotearoa
New Zealand Social Work, 35(1), 5-20. https://doi.org/10.11157/
anzswij-vol35iss1id1016

Lewis, L., Walker, S., King, P. T., Mackay, H. T. U, Paki Paki, N.,
Anderson, D., & Kemp, S. P. (2023b). Koi te matapunenga maianga i te
matapuuioio-see the unseen, feel the unfelt, believe in the impossible:
Courageous practice in a Mata Waka social service provider. Journal of
Indigenous Social Development, 12(1), 3-27. https://ucalgary.ca/
journals/jisdE-ISSN2164-9170

Libesman, T., & Gray, P. (2023). Self-determination, public accountability,
and rituals of reform in First Peoples child welfare. First Peoples Child
and Family Review, 18(1), 81-96. Retrieved from https://fpcfr.com/
index.php/FPCFR/article/view/587

Lindstedt, S., Moeller-Saxone, K., Black, C., Herrman, H., & Szwarc, J.
(2017). Realist review of programs, policies, and interventions to
enhance the social, emotional, and spiritual well-being of Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander young people living in out-of-home care. The

International Indigenous Policy Journal, 8(3). https://doi.org/10.18584/
iipj.2017.8.3

Lo, K. D., & Houkamau, C. (2012). Exploring the cultural origins of differ-
ences in time orientation between European New Zealanders and
Maori. New Zealand Journal of Human Resources Management, 12(3),
105-112. http://www.nzjhrm.org.nz/Site/Articles/2012_Folder/
2012_Spring.aspx

Lucero, N. M., & Bussey, M. (2012). A collaborative and trauma-informed
practice model for urban Indian child welfare. Child Welfare, 91(3),
89-112.

Lucero, N. M., & Leake, R. (2016). Expressions of culture in American
Indian/Alaska Native tribal child welfare work: A qualitative
meta-synthesis. Journal of Public Child Welfare, 10(3), 327-347.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2016.1140107

Makoare, G. D., Makoare, Z. H., & Cram, F. (2021). He kaiwhakatere ahau:
A (k)new practice model in the care of rangatahi and whanau. Aotearoa
New Zealand Social Work, 33(1), 5-16. https://doi.org/10.11157/
anzswj-vol33iss1id819

Makokis, L., Kopp, K., Bodor, R., Veldhuisen, A., & Torres, A. (2020). Cree
relationship mapping: Néhiyaw kesi wahkotohk-how we are related.
First Peoples Child & Family Review: An Interdisciplinary Journal Honour-
ing the Voices, Perspectives, and Knowledges of First Peoples, 15(1), 44~
61. Retrieved from https://fpcfr.com/index.php/FPCFR/article/view/
407. https://doi.org/10.7202/1068362ar

Mindell, R., de Haymes, M. V., & Francisco, D. (2003). A culturally respon-
sive practice model for urban Indian child welfare services. Child Wel-
fare, 82(2), 201-217. https://www.jstor.org/stable/45390118

Ministry of Children's Services. (2019). Indigenous cultural understanding
framework (ICUF). Ministry of Children's Services. https://open.alberta.
ca/dataset/d2642ef5-fa65-4117-8a44-d5b26cbéaca04/resource/
d1f3f3a5-20e9-4f2e-912c-c8cflc1a397d/download/icuf-january-
2019.pdf

Moss, M., & Lee, A. D. (2019). TeaH (turn 'em around healing): A therapeu-
tic model for working with traumatised children on Aboriginal commu-
nities. Children Australia, 44(2), 55-59. https://doi.org/10.1017/cha.
2019.8

Murton, B. (2012). Being in the place world: Toward a Maori “geographical
self”. Journal of Cultural Geography, 29(1), 87-104. https://doi.org/10.
1080/08873631.2012.655032

Napoli, M., & Gonzalez-Santin, E. (2001). Intensive home-based and well-
ness services to Native American families living on reservations: A
model. Families in Society, 82(3), 315-324. https://doi.org/10.1606/
1044-3894.199

Qates, F. (2020). Barriers and solutions: Australian indigenous practitioners
on addressing disproportionate representation of indigenous
Australian children known to statutory child protection. AlterNative: an
International Journal of Indigenous Peoples, 16(3), 171-179. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1177180120948274

O'Donnell, R., Bamblett, M., Johnson, G., Hunter, S. A., Stringer, K,
Croisdale, S., Pizzirani, B., Ayton, D., Savaglio, M., & Skouteris, H.
(2020). Evaluation of the Cradle to Kinder programme for Aboriginal
mothers and their children: Perspectives from the women and their
workers. Children Australia, 45(4), 305-311. https://doi.org/10.1017/
cha.2020.40

O'Keefe, V. M,, Fish, J., Maudrie, T. L., Hunter, A. M., Tai Rakena, H. G.,
Ullrich, J. S., Clifford, C., Crawford, A., Brockie, T. Walls, M,
Haroz, E. E., Cwik, M., Whitesell, N. R., & Barlow, A. (2022). Centering
indigenous knowledges and worldviews: Applying the Indigenist eco-
logical systems model to youth mental health and wellness research
and programs. International Journal of Environmental Research and Pub-
lic Health, 19(10), 6271. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19106271

Onnis, L. A., Moylan, R., Whiteside, M., Klieve, H., Smith, K., & Tsey, K.
(2020). Integrating the family wellbeing program into practice: A con-
ceptual model. Australian Social Work, 73(4), 435-448. https://doi.org/
10.1080/0312407X.2019.1662463

85U90 |7 SUOWIWOD dAIERID 3eatdde au Ag pousenoh aJe sajo1e VO 88N JO 3N 10} AReug1 8UIUO AB|1IAA UO (SUORIPUOI-PUB-SWLBI/LIOY" AB 1M AfeIg 1[EU1|UO//SUNY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWid L 81 885 *[€202/TT/9T] o Ariqiauliuo A8|IM ‘Yo1essay aIpS N Ued LY UINOS AQ 00TET SJO/TTTT OT/10p/w00 Ao i Areiqiput|uoy/:sdny wo.y popeojumod ‘0 ‘9022S9ET


https://doi.org/10.1007/s42448-021-00086-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42448-021-00086-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2015.1098581
https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2015.1098581
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2022.106790
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2022.106790
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2023.106815
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2023.106815
https://doi.org/10.20507/MAIJournal.2018.7.2.6
https://doi.org/10.1080/1177083X.2022.2138467
https://doi.org/10.1080/1177083X.2022.2138467
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.13007
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.13007
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2018.1454485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2019.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2019.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/1035719X20911332
https://doi.org/10.1177/1035719X20911332
https://doi.org/10.11157/anzswj-vol35iss1id1016
https://doi.org/10.11157/anzswj-vol35iss1id1016
https://ucalgary.ca/journals/jisdE-ISSN2164-9170
https://ucalgary.ca/journals/jisdE-ISSN2164-9170
https://fpcfr.com/index.php/FPCFR/article/view/587
https://fpcfr.com/index.php/FPCFR/article/view/587
https://doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2017.8.3
https://doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2017.8.3
http://www.nzjhrm.org.nz/Site/Articles/2012_Folder/2012_Spring.aspx
http://www.nzjhrm.org.nz/Site/Articles/2012_Folder/2012_Spring.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2016.1140107
https://doi.org/10.11157/anzswj-vol33iss1id819
https://doi.org/10.11157/anzswj-vol33iss1id819
https://fpcfr.com/index.php/FPCFR/article/view/407
https://fpcfr.com/index.php/FPCFR/article/view/407
https://doi.org/10.7202/1068362ar
https://www.jstor.org/stable/45390118
https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/d2642ef5-fa65-4117-8a44-d5b26c6aca04/resource/d1f3f3a5-20e9-4f2e-912c-c8cf1c1a397d/download/icuf-january-2019.pdf
https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/d2642ef5-fa65-4117-8a44-d5b26c6aca04/resource/d1f3f3a5-20e9-4f2e-912c-c8cf1c1a397d/download/icuf-january-2019.pdf
https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/d2642ef5-fa65-4117-8a44-d5b26c6aca04/resource/d1f3f3a5-20e9-4f2e-912c-c8cf1c1a397d/download/icuf-january-2019.pdf
https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/d2642ef5-fa65-4117-8a44-d5b26c6aca04/resource/d1f3f3a5-20e9-4f2e-912c-c8cf1c1a397d/download/icuf-january-2019.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/cha.2019.8
https://doi.org/10.1017/cha.2019.8
https://doi.org/10.1080/08873631.2012.655032
https://doi.org/10.1080/08873631.2012.655032
https://doi.org/10.1606/1044-3894.199
https://doi.org/10.1606/1044-3894.199
https://doi.org/10.1177/1177180120948274
https://doi.org/10.1177/1177180120948274
https://doi.org/10.1017/cha.2020.40
https://doi.org/10.1017/cha.2020.40
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19106271
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2019.1662463
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2019.1662463

PAKI PAKI ET AL.

Oranga Tamariki Evidence Centre. (2021). Maori centred social work prac-
tice: Evidence brief. Wellington, New Zealand. Oranga Tamariki—
Ministry for Children.

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I, Hoffmann, T. C,,
Mulrow, C. D., Shamseer, L., Tetzlaff, J. M., Akl, E. A., Brennan, S. E.,
Chou, R., Glanville, J., Grimshaw, J. M., Hrébjartsson, A., Lalu, M. M,,
Li, T., Loder, E. W., Mayo-Wilson, E., McDonald, S., ... Moher, D.
(2021). PRISMA 2020 explanation and elaboration: Updated guidance
and exemplars for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ, 372, n71.
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71

Quinn, A, Fallon, B., Joh-Carnella, N., & Saint-Girons, M. (2022). The over-
representation of First Nations children in the Ontario child welfare
system: A call for systemic change. Children and Youth Services Review,
139, 106558. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2022.106558

Radke, A., & Douglas, H. (2020). Indigenous Australians, specialist courts,
and the intergenerational impacts of child removal in the criminal jus-
tice system. The International Journal of Children's Rights, 28(2), 378-
400. https://doi.org/10.1163/15718182-02802005

Richardson, B. (2008). Comparative analysis of two community-based
efforts designed to impact disproportionality. Child Welfare, 87(2),
297-318.

Ritland, L., Jongbloed, K., Mazzuca, A., Thomas, V., Richardson, C. G,
Spittal, P. M., & Guhn, M. (2020). Culturally safe, strengths-based par-
enting programs supporting indigenous families impacted by substance
use—A scoping review. International Journal of Mental Health and
Addiction, 18(6), 1586-1610. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-020-
00237-9

Robinson, G., Mares, S., & Arney, F. (2017). Continuity, engagement and
integration: Early intervention in remote Australian Aboriginal commu-
nities. Australian Social Work, 70(1), 116-124. https://doi.org/10.
1080/0312407X.2016.1146315

Satour, J., & Goldingay, S. (2021). Experiencing Aboriginal perspectives
through the embodied concept of the tree of life: Implications for
developing a teaching resource. Australian Social Work, 74(2), 198-
209. https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2020.1849333

Sinha, V., Caldwell, J., Paul, L., & Fumaneri, P. R. (2021). A review of litera-
ture on the involvement of children from indigenous communities in
Anglo child welfare systems: 1973-2018. The International Indigenous
Policy Journal, 12(1), 1-43. https://doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2021.12.1.
10818

Sumida Huaman, E., & Martin, N. D. (2020). Indigenous knowledge systems
and research methodologies: Local solutions and global opportunities.
Canadian Scholars' Press.

Trudgett, S., Griffiths, K., Farnbach, S., & Shakeshaft, A. (2022). A frame-
work for operationalising Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander data
sovereignty in Australia: Results of a systematic literature review of
published studies. EClinicalMedicine, 45, 101302. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.eclinm.2022.101302

Ullrich, J. S. (2019). For the love of our children: An indigenous connected-
ness framework. AlterNative: an International Journal of Indigenous Peo-
ples, 15(2), 121-130. https://doi.org/10.1177/1177180119828114

17

Wi LEY-

Ullrich, J. S. (2020). Indigenous connectedness as a framework for rela-
tional healing within Alaska Native child welfare [PhD Thesis]. Univer-
sity of Washington. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.
104703

Van Herk, K. A, Smith, D., & Gold, S. T. (2012). Safe care spaces and
places: Exploring urban Aboriginal families' access to preventive care.
Health & Place, 18(3), 649-656. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.
2011.12.004

van Schilfgaarde, L., & Shelton, B. L. (2021). Using peacemaking circles to
indigenize tribal child welfare. Columbia Journal of Race and Law, 11(3),
681-710. https://doi.org/10.52214/cjrl.v11i3.8748

Waitangi Tribunal. (2021). He Paharakeke, He Rito Whakakikinga
Wharuarua: Oranga Tamariki Urgent Inquiry WAI 2915. Waitangi
Tribunal. https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/
wt_DOC_171027305/He%20Paharakeke%20W.pdf

Walters, K. L., Johnson-Jennings, M., Stroud, S., Rasmus, S., Charles, B.,
John, S., Allen, J., Kaholokula, J. K., Look, M. A., de Silva, M., Lowe, J.,
Baldwin, J. A., Lawrence, G., Brooks, J., Noonan, C. W., Belcourt, A.,
Quintana, E., Semmens, E. O., & Boulafentis, J. (2020). Growing from
our roots: Strategies for developing culturally grounded health promo-
tion interventions in American Indian, Alaska Native, and Native
Hawaiian communities. Prevention Science, 21(Suppl 1), 54-64.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-018-0952-z

Whyte, K. P. (2018). What do indigenous knowledges do for indigenous
peoples? In M. K. Nelson & D. Shilling (Eds.), Traditional ecological
knowledge: Learning from indigenous practices for environmental sustain-
ability (pp. 57-82). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.
1017/9781108552998.005

Wildcat, M., & Voth, D. (2023). Indigenous relationality: Definitions and
methods. AlterNative: an International Journal of Indigenous Peoples,
19(2), 475-483. https://doi.org/10.1177/11771801231168380

Wilson, D., Moloney, E., Parr, J. M., Aspinall, C., & Slark, J. (2021). Creating
an indigenous Maori-centred model of relational health: A literature
review of Maori models of health. Journal of Clinical Nursing, 30(23-
24), 3539-3555. https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.15859

Zinga, D. (2012). Journeying with youth: Re-centering indigeneity in child
and youth care. Child & Youth Services, 33(3-4), 258-280. https://doi.
org/10.1080/0145935X.2012.745779

How to cite this article: Paki Paki, N., King, P. T., Lewis, L.,
Walker, S., Mackay, H. T. U., Anderson, D., Amante, E., &
Kemp, S. P. (2023). Identifying key dimensions of indigenous
led child welfare services: A qualitative literature review. Child
& Family Social Work, 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.
13100

85U90 |7 SUOWIWOD dAIERID 3eatdde au Ag pousenoh aJe sajo1e VO 88N JO 3N 10} AReug1 8UIUO AB|1IAA UO (SUORIPUOI-PUB-SWLBI/LIOY" AB 1M AfeIg 1[EU1|UO//SUNY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWid L 81 885 *[€202/TT/9T] o Ariqiauliuo A8|IM ‘Yo1essay aIpS N Ued LY UINOS AQ 00TET SJO/TTTT OT/10p/w00 Ao i Areiqiput|uoy/:sdny wo.y popeojumod ‘0 ‘9022S9ET


https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2022.106558
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718182-02802005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-020-00237-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-020-00237-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2016.1146315
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2016.1146315
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2020.1849333
https://doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2021.12.1.10818
https://doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2021.12.1.10818
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2022.101302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclinm.2022.101302
https://doi.org/10.1177/1177180119828114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104703
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104703
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.12.004
https://doi.org/10.52214/cjrl.v11i3.8748
https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt_DOC_171027305/He%20Paharakeke%20W.pdf
https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt_DOC_171027305/He%20Paharakeke%20W.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-018-0952-z
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108552998.005
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108552998.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/11771801231168380
https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.15859
https://doi.org/10.1080/0145935X.2012.745779
https://doi.org/10.1080/0145935X.2012.745779
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.13100
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.13100

	Identifying key dimensions of indigenous led child welfare services: A qualitative literature review
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  METHODS
	2.1  Data analyses

	3  RESULTS
	3.1  Publishing date and type of study
	3.2  Location of studies
	3.3  Authorship of publications
	3.4  Indigenous-designed and/or led or developed in partnership or collaboration with indigenous peoples
	3.5  Evaluation of programmes, services, models or frameworks
	3.6  Key practice and programme dimensions
	3.6.1  Relationality
	3.6.2  Cultural safety
	3.6.3  Indigenous knowledge systems
	3.6.4  Cultural connectivity
	3.6.5  Family/kinship/Whānau connectivity
	3.6.6  Self-determination
	3.6.7  Collective wellbeing
	3.6.8  Place
	3.6.9  Time
	3.6.10  Partnerships
	3.6.11  Rights


	4  DISCUSSION
	4.1  Strengths and limitations

	5  CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


