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1. Anti-globalization
2. . Family—friendly policy
3. Cultural diversity
4. Evidence-based practice
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A review of the literature provides a clear account of the impact of the risk society in -

social work discourse, policy and practice (Parton, 1998:; Kemshall, 2002; Stalker,

2003; Webb, 2006; Littlechild, 2008). Much social work activity is focused on service

user groups to which the concept of risk management is readily applied. Social work

is less contested where statutory power or mandated action can be exercised,
including the fields of child abuse and neglect, youth justice and mental health.

People with disabilities and older adults are also the subject of contemporary

discourses of vulnerability, risk and danger. Risk awareness and the risk management

of both vulnerable and ‘dangerous’ citizens are central features of the contemporary
ideology of welfare (Furedi, 2008). Both social policy and management practice have
addressed risk in social work by developing myriad tools and technologies for
identifying, assessing severity and managing risk in social services. A critical
perception of the risk discourse portrays it as a ‘predominantly morally conservative
and repressive social, political and cultural force in contemporary social work’

(Stanford, 2008, p. 2009). It is commonly held that this discourse creates defensive

practice and is particularly observable in child protection where procedural matters

dominate (Parton, 2006; Gillinghhm, 2006; Stanley, 2007). Practice becomes ruled by
technicist approaches in which risk assessment systems and checklists are put in place
to minimise the risk of practitioners ‘missing something important’. Risk-averse
policy focuses on greater regulation impacting on workers as well as service users as
practitioners are controlled by bureaucratic processes aimed to ‘reduce their scope for

exercising discretion and making autonomous decisions’ (Dominelli, 2004, p. 118).

From:

Beddoe, L. (2010). ‘Surveillance or Reflection: Professional Supervision in “the Risk
Society”, British Journal of Social Work, 40:127?—1296.
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