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Introduction

This exploratory research was funded by the Los Angeles County Children and Families Research Consortium.
 The research question was: What are the issues in the implementation of the Indian Child Welfare Act in Los Angeles County? The goals of the research were to develop a framework for understanding the problems of the implementation of ICWA, to stimulate interest and discussion in the issue, and to articulate specific recommendations for further action and for further research. We conducted face-to-face interviews with approximately 12 key informants in DCFS and in the American Indian (AI) stakeholder community. We attended community and task force meetings, and examined minutes of past meetings of these organizations.

We want to thank the Los Angeles County Children and Families Research Consortium for giving us this opportunity, particularly Dr. Jacquelyn McCroskey and Walter Furman for their trust and their guidance through the process. In addition, we want to thank the individuals who read a draft of the report and contributed clarity and accuracy to the report. Each person interviewed during the course of this research gave separate consent to be included, and every effort has been made to protect the confidentiality of these participants. I want to thank each of these individuals deeply. Their participation was a leap of trust. It is not easy to share with a stranger one’s thoughts and opinions about something as important as how the American Indian community strives to meet the needs of its children and families. 

When we set out to speak with people about the issues underlying the implementation of ICWA in LAC, we expected that the responses would have to do with systemic issues such as the diversity of the AI community in LAC, the difficulties in negotiating jurisdiction with hundreds of tribes nationally, or the role of non-profits in working with DCFS workers. Instead, it quickly became clear that the key issue facing the Indian child welfare community is the lack of trust between members of the AI community and the Indian Child Welfare Unit in DCFS. Though we hesitate to discuss an issue that seems particular to a time and place, and even particular to a few individuals, it is apparent that this pressing issue must be resolved before the other more systemic issues can be tackled. Further progress in representing the interests of AI families and children depends on the resolution of this issue.
This report is structured in terms of the ‘point of view’ of DCFS and the ‘point of view’ of the AI community. These are abstract constructions intended to provide a conceptual framework. Agencies and communities do not have ‘points of view’ and we are not claiming to in any way represent any official stance or opinion of any agency or community. In fact, any ‘point of view’ presented here is not the expressed opinion or understanding of any individual we interviewed. While our conclusions are based on the expressed opinions of individuals, and we hope that this report is true to what we were told, responsibility for the opinions in this report rest exclusively with the authors.
It is our intention here to present a framework of the situation so that it is not particular to a specific time, place and personalities. We hope that this may point to a way forward. We suggest that it is both necessary and possible to resolve these issues and that the implementation of SB 678 may be an opportunity to implement some important changes.

The American Indian Community in Los Angeles County
In the United States today, up to 2/3 of the American Indian population lives in urban cities. “American Indian” is a racial classification that includes many linguistic and cultural groups with distinct histories. The largest of these urban Indian populations lives here in Los Angeles County, home to over 154,000 American Indian and Alaskan Natives, accounting for 1.55% of the population.
 This culturally diverse population has survived and maintained its identity in spite of centuries of oppression and marginalization by our society.

This redistribution of the American Indian population had its roots in the Federal Government's Indian Relocation Act (PL 959). During the 1950s and 1960s, the Bureau of Indian Affairs relocated about 100,000 Indians to urban cities. This was done in an effort to terminate American Indian reservations by moving rural Indian labor from the poverty conditions on those reservations to large urban cities. The federal government wanted them to become assimilated into a non-Indian city-life culture and to remove them, if possible, from their cultural practices and traditions. This attempt to break up the reservation system became well-known as the Federal government’s “period of termination,” and included the formation of Indian Centers in major relocation cities across the country. These Centers provided a place for American Indians to connect and socialize with other Indians and to receive various necessary services.

Several demographic features of the AI in LAC community present serious obstacles to the provision of social services. First is tribal diversity. There are more than 100 tribes known to be represented in Los Angeles. One might expect to find a member living in LAC from any one of the over 500 tribes in the United States. The two tribes indigenous to the area, the Gabrieleno/Tongva and the Fernandeno, are not federally recognized. Their members live in scattered communities throughout the county. The second important demographic feature is the range of assimilation encountered in Natives in LAC, from completely assimilated (possibly even unaware of their own Indian heritage) to newly arrived from the reservation. Some AI families have lived in LAC since the 1950s; some of these individuals have completely assimilated, while others have worked hard to keep their tribal traditions alive. A number of LA Natives regularly move back and forth between the city and their reservations. A related issue is the high amount of intermarriage and ethnic mixing. Full-blooded Indians are less common, especially among Indians that have lived in urban areas for several generations. Many Indians may self-identify as Hispanic or another ethnicity, and mention Native American heritage only secondarily.

Another obstacle is geographic dispersion. The cities in Los Angeles traditionally with the highest numbers of American Indians are Bell Gardens, Cudahy, El Monte, Norwalk, Pomona, and Long Beach, but these American Indian populations are, in general, economically disadvantaged and geographically dispersed. An examination of service planning areas for Los Angeles County shows that 19 percent of the American Indian population resides in the San Fernando area, 18 percent in San Gabriel and 16 percent in South Bay/Harbor. More than other ethnic groups, urban American Indians are dispersed throughout the County’s eight different Service Planning Areas.
 This geographic dispersion reduces the visibility of the AI community, and makes it difficult to mobilize political support. For these reasons, addressing the needs of this community is not easy. The small number of tribal members in any particular location makes it difficult and costly to design culturally appropriate programs to address their needs. 

A series of strong individuals and non-profit organizations over the years has succeeded in developing a vital and cohesive community from these disparate elements.
 Though reaching out to all potential members of the AI community remains a challenge,
 there has been considerable success in establishing an Inter Tribal culture that builds upon but transcends individuals’ tribal cultures. All Native activities in LAC are open to members of all tribes.
 These individuals are promoting a “common-interest collectivity whose overreaching consideration is the maintenance of ethnic group consciousness, ethos, and community.”
 The organized AI community revolves around non-profit social service agencies, but concern is expressed by organizers about attracting more “community” members, meaning parents and other non-professional concerned citizens. It is expected that members of non-profit agencies will be most active in community coalitions,
 and to us there seems to be considerable overlap among the professional, cultural and political representation on coalitions. As in any community, leadership is an issue.
 We observed strong leadership at the professional, organizing, political and cultural levels, though perhaps some awkwardness in bringing these spheres together, along with a lack of overarching community leadership.

ICWA

Under the Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA) of 1978, there is a set of federal regulations governing the protection and removal of Native American Children from their families that is separate from and complementary to the network of federal, state and county child protective services regulations. In the decades before the passage of ICWA, public and private adoption policy overtly sought to place Native American children with non-Native families, as part of the general policy of assimilation of that time. Up to 35% of Indian children nationally were separated from their families, directly threatening the survival of Native American culture. ICWA established the authority of tribal courts over the removal and placement of Indian children.
 The law mandates certain procedures be followed by local non-Native child protection agencies when working with American Indian children, including notification to the tribes, the provision of culturally appropriate services, and the placement of Indian children with Indian families. Key provisions address notification, placement, “active effort,” and “expert witness.” ICWA requires that child welfare agencies notify a child’s tribe promptly if the workers know or have reason to know that the child is a member, or is eligible to be a member, of a federally recognized tribe. The Act specifies the types of placement that must be considered, in order of preference: a member of the child’s family, a foster home licensed by the tribe, an otherwise licensed Indian foster home, or an institution approved or operated by the tribe. The Act requires “active efforts” on the part of caseworkers to prevent the breakup of Indian families, efforts that go “beyond the passive service normally provided by states.” Placement decisions require evidence provided by an “expert witness”, a qualified person who is expert in the “social and cultural standards and child-rearing practices of Indian tribes”.

Though ICWA has made a major contribution to the preservation of Native American culture through the preservation of Indian families, the specifics of its implementation have been problematic. Particular problems are a lack of cultural awareness on the part of public child welfare agencies, difficulties in coordinating services between county and tribal workers, and a lack of access by the tribes to federal child welfare funds. In Los Angeles County, there are no federally recognized tribes and the implementation of ICWA requires notification of dozens of tribes nationwide. Since 1996, funds for ICWA services are no longer directly available to non-profits, so that now these agencies contract with the county to provide services.

SB 678

On a national level, the primary obstacle over the decades to the implementation of ICWA has been intervention and/or misinterpretation by state courts and legislatures. Particularly problematic was the “existing Indian family” ruling that severely limited eligibility for ICWA by requiring eligible children to already be members of Indian families.
 In California, this was rectified somewhat in 1999 by AB 65, which brought state law more into compliance with ICWA. This process is furthered by SB 678, recently passed in California and to be implemented by June, 2007, which codifies ICWA into the Family Code, the Probate Code and the Welfare and Institutions Code.
  In addition, this legislation allows the expansion of ICWA services to “heritage” Indians, i.e., those who are culturally Native American, but not eligible for formal tribal membership. The implementation of SB 678 is one of several important issues facing DCFS in the next few months.
DCFS: The Issue of Specialization

Large bureaucratic organizations tend toward internal task differentiation and specialization over time. This is accompanied by an expansion of the hierarchical administration system. There are reasons for this that are internal to the organization, reasons having to do with effectiveness and efficiency in carrying out the mission of the organization.
 And there are reasons for this that have to do with the relationship of the organization to elements in its environment, reasons having to do with politics and community relations.

Internal Specialization: Structuring Tasks
First, the internal reasons. The tasks of large organizations are complex. Breaking the complexity down into discrete tasks, and assigning these tasks to specialized workers achieves efficiency because every worker does not have to be a master of every task. In the classic bureaucratic specialization, developed in industrial assembly lines, tasks are specialized in sequence. Thus, child welfare caseworkers specialize in Emergency Response, Family Maintenance & Reunification, Permanent Placement, or Adoption. Clients move in sequence from one specialist to another. Or tasks may be specialized by presenting problem, as specialized units have developed specifically for sexual abuse cases. Or tasks may be specialized by type of client, as illustrated by the specialization of the Asian Pacific Islander Unit. Tasks may be specialized in terms of the demands of collaborative agencies, as DCFS workers specialize in working with the courts, or with the County Department of Mental Health.

Specialization brings its own inefficiencies, compromising the achievements of the task differentiation process. For the most part, these are transition costs. As a family moves from ER through the specialized casework units, the case must be transferred from worker to worker. This has bureaucratic costs, as case files literally have to be moved from one place to another.
 More important, there are engagement and disengagement tasks for both workers and clients, as they come to know each other through each transition. And there is the danger that no one may have the necessary overview of the entire case. There are personnel transition costs, as DCFS needs to train and re-train workers to move in and out of specialized tasks.
 
The ICW Unit is a specialized casework unit. It is specialized for two reasons – because of the unique tasks, contacts and knowledge required by working with clients under ICWA and because of the unique cultural attributes of AI families and children. Task specialization is necessary for ICWA-eligible children because of the particular regulations guiding case planning and because of the ongoing contacts necessary between ICW workers, the court, collaborating non-profit agencies, expert witnesses and, especially, the dozens of Indian tribes across the nation that have members as clients of LAC DCFS. 
It is our view that DCFS is not taking full advantage of the efficiencies possible through the specialization of ICWA cases. 
Case identification
There is a large transition cost in the specialization of ICWA cases. These cases must be identified by hotline or ER workers throughout the county. Any case encountered by front-line DCFS workers may be ICWA-eligible. Even though few cases are in fact ICWA-eligible, every referral for which a case is opened must be considered and ruled out. This is a large inefficiency and one that is for the most part unavoidable. However, perhaps the transition costs could be reduced somewhat by taking better advantage of the specialized expertise of ICW workers. Currently, the ICW Unit takes referrals directly from the hotline. However, if the referral is from ER, it is the task of each ER worker to determine if a new case is ICWA-eligible. This requires identifying the case as of AI heritage, then contacting the tribe to determine eligibility, and then transferring the case to the ICW Unit. Though at times ER workers contact ICW workers for assistance in the process of determining ICWA eligibility, generally this remains the responsibility of the ER worker. This task may be specialized within the Regions, as one individual is assigned the task of making contacts with the tribes. In any case, there is no incentive for the ER worker or the Regions to embrace this task with diligence and enthusiasm. For this reason, there may be a number of unidentified ICWA-eligible children in the system. This can be a problem in those cases where children are not re-unified with their families. If tribal connections are established late in the case, then it is not possible to terminate parental rights without including tribal representatives for the entire process. Also, Native children are denied the opportunity to receive culturally specialized services and to re-establish relations with their tribal traditions.
The task of contacting tribes across the nation to determine tribal membership and establish contact should be centralized and specialized. This task should be specialized within the ICW Unit, with one staff person (maybe not a caseworker) being responsible for contacting tribes and establishing ICWA eligibility. Both the knowledge necessary to do this task efficiently and the personal contacts that develop that allow the task to be carried out effectively should be centralized to a few individuals. This person or persons would be the gatekeepers to the ICW Unit. The transition of cases from hotline and ER workers to the ICW Unit would be specialized, standardized and streamlined. Below we suggest that the ICW Unit be expanded to also handle heritage cases, which would require that all identified AI children be referred to the Unit.
 

A number of respondents expressed the opinion that increased training for all ER workers is an important solution to the problem of the identification and transferring of AI cases.
 However, one of the efficiencies of specializing tasks is in the specialization of training. There is no need for hotline and ER workers throughout the county to receive training about potential ICW cases beyond what is necessary to identify and refer these cases.
 
Foster care placements

It is remarkable that, given the requirements of ICWA, the size of the AI community in LAC, and the resources of DCFS, there are virtually no culturally appropriate foster placements available for Indian children. The establishment of such foster placements is essential. There have been such placements in the recent past,
 and there has been a concerted effort by DCFS to recruit AI foster families.
 There are well-established and respected Indian non-profit agencies in the community that are prepared to establish Native foster family agencies.

The original intent of ICWA was to put an end to the culturally destructive practice of removing Indian children from their families and placing them with non-Indian families. The effective implementation of ICWA requires the use of AI foster homes. ICWA provides a hierarchy of desirable Indian foster placements. Even when foster placement is not available with a member of a child’s tribe, or even with an Indian family, it is essential that Indian children be placed with foster parents that understand and participate in the LA Inter Tribal culture, e.g., that encourage children to make regalia and participate in traditional dances. 

Active effort/caseload size

ICWA requires “active efforts” from caseworkers in contacting tribes and identifying foster placement for Indian children. We anticipated that this would be an area of ambiguity, but it was not identified by informants as an area of difficulty. However, active effort does require more contact with case collaterals than is called for with regular cases. An additional aspect of the workload is the geographic dispersion of clients across the county; the ICW Unit is not specialized by geography. Another factor is that the ICW Unit is a vertical unit, meaning that this Unit receives referrals directly from the hotline and remains with these case through the entire process. For these reasons, the ICW Unit has lower caseloads than other generic units. Nonetheless, respondents from the community consistently identified too high caseloads as a problem with the ICW Unit.

Expert witnesses

ICWA provides for evidence from Indian “expert witnesses” in regard to issues of culturally relevant services and placement. A number of respondents reported that finding and contracting with these expert witnesses is an ongoing problem in the implementation of ICWA in LAC.

Heritage children and SB678
The remaining specialization issue is perhaps the most important. In addition to becoming expert in the legal and bureaucratic issues associated with ICWA, ICW workers are (or should be) expert in working within the culture and traditions of the AI community. DCFS has a tradition of establishing ethnic-specific services, such as the API Unit and the Latino Family Preservation Program.
 Clearly, there is specialized knowledge and cultural awareness that enhances the quality of casework with AI families and children. And clearly there is increased effectiveness and efficiency in intensively training a few workers to work with AI clients, rather than dispersing these clients over all of the offices. Therefore, in the long run it would be a benefit to DCFS to specialize contact with all AI children within the ICW Unit. 
SB 678 provides the opportunity for DCFS to implement specialized and culturally appropriate services for all AI children and families that want these services. The funding will be available for the expansion of these services. The law states that DCFS may provide services under ICWA for heritage children. 

Summary
It is our overall impression (though not the opinion of any particular respondents) that DCFS is not taking full advantage of the benefits of specialization of work with AI children and families We suggest that referrals to the Unit occur as early in the process as is feasible, and that the ICW Unit be expanded to include heritage children. Further, it is our view that a barrier to the expansion of the ICW Unit is that the organization lacks confidence in the ICW Unit and that this lack of confidence comes from the problems that have arisen between DCFS and the AI community over the years.
External Specialization: Relating to the Community
The second reason that large organizations specialize internally is to establish and maintain effective linkages with community constituencies. The environment of every large public organization consists of individuals, institutions and communities that have an interest in the work of the agency. An important task of any agency is to maintain good relations with all of these constituencies in order to maintain the necessary flow of clients, staff, services and resources; to maintain compliance with legislating and accrediting bodies; and to maintain the political support of interested communities. No individual administrator or department can reach out to and communicate with all of these stakeholders. Thus, DCFS has specialized units, for example, to work with legislative bodies and with social work schools. Ethnic communities are important stakeholders in the child welfare network, and DCFS specializes in part to establish and maintain supportive relationships with ethnic communities.

One of the important organizational purposes of the ICW Unit is to be a bridge between DCFS and the AI community. The ICW Unit should function as a conduit from the AI community through which DCFS obtains knowledge, expertise, resources and political support. The ICW Unit should be the mechanism through which DCFS assures the AI community that their children and families are being cared for in a manner consistent with the law and with their tribal traditions. This mutually beneficial relationship has not been achieved.
The history of this relationship is not entirely clear to us, but it is our impression that, though some times have been better than others, the relationship has seldom been entirely satisfactory, since the establishment of the Unit in 1988.
 In part, the establishment of the ICW Unit was a result of political pressure from the AI community, pressure that may have been unwelcome to DCFS. Certainly, at this time there is considerable distrust between DCFS and the AI community.
 To oversimplify, the ICW Unit is perceived by the AI community to be too much of a regular DCFS unit and not sensitive to the needs of AI children and families,
 while the ICW Unit is perceived within DCFS as not effective by DCFS standards because of its loyalty to the AI community.
 This state of affairs is the opposite of what is desirable.
Community services

There are strong Native non-profits in Los Angeles, and LAC contracts services with these agencies. Indian children are seen through contracts with DCFS and with DMH, among others. We received only positive comments from respondents within DCFS and in the AI community regarding the quality of these services.
 In fact, at the level of individual cases, communication between non-profit therapists and ICW workers seems to be fairly good.

Staff and recruitment
The issue of the cultural and ethnic qualifications of ICW workers has come to the fore as the primary manifestation of the poor relations between DCFS and the AI community. The issue has been polarized, with some in the AI community insisting that only Native Americans should work in the ICW, while DCFS has not been effective in hiring Native workers for the Unit. Individual ICW Unit staff members over the years have felt torn between DCFS and the AI community. Native workers have been, or have been perceived to be, more connected to the AI community than to DCFS.
 Non-Native workers, on the other hand, have not effectively established trust with the AI community. This is a difficult and demoralizing position for workers and supervisors. They are caught up in a situation for which they take the blame, but over which they have little control. Over time, these opinions have polarized, communication has become less effective, and trust between DCFS and the AI community has diminished. Though the cultural match between social worker and client is of course a very important issue, we believe that at this time the issue has become more a symptom of, than a cause of, the lack of trust between DCFS and the AI community, and that with good will on both sides it could be resolved to mutual satisfaction. 
There is little doubt in the professional and academic social work community that practice must be sensitive to the cultural background of clients. There is less agreement about the importance of demographic and cultural congruence between social workers and clients in achieving culturally sensitive practice. Unfortunately, there is little empirical information to guide the discussion, and the argument has for the most part been guided by political and ideological considerations.
There was a range of opinions on the subject among our Native respondents. For example, one active member of the AI community stated that it is absolutely essential that Indian Unit workers be Native, while another stated that it is most important to have a good worker from any background and then to provide proper training.
 It is our view that dedicated and expert casework is an essential minimum in recruiting, hiring and training social workers. That achieved, it is best to hire American Indians to work with Indian families and children. Given the general shortage of qualified AI helping professionals, the ICW should be open to non-Indian workers with an interest in and a dedication to Native culture. And of course, all ICW workers should be thoroughly trained in working effectively with Native children and families.
Currently, apart from the two supervisors, there are no AI caseworkers in the ICW Unit. DCFS is not recruiting and training culturally appropriate workers for the Indian Unit. On one hand it is true that there is a general shortage of qualified Native helping professionals, and that county hiring practices are set by civil service regulation. On the other hand, efforts could be made to recruit outside of DCFS, even nationally, for Indian child welfare workers. Stronger efforts could be made within DCFS to attract Native workers and/or workers with strong interests in Indian issues.
 A related issue is the way that workers are recruited from within DCFS and assigned to units. It is not clear to us from our interviews just how DCFS prioritizes caseworker assignments or the extent to which that process is flexible.
Conclusion
The conclusions of this report are preliminary and the empirical base is limited. We have not provided definitive answers to these complex questions. Rather, we hope that we have achieved the more limited goals of stimulating discussion and identifying areas for further exploration.

There is no simple structural solution to a legacy of mistrust. It is too easy to say that individuals should re-commit themselves to building working relationships built on mutual trust in order to assure the well-being of the American Indian children of LAC. Yet, finally that is what is called for. We are convinced of both the capacity and the good intentions of the AI stakeholder community to develop these relationships. At the same time, we encourage them to continue developing effective methods of concentrating and applying political pressure to achieve their goals within DCFS.

LAC DCFS is a very large organization, with very large problems and goals. Currently, DCFS is primarily concerned with the effective implementation of the Title IV-E waiver. A great deal is at stake. By contrast, implementation of ICWA is a minor issue. The number of children from the AI community in the DCFS child welfare system is small. The AI community is limited in its ability to mobilize public visibility and political support. The easiest path for DCFS might appear to be to continue to marginalize the issue, to minimize the importance of the ICW, and to avoid the AI community.
 We are suggesting, however, the opposite – that SB 678 is an opportunity for DCFS to re-visit and re-vitalize their relationship with an important Los Angeles ethnic community. We further suggest that this can be achieved with little cost and considerable benefit to both the AI community and DCFS.

Recommendations for Further Research
One of the goals of this project was to identify specific areas that might be fruitful for further research and exploration. Following are ideas that were suggested by the issues discussed in this report, or were identified by respondents.
Scope of the Problem

What is the scope of the problem and patterns of implementation of ICWA? How many ICWA-eligible children are there, compared with how many AI coded cases? When are they identified in the process? How many are identified too late? What are the reasons for non-identification? How many cases out there should be ICWA-eligible? How many “heritage” children are there? What tribes are involved with their children in placement in Los Angeles? What patterns are there contacting tribes? What patterns are there in tribal responses? How do the outcomes for ICWA-eligible children, and for AI children, differ from outcomes for other clients.
This would be a systematic survey of available data from DCFS and other sources, as well as from past and current Indian Unit files.

Implementation of SB 678

How does DCFS implement SB 678 over the next year? How does this affect the ICW Unit? What role does the AI community play? How are services for AI children and families changed?

This project would consist of observations and interviews with individuals and agencies involved with the implementation of SB 678.

Nature of Casework

What is culturally-relevant child welfare casework with AI families? How do ICW Unit workers interact with AI families? How is “active efforts” manifested in the field? How does DCFS deal with this issue with other ethnic groups? How does this compare with work with AI families?

This project would consist of observations and interviews with ICW Unit and other DCFS workers, present and past.

Foster Parent Recruitment

How is the foster care recruitment process working now? What are the gaps for the recruitment of AI foster parents? What can be done to change the system to successfully recruit and train AI foster parents?

This project would consist of observations and interviews with individuals and agencies involved with foster care recruitment and training.

Model Programs

How do other California counties implement ICWA? Which of these is working well? What other programs nationally can be used as models?

This project would consist of systematically surveying both the formal and informal literature, as well as contacting other programs.

Community Structure

How is the AI community coming together to focus political pressure on DCFS in the interests of AI families? How could this be improved?

This would consist of participant observation in community activities and further interviews with key informants.

� http://cfrc.spa.ucla.edu/





� U.S. Census Bureau (September 10, 2006). American Indian and Alaska Native Heritage Month: November 2006. Retrieved 11-1-06 from http://www.census.gov/Press-Release/www/releases/archives.





� See Chapter Six of James S. Olson & Raymond Wilson (Native Americans in the Twentieth Century, Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1986).


 


� This information is summarized from a number of informants.





� Urban American Indian Children in Los Angeles County: An Examination of Available Data, prepared for the Los Angeles County American Indian Children’s Council by Heidi Frith-Smith and Heather Singleton of the UCLA American Indian Studies Center in June, 2000 (available from http://www.childrensplanningcouncil.org/resource-files/Urban_American_Indian_Children.doc) pulls together existing data from service agencies on AI children, and describes the problems with the collection of these data.





� Joan Weibel-Orlando’s Indian Country, LA.: Maintaining Ethnic Community in Complex Society (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1991), though dated, provides the foundation for understanding the history and the structure of the AI community in LA.





� One respondent estimated that only about 5000 Native Americans in LAC are actively engaged in cultural and social activities.





� At community meetings and on business cards, members of the LAC AI community identify themselves by their original tribal membership. This serves to assert simultaneous membership in the local community and the tribal community.





� Weibel-Orlando, p. 62.





� Weibel-Orlando strongly argues this point.





� One respondent told us that it can be particularly difficult to develop leadership in Native communities because of the democratic nature culturally embedded in these communities. It may be more important that all are allowed to express their opinions than that individuals step forward to assert their primacy.





� One interviewee ascribed this to the lack of elders in the community with the status to take on these roles.





� See Marc Mannes, Factors and events leading to the passage of the Indian Child Welfare Act (Child Welfare, 74[1], 264-283, 1995).





� The Indian Child Welfare Act: California Judges’ Benchguide (Mary J. Risling, California Indian Legal Services, 2000, available at http://www.calindian.org/benchguide) is the definitive source.





� See Suzanne L. Cross, Indian family exception doctrine: Still losing children despite the Indian Child Welfare Act (Child Welfare, 85[4], 671-690, 2006).





� http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/bill/sen/sb_0651-0700/sb_678_bill_20060901_enrolled.html





� Lex Donaldson (The normal science of structural contingency theory, pp. 57-76 in Stewart R. Clegg, Cynthia Hardy & Walter R. Nord [Eds.] Handbook of Organization Studies, 1996.) summarizes the theory underlying this formulation. 





� Yeheskel Hasenfeld (Chapter 6, Human Service Organizations, 1983, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc.) describes how social service agencies become “loosely coupled” in order to meet the demands of multiple environmental elements.





� Issues of worker specialization pertain to each of these ways of specializing, as, for example, Adoption workers must have MSWs and API workers must speak an API language.





� Computerization of course reduces these transition costs, but does not eliminate them entirely.





� Over time, there is a dialectical swing from specialization back to generalization. At each pole of the swing the problems encountered are endemic to that approach, and the solutions are to move in the other direction. Thus, DCFS some years ago moved toward specialized caseloads, and is now moving back toward generic caseloads.





� The details of the internal referral process are complex, and not adequately clarified here. Our general point is that AI cases be referred to the ICW Unit as early in the process as is feasible to maximize the use of the expertise of this Unit.





� In the present situation, the amount and type of training given has become, like the recruitment of staff, an issue embodying the power struggle between DCFS and the AI community.





� Of course, ICW workers should be thoroughly trained, and this training should be available to other DCFS workers who have an interest.





� It was never made clear to us what happened to those placements.





� One Indian community respondent asserted that Indian families may be particularly reluctant to become foster parents because of the tribal diversity and the desire to remain private.





� “You have to understand that first of all they are very short handed and the caseloads are very large.”





� It was never made clear to us who was responsible for the recruitment and paying of expert witnesses.





� We are not familiar with DCFS policy governing the establishment of ethnic-specific services, and we are not familiar with the implementation problems associated with these programs.





� “They are always in disarray. They work hard. They are overworked and underpaid. There’s a problem with the philosophy behind it. They are not supported. There seems to be internal dissension.”





� “The county attitude is against us.”





� “It’s always been tense. We want to overdo it with the children. They have to be more bureaucratic.”





� “The reputation was established within DCFS that the Unit doesn’t know what it is doing. There is not much status within the Department. There was the view that the Unit cared about the community, not about case management.”





� “I think they’re great. Indians with PhDs. What more do you want?”





� “We work well on a daily basis with the ICW Unit. When they get identified as Indians, it works well.”





� “Natives felt more strongly about the community.”





� One extreme opinion was that only “real” Indians can work effectively with Native families. By “real”, this respondent meant an Indian that was immersed in the spiritual and cultural traditions of Native Americans.





� The recruitment of American Indian social workers has been identified by the California Social Work Education Center as a statewide problem (http://calswec.berkeley.edu/CalSWEC/IV-E_Am_Indian.html).


The idea of the local schools of social work participating in an effort to recruit and train Native child welfare workers is intriguing.





� “The administration really needs to support that unit and begin to believe in it.”





� DCFS administrators are expert at establishing and maintaining good relations with community stakeholders. What we see as absent here is a lack of commitment. Presumably, the first step in the process would be to identify a DCFS administrator who is senior enough in the organization to ensure that change is made and is interested in, and capable of, establishing trust with the AI community.
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