TO: The CSWE Board of Directors, Commission on Accreditation (COA), the Council for Higher Education Accreditation, the CSWE Office of Social Work Accreditation and Educational Excellence (OSWAEE) 

Attention: Dean Pierce 

I was asked by Phyllis N. Black to send information to your attention that would help explain my comments and point made during CSWE’s presentation at BPD on the new EPAS changes and process. I understand and appreciate the great volume of work and dedication of all who have worked over the years to make social work education the institution it is and that it is in fact out of my respect, that I say the following. I believe I would be amiss and unethical if I did not say something and bring this to the attention of the academy. 

I express my concern as one of the academy with the intent and hope that my thoughts and work will make a difference in CSWE and our Social Work Educational programs and ultimately…practice. I have been encouraged by many to share my perspective. I have been reticent to do so. Part of my reluctance is rooted in the very perspective I present as I come from a background of homelessness the first ten years of my life followed by 12 years of institutionalization. These made deep impressions on my life and thinking along with an American Indian personal worldview.   I learned at the age of 11 that thinking being adversarial is not the way to freedom or toward the elimination of oppression. I share this in my paper I presented at BPD (see attached). 

From 1970 to 2000, I worked in human service agencies, including being program director of a settlement house, organizing in Chicago and elsewhere, directing drug education programs, working with juvenile sexual offenders and trained by Roy Hazelwood, and as a licensed clinical social worker in mental health for about 11 of those years. I started school at the age of 12 and have since earned a BS in education in all social studies, a MA in counseling and guidance in education, an MSW from the University of Iowa, and a PhD in Education and Human Resource Studies interdisciplinary with social work at Colorado State University. I taught social work classes at CSU while in my doctorate for two years, 1 year at the University of Arkansas Pine Bluff, and am now nearing one year here at the University of Guam. 

I say mention this, not just because I am proud of what I have done, but also so that you can see some of the context of what I have to say. I entered the field of human services because I have the ability to help others and I enjoy doing so. This brings me to what I wish to say. Because of my personal and work experience, I find more and more, as I learn, that what I read in social work textbooks, in EPAS, and by what I see and hear in agencies and NASW that there is a serious problem when it comes to our curriculum and practice conceptual frameworks. It is very clear to me, from research I have done on both masters and my PhD that the framework used, and understandably so, is directly linked within the primary “Western Cultural” paradigm. I realize social work has worked hard for change in this paradigm, yet it is sort of like being in a different room in the same house. I use a great deal of human communication theory, new science (quantum theory), and indigenous science to show how our western worldview is what I call estranging (oppressive). I also use these perspectives along with my own original work to show how there is another paradigm that can move us toward our stated mission…to eliminate poverty, ..etc. 

I ask that you read the attaché. It is limited in so far as I have not written out what a BSW or MSW curriculum would look like. I have some and would be more than happy to share more with you, if you are interested. I know it is easier to stay the course when there are so many years of hard work that have been put into it, but I truly believe staying the course or minimal change will only lead to more of the same. I believe the time has come to shift directions and to shift quickly. 

Social work developed with a “Western Perceptual Lens,” which is maybe ok for mainstream America, but that same lens is not fine when it comes to application to geographic areas where there are strong indigenous populations and traditions. These areas require a different set of policy and regulations that address and are compatible with local traditions and ways of believing. Since CSWE has a strong desire to go global and address international issues, it is even of greater importance that we stop and take a look at the lens we currently use and at the general “indigenous lens.” To continue to use our current lens out of choice or by default amounts to no less than accepting a role of collusion with the hegemony of oppression. 

While at the BPD conference, I presented the following paper, which was meant to begin to help in the process of looking at Social work’s current conceptual framework and comparing it with that of an indigenous perspective. In this paper, indigenous is referred to as “Conique.”  The conique is not only representative of most indigenous peoples traditional worldviews prior to colonialism, but it is also compatible with the principles and findings of new or complexity science regarding the reality of self and other, intuitive logic, and the natural relationship process. 

Again, my purpose here is not to condemn social work, but rather to enhance it with the opportunity to modify its mission, policies, and standards to at least allow for a difference in social work programs that primarily serve indigenous populations. What may work in Alexandria, Virginia may not work so well in Tahlequah, Guam, Pine Ridge, or anyplace that serves indigenous or other oppressed ethnic minority peoples.  The curriculum needs to include the traditional indigenous worldviews and cultural ways. It needs to encourage and result in agencies and programs that support rather than tear apart indigenous cultures. Our goals and objectives should not result in or support assimilation that is harmful to indigenous cultures. 

Social work should not be defined by federal programs and objectives or even class influenced licensure standards and employment requirements, but rather help change federal, state, and territorial laws and regulations that oppress indigenous peoples. We say we exist to help the poor and marginalized. Indigenous peoples are a large part of this population. Let the curriculum be more flexible to those served. Make the objectives according to mission and purpose and not according to western standards for assimilation. Our mission need not be that different…the elimination of poverty, injustice, discrimination, and oppression. Our commitment to high standards of ethics, quality research, programs and services need not be that different. We do need to recognize the science of intuitive logic as equal to that of classical logic. I suggest Blackfoot Physics, by F. David Peat as a good resource to better understand this. I also suggest my own dissertation, completed in 2005 at Colorado State University as another reference for better understanding (available at UMI dissertations).

Not only is EPAS and our accreditation standards problematic, but so is many of our major textbooks. That is, they are primarily constructed around EPAS and our accreditation standards and objectives and more importantly, the conceptual lens of the mainstream culture. Typical, HBSE, practice, policy, research, cultural diversity, and even field education textbooks do not support indigenous perspectives except to say we need to respect them in order to be culturally appropriate and competent.  The current CSWE policies and objectives need to allow for greater program flexibility in social work programs serving the indigenous. 

I have not had the time to put together a suggested framework of policies and accreditation standards and objectives, but I would be more than happy, and honored to be able to take the time to do so and to co-participate in the development of new EPAS and accreditation standards. I would like to suggest that CSWE, NASW, the International Federation of Social Workers, United Nations, the European Association of Schools of Social Work, the European Association of Training for Socio-Educational Care Work (FESET), the Associazione Nazionale Assistenti Sociali and Associazione Italiana Docenti di Servizio Sociale, and leaders from indigenous peoples and oppressed groups work together to create and hold a working conference designed to examine their conceptual frameworks and from the conference develop a think tank of people to develop and recommend policy and standards. The think tank could also develop core curriculum, text, and even global organizational recommendations.

Thank you for your time and attention to my thoughts and concerns. I truly hope this helps to not only create greater awareness of the problem, but also eventually lead to a resolution of the problem of not appropriately recognizing differences between social work’s conceptual framework and that of the indigenous peoples it claims to serve. 

Coniquely, 

Si,  John “White Eagle” Tracy

Bridging the Gap between Conceptual Frameworks for Program and Curriculum Design

When you see a wound, the first thing you must do is to stop the bleeding and then you help heal the wound. This is why I wrote this paper. I see poverty, injustice, discrimination, and oppression escalating worldwide. We have defined our mission as not only to stop the bleeding, but to heal the wounds and even to eliminate poverty, injustice, discrimination, and oppression. I applaud this mission. I am a social worker because I believe, like most of you, that in spite of the overwhelming casualties, there is still hope…that we can yet find a way to stop the bleeding and begin to heal the wounds.   

Bridging the Gap between Conceptual Frameworks for Program and Curriculum Design is the rather awkward title I gave this paper. Simply put, there is a gap of incongruence between our mission and practice and within that gap is our educational curriculum, which is meant to fulfill our mission. Behind every curriculum; is a conceptual framework from which we design our curriculum. Every conceptual framework is a sort of bridge, which allows us to go from one place to another. Each framework creates possibilities and sets limits. Unfortunately, our framework tends to lead us right back where we started. It is like a feedback loop (Watzlawick, et al., 1967, 1974) that is looped back around to itself; engaging in a bit of group think. From a Group Theory and the Theory of logical Types (Whitehead and Russell, 1950) perspective, this is essentially staying within the same group membership and ultimately leads to what Watzlawick, et al. call first order change; sort of like moving from one room to another in the same house (1967). Another aspect of social work’s primary conceptual framework, which is even more important, is that it is deeply rooted in the dominant cultural paradigm (conceptual framework). Of course, there are members of our profession who hold and advocate for a different lens, but they tend not to be heard, disqualified, rejected, or labeled as bad or mad (1967). The purpose in saying these things is not to lecture on communication pathology. The purpose is to stop the blood and help to heal the wounds of estrangement. 

Social work’s conceptual framework has evolved with social work as a profession. Unlike most disciplines, social work does not have its roots in long traditions of academia; instead, we emerged qualitatively from a long history of responding to the social and economic injustices that have occurred since before the industrial age. Our roots are in working for a humane or humanistic society and fighting side by side with those who suffer indignities. The problem of incongruence is not that we have been sitting around doing nothing; on the contrary, social workers and our friends in other fields have accomplished a great many things over the centuries. Whether we teach and/or work in the trenches, I think many will agree that fulfilling our mission seems more and more a remote possibility. We seem to put out one fire while 10 more break out elsewhere. It seems to me that if we want to achieve our mission, we need to look at the possibility of changing our conceptual framework.

How do we change our conceptual framework?

What maintains a conceptual framework of a group of people is that the members hold and/or have something in common, such as certain ways of thinking, perceiving, and behaving. They may, of course, have many other factors, which they do not have in common. These differences enroll them as members of other additional groups, which may or may not be compatible with each other. While we tend to think of professional membership according to who has paid his or her dues, the deeper underlying foundation is, for the most part, to agree, within a range of agreement, with the primary tenets of the organization. Even deeper than the tenets is the primary conceptual framework or relationship perceptual paradigm, which is the core or foundation for all conceptual frameworks. Watzlawick, et al (1967) tell us that we cannot know with accuracy what goes on inside of a person’s consciousness let alone an organization’s consciousness, but we can observe the communication process. The communication observed for the purpose of this paper is the conceptual tool used to frame objectives and some of the objectives themselves. A major conceptual tool used in social work was adopted in the late 50’s, not only by social work, but also by most of academia; that tool is Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956). Modeling after the biological taxonomies in the natural sciences, Bloom and a committee of college and university examiners published a taxonomy of educational objectives for the cognitive domain. Social work and the human service professions continue to use variations and portions of Bloom’s (1956) Taxonomy for program and curriculum design, implementation, and evaluation. This framework, with some modification, has served as the primary system for program and curriculum planning for the last 50 years in virtually all of academia.  


Like all conceptual frameworks, Bloom’s Taxonomy is rooted in a primary relationship perceptual paradigm or worldview. This needs evaluated from the group class “primary relationship perceptions.” Once social work’s conceptual framework and related objectives are evaluated as to the relationship perception, we can then identify any incongruence between mission and practice. 

Primary Relationship Perceptions


Before moving into critical examination of Bloom’s taxonomy and social work foundation objectives, it is important to describe the relationship perceptual framework I use. I began work on this framework when I was eleven years old sitting in solitary lockup in a state juvenile institution. My offense was escaping and getting caught. My number was 2950. I was not a stranger to America’s justice system as I had just served 9 months in jail for having ran away and for being a homeless street kid. In lock up I had drawn the line; it was them vs. me and I was not about to give in…even if it meant I would die. I refused to eat, drink, or do anything they wanted. After 12 days, I adopted the Great Spirit as my Father. He came into my room and told me that the walls were the problem and not the people. Of course, I knew the walls were the problem…I wasn’t stupid! Then, he explained that the walls were how I saw the others and how the others saw me. That people are not the enemy, but rather how we see each other is the problem. He told me that if I wanted to be free, I needed to understand this and learn to see others and myself without putting up walls that keep us apart. He also said that others would learn to take down their walls when I removed mine. While I did not fully understand at the time, a seed was planted. Years later, I realized that this is what Paulo Freire (1970) had meant by his concept of the oppressor within. 


How I see you, how you see me, how social work sees itself, and how it sees others is at the core to understanding and achieving freedom from oppression. Saying this is easy, understanding and living it has been a life long challenge. The issue is not only relationship, it is our relationship perceptual lens; that is, our definitions, rules, values, symbols, beliefs, and even our attached feelings regarding both self and other. A relationship perceptual paradigm is the foundational perception of self and other; other being anything and everything outside of or perceived outside of oneself. A person’s individual or group relationship perceptual framework essentially serves as the blueprint for how they think and relate. 

This brings me back to the purpose of this paper, however, just knowing this is not enough. In CSWE’s (Council on Social Work Education, 2004) Educational Policy and

Accreditation Standards, it states under educational policy section 4.0 values and ethics, that “The educational experience provides students with the opportunity to be aware of personal values; develop, demonstrate, and promote the values of the profession; and analyze ethical dilemmas and the ways in which these affect practice, services, and clients.” The problem here and the problem I have sought for years to resolve is by what standard do we measure and evaluate our perceptual lens; who is to say what is right and what is wrong…is it even about right or wrong? 
The Bridge
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The process of developing a conceptual framework that would allow us to measure and better understand the nature of our personal, cultural, and in this case professional worldviews was extremely incremental and often in leapfrog fashion. It has been sort of like putting a 10,000-piece puzzle together when most of the pieces are varying shades of green. Occasionally, I experienced a small or large insightful breakthrough from study, experience, or a dream. I wrote a partial thesis trying to design a tool that could measure perception for my master degree in counseling and guidance (Actualization Diagnostic Construct, 1976)…but that wasn’t it. I designed another inventory (Symbolic Literal Orientation Inventory, 1986) for my MSW degree and that did capture part of what was needed, and I have further developed the instrument (The Worldview Relationship Inventory, 2005) and conceptual framework by increments over the years and incorporated it into my PhD dissertation. Eventually I created two parts to this framework, which I called “The Tracy Conceptual Framework of Consciousness, TCFC (Tracy, 2002, 2005, Figure 1) and the Relationship Perceptual Paradigm, RPP (Tracy, 1986, 1991, 1995, 2005, Figure 2), which is embedded within the TCFC. Key to understanding these are the following two archetypal prototypes of personal and cultural relationship perceptions upon which all other relationship conceptual frameworks have root: 

Archetype 1: Seeing (perceiving) self and other as separate and disconnected in a linear-causal relationship. 

Archetype 2: Seeing (perceiving) self and other as interconnected (a part of you is in me and a part of me is in you) according to individual and collective uniqueness as a creative ongoing here and now process of consciousness interacting and interconnecting with consciousness. 

Each archetype involves our definitions, rules, values, beliefs, symbols, mysteries, and attached feelings and emotions, which are linked with or rooted within the perception of self and other as indicated with each archetype. A universal principle, which applies to both primary archetypes, is: 

That all relationship and meaning is co-created and co-constructed as a creative process of consciousness interacting with consciousness (Tracy, 2005). This principle applies whether or not the person or group is aware of it. 
These are “breakthrough definitions.” Watzlawick et. al. (1967) stopped short of this when they identified only two main types of relationship, namely, complementary and symmetrical. This stopped them because each of these and their meta metas are rooted in the perception of separation and causal relations. Had they also had the second archetype of interconnection, instead of interdependence, they would have made a full paradigm shift. It is interesting that the science of physics is making this shift as has electrical engineering. It is directly through the paradigm of interconnectedness that electronic technology has made its leaps and bounds. The same is so for new science and complexity theory as they discovered that the essence of everything is relationship and that relationship is consciousness interacting and interconnecting with consciousness (Bohm, D., 1981). 
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The Relationship Perceptual Paradigm (Figure 2) emerges from the lower right quadrant of the TCFC (Figure 2) as “Perceptual Framework” and refers to the “rational objective” and the “conique” (a word I made up based on the concept of natural interconnected uniqueness) relationship perceptual frameworks (Tracy, 1985, 1990, 2002, 2005).   I found out later that conique is also a French word meaning conic or elliptic; oh well. 

Rational Objective and its relationship types and models are the interpreted frameworks constructed form the perception of separation and a linear-causal relationship. When a person sees self and other as separate and disconnected, the perception immediately establishes the relationship issues of power and control, trust and mistrust, male and female, good bad, right wrong, justice and injustice, equality and inequality, the list goes on ad infinitum. Additionally, when we see self and other as separate, we automatically objectify both self and other crating a spectrum of behavior such as consumption, ownership, exploitation, abuse, etc. 

Conique entails the perception of interconnection in which the primary relationship issues are respect and mutual affirmation for individual and collective uniqueness and the natural creative process. When someone with this view sees wounds to the natural process, it seeks to heal the wounds. This view is most compatible with indigenous traditions and new science, while the rational objective is most compatible with the dominant culture, rational or classical logic, and the need for evidence based programs. Figure 2 gives a breakdown of each and their relationship types and models. 

The RPP, based upon the two Archetypes, is the bridge referred to in the title of this paper, which can help us understand the gap between mission and practice. Take a stroll with me onto this bridge (a critical lens) and let’s see what it has to show us about social work’s conceptual framework. 

Conceptual Framework Analysis

Our mission is reflected in the preamble of CSWE’s Educational Policy and Accreditation Standards (2004); it is stated that, “The social work profession works to eliminate poverty, discrimination, injustice, and oppression. Guided by a person-in-environment perspective and respect for human diversity, the profession works to effect social and economic justice worldwide.” As indicated previously, I applaud this mission. My questions are, “What definitions are we using when we vow to eliminate poverty, discrimination, and oppression?” and “What is really meant by the concept of person-in-environment?” and “What is meant by social and economic justice worldwide?” A problem here is that we could claim this mission from a rational objective perspective or a conique perspective, but the meaning and objectives built upon each would be very different (see Figure 3). The definitions below are given to help illustrate the point. 

	Terms & Concepts from Mission
	Rational Objective Perspective
	Conique or Natural Interconnected Perspective

	Eliminate
	Control and manage, 

Set reasonable limits
	Heal and restore healthy relationship

	Person-in-environment
	Systems perspective as one of interdependence of all things 
	Systems perspective as one in which self and other are individually and collectively unique and interconnected.

	Poverty
	Anyone below the established poverty level
	Experience of estrangement based upon imposed conditions by self and/or other

	Discrimination
	Anyone who is targeted and denied their civil and legal rights due to prejudicial behavior
	Failure of others (or self) to recognize and appreciate natural individual and collective uniqueness

	Social and economic justice
	The respect of human rights and providing equal opportunity 
	The recognition  and affirmation by self and other of natural individual and collective uniqueness


Figure 3: Comparative figure of Rational Objective vs. Conique conceptual frameworks and SW Mission. 

When looking at figure 3, which definitions seem to “best fit” our curriculum and textbook definitions? It is fairly obvious that our current social work conceptual framework is more similar to that of the rational objective paradigm in which self and other are essentially perceived as separate and as having a cause and effect relationship. Dependence (including inter-dependence) and Independence are the primary social work relationship types and their sub-models. Unfortunately, when we do the same with our professional ethics, educational policy, and accreditation standards (program objectives) we discover similar findings as illustrated in Figures 4 and 5. 

	Terms & Concepts 
	Rational Objective Perspective
	Conique or Natural Interconnected Perspective

	Commitment to Clients: Social workers' primary responsibility is to promote the well-being of clients. However, social workers' responsibility to the larger society or specific legal obligations may on limited occasions supersede the loyalty owed clients, and clients should be so advised. 
	This is essentially “client centered” with certain legal exceptions, although the “client” is the status of focus. The worker and client are typically in a complementary relationship, which gives the SW primary authority. 
	Social workers’ primary responsibility is to both the individual and to the collective culture of meaning. The task is systemic healing and not just “client centered.” Person is not seen as having or being the problem but as presenting a larger systemic concern or related behavior. 

	Self-determination: Social workers respect and promote the right of clients to self-determination and assist clients in their efforts to identify and clarify their goals. Social workers may limit clients' right to self-determination when, in the social workers' professional judgment, clients' actions or potential actions pose a serious, foreseeable, and imminent risk to themselves or others
	Self-determination is a rational objective concept based upon the Independent type of relationship. It is idealized and promoted as healthy and functional, even though natural reality is co-constructed. The concept implies a command of “Be Self-determining” which is a paradoxical bind.
	No one is “self-determining.” We co-participate and co-construct meaning according to our individual and collective uniqueness. Yes, we make choices, but in relation to other and knowing that other is in us and we are in other. 

	Informed consent: Social workers should provide services to clients only in the context of a professional relationship based, when appropriate, on valid informed consent.
	
	Agreed. SW’s need to inform those with whom they work their relationship limits and potential. This need not be a mandate, but a part of identifying individual and collective uniqueness. 

	Competence: Social workers should provide services and represent themselves as competent only within the boundaries of their education, training, license, certification, consultation received, supervised experience, or other relevant professional experience
	
	Agreed. SW’s need to present according to his/her capabilities. Those served need to be advised as to areas of expertise and training. Certification and licensure should only serve to inform the participant that the worker has met certain standards. 

	There are a number of other listings by NASW regarding ethical standards that will not be covered in this form.


Figure 4: Comparative figure of Rational Objective vs. Conique conceptual frameworks and Social Workers' Ethical Responsibilities to Clients. 

In this comparative approach, social work it would seem is primarily fixed within the dominant cultural rational objective perspective as seen for example when we compare the concept of self-determination. Self-determination is a logical paradox that is idealized much as we set up the categories of the deserving poor and the undeserving poor. In a conique perspective, no one is self-determining and the natural process is one of co-construction of meaning. 

Bloom’s Taxonomy is used to create a portion of our Foundation Program Objectives.  Using the comparative Figure 5 below it is easy to see how the objectives again mostly link 

	Terms & Concepts 
	Rational Objective Perspective
	Conique or Natural Interconnected Perspective

	1. Apply critical thinking skills within the context of professional social work practice.


	SW promotes classical critical thinking, which employs argument, debate, and evidence based proof, primarily for the purpose of “explanation.” This coerces a positivist approach to both quantitative and qualitative research and practice. It entails a strong use of the perception of cause and effect linear concrete thinking.
	Critical thinking here involves being open to learning and discovering “meaning.” It is centered on understanding and problem solving using a dialogic approach in which those engaged are seeking a common solution and not the “right or wrong” answer. This is qualitative in the truest sense.

	2. Understand the value base of the profession and its ethical standards and principles, and practice accordingly.


	Values are expressed dualistically, such as good and bad, right and wrong, appropriate and inappropriate. This is rooted in an adversarial either/or perspective from which there are winners and losers.
	Operates with full respect and affirmation of individual and collective uniqueness. Morality is to heal the wounds, not to judge.

	3. Practice without discrimination and with respect, knowledge, and skills related to clients’ age, class, color, culture, disability, ethnicity, family structure, gender, marital status, national origin, race, religion, sex, and sexual orientation.


	Identifies categories of discrimination and seeks to show respect by working for equality and equal opportunity regardless of differences. Tends to identify a “client” as one who has or is the problem or looks for a “cause and affect—fix it” systemic solution.
	Sees both individual and collective uniqueness as essential to the natural creative process and affirms each. Those with disability are given what healing is possible and seen as a member of the circle of uniqueness as much as anyone else. 

	4. Understand the forms and mechanisms of oppression and discrimination and apply strategies of advocacy and social change that advance social and economic justice.


	Identifies oppression in a cause and effect process with a “fix it” approach. Utilizes the perspective of justice as gaining equal rights and opportunities for those oppressed. Tend to define this as empowerment and justice. 
	Seeks to educate the oppressed and engage them in a dialogue of recognition of the capacity and need for co-construction of a culture of meaning. 

	5. Understand and interpret the history of the social work profession and its contemporary structures and issues.


	Use a Western Civilization history of social work and very rarely tap into indigenous or other cultural traditions of social work. 
	Critiques social work in a cultural context of co-constructed meaning. The goal is to identify, and dissolve the walls of estrangement and allow the process of dialogic co-construction take place. 

	6. Apply the knowledge and skills of generalist social work practice with systems of all sizes 


	Targets people and institutions, which are believed to be in need of programs and services. 
	Joins with individuals and communities as co-participants in the process of co-constructing cultures of meaning and natural mutual affirmation. 

	7. Use theoretical frameworks supported by empirical evidence to understand individual development and behavior across the life span and the interactions among individuals and between individuals and families, groups, organizations, and communities.


	Believes individual development and behavior are understandable by means of empirical observation. This is a “rule out” of most indigenous thinking which is based upon a sophisticated science of intuition and constitutes extreme bias and oppression, not to mention having an understanding that is skewed by that bias. 
	Utilizes primarily scientific intuitive logic and empirical science (recognizing its limitations and for very scrutinized purposes). 

Intuitive logic entails interconnection and is informed by those with whom there is interconnection to establish an ongoing understanding of being and becoming in the here and now.

	8. Analyze, formulate, and influence social policies.
	Mostly do this through an advocacy representative political process in order to influence policy according to the rational objective lens.
	Examines policy in terms of its potential to harm or heal. Does this as a co-constructive dialogic process of praxis (Freire, 1970). 

	9. Evaluate research studies, apply research findings to practice, and evaluate their own practice interventions.


	Extremely limited by research approach, epistemology, and personal-professional lens. 
	Centered in understanding and co-participating in co-constructing a culture of meaning. All players participate. 

	10. Use communication skills differentially across client populations, colleagues, and communities.


	Understanding of communication is limited by perception of seeing self and other as separate and disconnected and as having a cause and effect relationship. This establishes power and control as the primary relationship issue. 
	Communicates with the understanding that self and other are interconnected as an ongoing here and now creative process in which each brings (is) a unique medicine needed by all others. 

	11. Use supervision and consultation appropriate to social work practice.


	The focus here is to foster “appropriate” practice. With supervision by someone informed that knows the ins and outs of correct practice. 
	All are students and teachers and engage each other in a dialogic process of learning. This is not a blurring , but rather appropriate respect for individual and collective uniqueness.  

	12. Function within the structure of organizations and service delivery systems and seek necessary organizational change.


	Are taught to serve and question within appropriate boundaries. This is a position supportive of change within and a mandate to do so. 
	Organizations are made according to co-constructed cultures of meaning; therefore, function is co-constructed and all stakeholders are members, including so-called workers. 

No organization or structure or institution is scared or beyond critique or change.


Figure 5: Comparative figure of Rational Objective vs. Conique conceptual frameworks and SW Foundation Objectives. 

with the rational objective conceptual framework. For example, take the first, “Critical Thinking;” here we see that each perspective has a very different definition of critical thinking. This difference of definition continues throughout all of the foundational objectives.  The essential nature of this comparative approach is that social work’s conceptual framework is primarily within the rational objective relationship perspective, which is a serious problem of contradictions with its mission. 

Oddly enough, Bloom’s taxonomy, in retrospect, was never that compatible with the primary mission and purposes of social work even from a rational objective perspective. Social work sought to empower individuals, families, and people who were marginalized. Bloom’s Taxonomy sought to homogenize and mainstream language, learning, and thinking according to the old positivist scientific rubric. It used language that helped to facilitate the institutionalization of learning and even took on a gate-keeping role by its adherents, regarding academic admission of new paradigmatic perspectives. There have been attempts to rectify the problem that Bloom’s approach lacks application to the real world, but even these have not addressed the perceptual lens. 

Summary and Beyond

There is a gap between what our profession wishes to do and what it actually accomplishes. That gap is not just a problem of implementation or translation. If we say, we want to remove poverty, but we continue to do things that keep people impoverished…then something needs to change. In this paper, I presented a brief look at social work’s conceptual framework or blueprint that we use to construct our curriculum, which is the cornerstone of our profession and practice. 

Use of the relationship perceptual paradigm demonstrates how our framework is very much rooted within the dominant cultural rational objective relationship perspective. This places us in collusion with the hegemony whether we mean to be or not. Of course, we don’t mean to be; social workers do want a better world and to achieve its mission. So, what do we do now? Where do we go from here? We can’t just change everything in our organization overnight. 

What is suggested by this author is that we sit down and take a deeper critical look at our lens and find a common solution to the problem of incongruence. We don’t point fingers or engage in debate, but rather dialogue openly. I also suggest that a serious look be taken at the conique relationship paradigm and how it could help us achieve our mission. It is not too late…we can still change. 

References

Axinn, J. & Stern, M. J. (2001, 5th Ed.). Social welfare: A history of the American 

response to need. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Bohm, D. (1981). Wholeness and the Implicate Order. New York: Routledge.

Freire, P. (1970). Pedagogy of the oppressed. (M. B. Ramos, Trans.). New York: 

Continuum. 

Tracy, J. R. (1976). Actualization diagnostic construct. Unpublished.

Tracy, J. R. (1986). Symbolic and literal: A logical reframe. Thesis (M.S.W.) University of Iowa.

Tracy, J. R. (1991). Perceptual archetypal orientation inventory. Unpublished.

Tracy, J. R. (1990). The new paradigm of relationship. Unpublished manuscript.  

Tracy, J. R. (1995). Healing the wounds of estrangement: Understanding and transforming how we think and relate. Unpublished manuscript. 

Tracy, J. R. (2005). Toward a relationship paradigm: An auto-narrative reflexive ethnography of 

co-participation and co-construction of the culture of meaning. Dissertation Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO: UMI-ProQuest.

Watzlawick, P., Beavin, J.H., & Jackson, D. D. (1967). Pragmatics of Human 

Communication: A Study of Interactional Patterns, Pathologies, and Paradoxes. 

New York: W - W Norton & Company.

Whitehead, A. N. and Russell, B. (1950). Principia Mathematica. London: Cambridge at 

the University Press.

Figure 1. The Tracy Conceptual Framework of Consciousness (Tracy, 1985, 1990, 2002, 2005) indicates four interconnected components essential to relationship as a creative learning process of consciousness interacting with consciousness according to each type and between persons and environment. 
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Figure 2. Relationship Perceptual Paradigm (Tracy, 1986, 1991, 1995, 2005). Paradigms and types (across) and models (down). Definition flows from the paradigm adding in the type and then one model. 
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