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Introduction

Power remains an important phenomenon within modern day social theory (Reed &
Weinman, 2019) and a significant focal point of contemporary social work, clearly
visible in notions of empowerment and anti-oppressive practice (British Association of
Social Work, 2021; Thompson, 2016). Whilst such terms are discursively evident, the
concept of power remains contested. As Morriss (2002), points out, we all think we
know what we mean by power, but the ability to articulate exactly what it is, seems to
fade away upon closer examination. Furthermore, there is a lack of consensus on
exactly how power should be understood (Haugaard, 2010; Smith, 2010). As a result,
social work practice, which endeavours to be mindful of power, is located amongst com-
peting and conflicting definitions. This highlights the need for social workers to be clearer
on what is meant by power, whilst underwriting the imperative for practitioners to be
exacting in their understanding about the ways in which power intersects practice
(Tew, 2006). Since power exists in all social relationships (Bierstedt, 1950), a key
hurdle in reaching a consensual understanding of power is the enormity of the subject
in question. Consequently, the context in which power is being considered becomes
important (Haugaard, 2010). At the same time, due to the way in which political and the-
oretical interests shape conceptualisations of power (Lukes, 2005), ‘grand’ theories of
power are increasingly being adapted to provide more nuanced understandings of
power within smaller and more specific contexts (Rogers, 2012; Tew, 2006) which,
according to Haugaard (2010) is preferable, as all definitions of power contribute to
advancing the overall knowledge base on the subject.

Power: A pluralistic perspective

Power is a global and contested concept, with much debate on what power refers to and
how it operates (Lukes, 2005; Smith, 2010). Debate arises from two differing perspec-
tives: one that is focussed upon domination or ‘power over’, and one that concentrates
on empowerment or ‘power to’ (Tew, 2006). According to Haugaard (2010), power con-
sists of an array of concepts, with each concept contributing something to understanding
power. He, therefore, suggests that different concepts of power need not be mutually
exclusive, and the academic pursuit of a singular ‘best’ definition of power is fundamen-
tally flawed. Haugaard acknowledges, that some theorists may not sit comfortably with
pluralistic views of power, and points to constructivist rhetoric, whereby if power
means many things, then does it mean anything at all?

It is therefore important to be mindful of how disparate power theories describe
important dimensions of power; whilst also acknowledging that they cannot be melded
together in a straightforward manner. Take for example the works of Lukes (2005) and
Foucault (1980, 1982); despite both theorists being postmodernist in their approach,
there is a clear difference in terms of how they understand and describe power . For
example, Lukes essentially considers power to flow from a source, within his three-
dimensional account of power, which highlights how decision making, agenda setting
and ideological/thought control is the means by which power is exercised. Whilst on
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the other hand, Foucault (1982) regards power as relational and fluid in its manifestation,
rather than something which is possessed and exercised. Another example is how simi-
larly to Foucault, Lukes considers ideology and knowledge as being central to shaping
how people understand themselves and their interests/desires. However, unlike
Foucault, Lukes (2018) maintains the existence of ‘truth’, that ideology obscures and
power endangers; whereas Foucault (1980), contends that power and truth have an
almost symbiotic relationship.

Haugaard (2010) explains that the variance between different theories of power can be
likened to the idea of a ‘family resemblance’, with the impossibility of a definitive ‘family
member’. Carrying the analogy further, the possibility of drawing upon different ‘family
members’, according to context, is a more useful venture than adhering to a more dom-
inant theory that does not quite fit the phenomenon. Applied to practice, Haugaard’s argu-
ment suggests that by understanding concepts of power as tools, we can assess whether
any given concept is useful in making sense of the phenomenon at hand. In order to create
a conceptual tool ‘fit for purpose’, there are two particular points which are key: First, the
objective of the conceptual tool must be clearly articulated. Second, consideration should
be offered to the paradigm from which the conceptual tool stems. With regards to the
latter, he argues that the defensibility of using one conceptual tool over another, is
linked to the validity of the paradigm from which it stems. As such, the paradigm in
which the concept is embedded, must be rigorously evaluated to ensure a coherent and
valid foundation exists. Linking this back to social work then, we see how social work
practice is enveloped by a range of paradigms (Finn & Jacobson, 2003). However,
what remains common across paradigms is the understanding that social work is inextric-
ably linked with a commitment to social justice (Finn & Jacobson, 2003; Sakamoto &
Pitner, 2005). This commitment to social justice, therefore, demands that social
workers understand how power relations impact on practice (Finn & Jacobson, 2003).

Social work and power

The social work profession operates within a range of domains and has a breadth of micro
and macro practices enabling it to influence change on various levels (Bent-Goodley,
2014); with power and its impact understood to be embedded within everyday social
work practice. Smith (2008) considers three main sources that legitimate social workers’
exercise of power: their professional standing via accrediting bodies for social work, legis-
lation and policies, and a social workers personal credibility and characteristics. Whilst
power dynamics within social work practice, are said to be dependent upon the interaction
between the social workers’ identity, authority and those with whom they interact.

It has been suggested that social workers not only need to understand power in terms
of their ability to act, but also require an understanding of how it can be exercised, based
on assumptions and beliefs about given individuals (Pullen-Sansfagon & Cowden, 2012).
The idea of power relations has therefore also been considered on various levels within
social work, when power is exercised wittingly and unwittingly to oppress and discrim-
inate against individuals and communities (Thompson, 2016). However, the exercise of
power is not solely considered as something which is negative or limiting, as the positive
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and productive uses of power are also acknowledged within social work theory (Adams,
2008; Tew, 2002).

A range of sociological theories of power have influenced how power is understood
within the social work context, with authors referring to various conceptualisations of
power which have inspired the development of their work. For example, Foucauldian
thinking has influenced social work understandings of power and its positive applications
(Thompson, 2007). Whilst Feminist perspectives of power over, power of, and power to,
have also influenced theoretical developments (see Dominelli, 2002b); encouraging
social workers to explore how power is negotiated and re-negotiated via social interac-
tions (Dominelli, 2002a). Such influences of sociological theory on power constructs
within social work have resulted in an additional layer of complexity, due to the issues
surrounding theoretical paradigm shifts. However, the fact that paradigms shift and are
used within different contexts, need not be problematic in such ways, and issues only
arise when the validity of the paradigm being used or transferred is not clearly articulated,
or is unfit for its intended purpose (Haugaard, 2010), i.e., it does not explain the phenom-
enon in question.

Social work and empowerment

The British Association of Social Work, Code of Ethics (British Association of Social
Work, 2021) grounds social work practice within frameworks of social justice and
empowerment, with a call for social work professionals to work in anti-oppressive ways
(Burke & Harrison, 2002). Pragmatically however, such concepts do not always sit
easily with practitioners who may feel uncomfortable with the more oppressive aspects
of their work, with the exercise of power often being ambiguous in its nature (Smith,
2010). This is because, the authority invested in the social work role, creates possibilities
for power imbalances between professionals and clients/service users. Therefore, a critical
awareness of the care/control debate is required, in order to enable the social work profes-
sion to aspire to its altruistic intentions of empowering others (Dominelli, 2002b).

Notions of empowerment and anti-oppressive practice sit squarely within debates on
how social work can engage in more egalitarian solutions to promote social justice. With
regards to an individual’s experience of oppression, a sense of powerlessness may arise
from three interconnected sources: Firstly, negative self-imagery, secondly, experiences
when engaging with external systems and thirdly, systems that undermine personal
agency. It is argued that anti-oppressive practice can only be effective if these aspects
are effectively managed (Dalrymple & Burke, 2006). In addressing these factors,
social workers need to recognise and work with complex power relations present
within society (Leonardsen, 2007). Despite the need for an approach which appreciates
both individual and structural factors (Mullaly, 2006), efforts to affect change tend to
be more geared towards the former as opposed to the latter (Smith, 2008). Therefore,
acting in ways to promote the empowerment of individuals within the context of social
work is not easily achieved.

Indeed, theorists have also recognised the pitfalls which are present in processes of
empowerment. Alongside more positive presentations of empowerment, the potentially
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disempowering experience of empowerment, has also been acknowledged (Fook, 2016).
There remain ambiguities within the social work agenda (Parton, 1985), as social work is
recognised as encompassing actions and praxis which facilitate both care and control. As
aresult, it is important for social workers to be cognizant of the broader limiting impact of
exercising power. Another example of the ambiguity present within the social work
agenda is that of decision making, in terms of who will or will not be helped and in
which circumstance, which leads to interpretations of who may be ‘deserving’ or
‘undeserving’ (Dominelli, 2002b).

A series of structures and relationships are visible within social work which involves
the regulation and transmission of power (Smith, 2008). The ‘bottom-up’ view of power
may well aid our understanding of the expression of power within the context of everyday
relations and support practice (Fook, 2016). It is increasingly recognised how change on a
number of levels (with individuals, families, communities, and structures) can be affected
by those who are able to recognise and connect their individual condition to the society
within which they exist (Dalrymple & Burke, 2006). Empowerment is therefore con-
nected to a range of contexts and the recognition of ‘sites of power’ is integral to affecting
change. Arguably, this explains why some social work theorists who consider empower-
ment, have developed frameworks which refer to both the impact of power and the level
at which it is exercised (Smith, 2010; Thompson, 2016). The range of social work theor-
ies available on power are valuable, as they offer specific explanations of what power is,
as a family resemblance concept (Haugaard, 2010), to contribute to broader understand-
ings on the subject.

Social work frameworks of power and empowerment

Rowlands (1995) recognised empowerment as a complex process, particularly because
the root-concept of power is disputed. She proposed, that using the term ‘empowerment’
carelessly, may well mask the realities of how power is actually being exercised.
Therefore, practitioners need to be cognizant of how power operates during processes
of empowerment, to ensure that interventions are indeed empowering. Within social
work, a number of frameworks have been developed to explain power and empowerment.
Thompson (2016) offered the PCS (personal, cultural and structural) model to depict the
domains within which oppression occurs and power manifests, and provides an analytical
framework which remains significant in social work, particularly when considering sub-
jects such as social exclusion (Lee, 2022).

The PCS framework suggests that oppression and discrimination operate on three
levels: the personal or psychological (P); the cultural (C) and the structural (S).
Thompson suggests that there is an interaction between levels where they influence
one another, and also contends that acts of discrimination can be the result of ‘commis-
sion and omission’, in other words, demonstrated through action and inaction. A particu-
lar advantage of the PCS model is apparent in how it goes beyond the individual level, to
consider wider contexts in which power operates. However, as the model focuses on dis-
crimination and oppression, the positive impact of the exercise of power, irrespective of
which level such power is exercised on, is not captured. Whilst in his other works,
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Thompson (2007) does consider how drawing on the positive aspects of power, allows for
empowerment, the focus of the PCS framework does not easily align with such observations.
There has also been some critique of the PCS model, which advocates for the need to speak
more to the lived experience, rather than to relatively abstract models (Singh, 2012).

Dominelli (2002b) also offers a framework, with which to consider power and influ-
ence. The client, family, community, national and international domains are highlighted,
with the physical, psychosocial, economic and spiritual all being said to create influence.
She highlights how anti-oppressive practice would seek to address these power relations
to facilitate the self-empowerment of individuals, because empowerment cannot be ‘done
to’ individuals, only facilitated. Dominelli (2002b) refers to French’s (1985) Feminist
ontology of power, and makes distinctions between three aspects of power, namely
that of ‘power over’, ‘power to’, and ‘power of’. ‘Power over’ is said to be related to indi-
vidual or collective notions of dominance and power over others. ‘Power to’ is indicative
of individually or collectively transformative power which may resist ‘power over’ in
oppressive situations. And finally, ‘power of” is explained as a collective endeavour to
achieve any given common objective. Dominelli (2002b) therefore recognises how
power can be used for both positive and negative purposes.

Linking his work to that of both Thompson (2016) and Dominelli (2002b), Smith
(2008) also provides a framework with which to understand power within social work
practice. He proposes that understanding power via a consideration of the representations
of power, modes of power and sites of power may help reframe our understanding.
Within representations of power, Smith (2008) proposes that there are four ways in
which power may be understood, this is as: potential, possession, process, or as a
product. In terms of modes of power, Smith (2004) asserts that to consider the personal,
positional and relational is most fitting within a social work context. Also, his argument
suggests that as the sites of power differ, then so do power relations in any given situation.

In a more specific context, when thinking about the realms of influence (and therefore
sites of power) which impact upon children, Smith (2004) offers an alternative frame-
work. Smith’s framework is similar to Dominelli’s (2002b) proposal, but distinct in its
representation of what forces impact upon domains, in light of his focus on children.
In this way, Smith (2004) is able to offer two distinct frameworks which, despite
overlap, are unique and valuable in relation to the context under scrutiny; and may be
considered two additional understandings of power.

Both Dominelli (2002b) and Smith (2004) offer a higher level of complexity within their
frameworks as compared to Thompson (2016), with a more detailed set of influences being
reflected. And despite their similarities and differences, collectively, such examples highlight
the importance of the diversity of power relations which are present in varying contexts; and
therefore illustrate the value of applying an analytical framework which may articulate the
complexities present, when considering the operation of power within different scenarios.

To address the perceived deficit in historic understandings of power within social
work, an alternative framework which considers power is offered by Tew (2002,
2006). The ‘Matrix of Power Relations’, considers productive and limiting power, and
connects this with protective and oppressive power, which manifests individually or col-
lectively. The framework is particularly adept at capturing the potential positive and
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negative exercises of power, as well as the difference in power relations when power is
either individually or collectively exercised. Furthermore, as a framework, it is not
limited to focussing upon a specific group of individuals or a single dimension and
may be more universally applied within social work practice.

However, although Tew (2006) identifies how the exercise of power may be contra-
dictory in terms of its oppressive/limiting nature in some instances, whilst being protect-
ive/productive elsewhere, any co-occurrence of the limiting and productive exercise of
power is not examined. Instead, Tew speaks of the shift between the two expressions
of power, moving from productive to limiting, or from limiting to productive.
Therefore, in applying the framework as is, it is possible to capture the limiting and pro-
ductive modes of power separately, but not simultaneously. Likewise, this remains the
case with regards to the power frameworks offered by Thompson (2016), Dominelli
(2002b) and Smith (2004, 2008).

By exploring existing frameworks of power within a social work context, we see that
a framework which captures power as a synchronous concept remains absent from
social work theory and practice. The Power-informed Practice (PiP) framework was
developed to address this gap (Karim, 2020). The PiP framework remains located
within social work paradigms of empowerment yet borrows from wider sources of
knowledge in order to contribute what Haugaard (2010) would consider another
family member to understandings of power as a family resemblance concept. The
PiP framework (discussed ahead) builds upon the way in which power has previously
been conceptualised and offers an analytical tool which may be useful in advancing
both social work theory and practice.

The Power-informed Practice (PiP) framework

Within the Power-informed Practice (PiP) framework (Figure 1), power is understood to
be expressed within human action and inaction, which may or may not be facilitated
through mechanisms and processes. Although these terms are complex, social theorists
recognise power in action (Foucault, 1982) as well as within inaction (Lukes, 2005).
This is similarly the case for social work academics who refer to both instances
(Dominelli, 2002b; Tew, 2002). The complexities of what constitutes action and inaction
are examined by Feldman et al. (2020). However, for the purpose of this framework, it
suffices to understand that action is simply ‘to do’, whilst inaction is ‘not to do’,

Figure 1. The Power-informed Practice (PiP) Framework.

I Limiting Limiting/Productive Productive I

P Limiting Limiting/Productive Productive P

S Limiting Limiting/Productive Productive S
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because the impact of power channelled through action and inaction is of greater signifi-
cance here.

The framework depicts the ways in which power manifests on an individual/per-
sonal, professional/institutional and structural/societal level in order to impact on indi-
viduals in limiting, productive, or limiting/productive ways synchronously. As it is
recognised, that the key to understanding power, is to determine how it is exercised
and experienced at different levels (Fook, 2016). Within the framework, the individ-
ual/personal level (I) refers to individual exercises of power on a micro level, which
is accessible to every individual who is able to act with choice. The professional/insti-
tutional (P) mezzo level refers to power exercised by professionals and institutions
based on the authority vested in them by the state or community. Whilst, finally, the
structural/societal (S) macro level denotes the exercise of power informed by the socio-
political dimension. In particular, the structural/societal level refers to the power exer-
cised in ways that impact society at large, or on particular groups within society, which
extend beyond the singular.

Individual/personal level (i)

On the I level within the framework, the individual is synonymous with the idea of the
personal, due to the way in which the ‘personal’ exists in relation to a particular
person or persons and belongs to them individually. That is, power is not conferred
upon the person, but exists because they exist. Consequently, it is recognised that indivi-
duals hold a level of personal power in and amongst themselves, which they are able to
exercise in relation to themselves and/or others depending upon the context. Perhaps most
notably, the significance of the individual exercise of power was highlighted by Foucault
(1982) who understood power to be formed from the infinitesimal, rather than simply
located within large-scale mechanisms of the state. Commonly understood definitions
of power on an individual level are how, “A has power over B to the extent that he
can get B to do something that B would not otherwise do” (Dahl, 1957, p. 202), or pos-
sessing the ability to control resources (Galinsky et al., 2003). The individual exercise of
power within the framework therefore, signifies personal power which is exercised in
relation to oneself and others.

Professional/institutional level (p)

On the P level within the framework, combining notions of the ‘professional’ and ‘insti-
tutional” exercise of power may be viewed as problematic due to the perceived distinct-
iveness of terms. However, it is argued that institutions do not create themselves and nor
as physical structures (if we see them as such) do they autonomously and unilaterally
exercise power. Instead, it is only by virtue of their professional authority, that they
are created and contain within them praxis which have been sanctioned. On this level
within the PiP framework therefore, the professional and institutional have been com-
bined for a specific purpose — to highlight how professionals and their respective institu-
tions, are able to deploy power based on their professional status. As a result, whether the
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exercise of power stems from the behaviour of individuals, or is exercised collectively, or
is the result of the systems which have been created within institutions; power in this
context remains professional power.

The work of Weber (1920/1947) on power and authority is particularly useful in con-
sidering how power operates professionally; with the power vested in professionals and
the opportunity for the extension of such power through institutions to become manifest.
‘Pure’ types of legitimate authority according to Weber are based on rational-legal, trad-
itional and charismatic grounds. Weber believed that irrespective of the authority type
being obeyed, the willingness of people to obey is based on beliefs that lend prestige
to those with authority, which offers legitimacy. Weber’s theory on the grounds for legit-
imacy was further expanded, via his exploration of the concept of bureaucracy. Weber’s
view of bureaucracy was that of a system of power based on discipline, whereby leaders
exercise control over others using the rational-legal form of legitimated authority.
Rational grounds for authority, rest upon the belief in the legality and rights of those ele-
vated to positions of power to dictate or issue commands (Weber, 1920/1947). Such
insights bring to light the inextricable relationships between authority, power and entitle-
ment. The professional exercise of power within the PiP framework therefore, refers to
professionals and their respective institutions which are afforded power in ways which
others are not.

Structural/societal level (s)

The structural and societal are brought together within the PiP framework at the S
level, which refers to the power exercised in ways that may impact on society at
large or at the very least, on groups within society which extend beyond any singular
institution. The exercise of such power can be attributed to broad social and structural
mechanisms which can impact on the lives of many, if not all individuals within
society in similar ways. The structural and societal level exercise of power here
also, refers to the overarching social arrangements present within society, which
may be reflected or perpetuated by the culture present, or the social attitudes which
exist and prevail.

Within the context of the PiP framework, social structures are not considered to be
objective entities wielding power in ways that are devoid of human influence. Giddens
(1984) explains this when considering the dialectic of control present in social
systems. He explores the connection between action and structure suggesting that a
‘duality of structure’ exists, whereby structure and agency are interdependent, and
both inform and reinforce one another. Accordingly, systems are the activities of indivi-
duals and patterns of social relations, whilst structures are the rules and resources avail-
able to individuals which recreate systems, including for example, social class and
political structures. Giddens (1984) recognised structures as both enabling and constrain-
ing, which may be translated as structures possessing productive and limiting qualities as
per the PiP framework. Mechanisms such as the law, policy and other phenomenon which
shape, relate to or influence society in a broad sense, are therefore located at the structural/
societal (S) level within the framework.
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Applying the PiP framework to practice: Exercises of power and
child abuse

Let us now examine how the PiP framework may be applied to practice, by imagining a
scenario where a social worker becomes involved in the life of a young person who goes
missing from home, because they are being physically abused by their parents. In this
scenario, the physical abuse in itself is an expression of the individual exercise of limiting
power, as it is recognised that child abuse involves perpetrators abusing power (Itzin,
2000), which exacerbates the marginalisation and disempowerment of children
(Sloman & Taylor, 2016). Early intervention is key in this situation, as the biopsychoso-
cial consequences of child abuse manifest in complex ways through the life course
(Coates, 2010). As an example, research highlights how adult victims/survivors of
child abuse may adopt unhealthy coping strategies through the use of substances
(Dube et al., 2003) or self-harm (Gratz, 2003); which resonate with the individual exer-
cise of simultaneously limiting/productive power. For social workers who become
involved in the lives of children who are experiencing abuse therefore, it is essential
that the impact of power being channelled through interventions and decision making
relating to children is carefully examined. Because as we know, the consequences can
be lifelong for individuals if social work practice is not informed by an understanding
of power and its impact.

The first thing to consider in this scenario is the power dynamics between adults and
children, whereby children are less powerful than adults on an individual level (in terms
of age and dependency), as well as on a structural level (due to prevalent social attitudes
around the status of children). Such power relations may be so normalised within the
home environment that the child may not recognise the abuse they are being subjected
to, particularly where physical chastisement to some degree remains permissible in
most parts of the world, as an example of limiting structural power. However, if the
child is aware that the abuse they are experiencing is unacceptable, they may possess
limited strategies to resist or challenge the situation. In their attempts to exercise
limited, yet individual productive power, the young person may have questioned their
parents as to why they are being assaulted, however this may not have resulted in any
change. They may therefore be inclined to use other methods to try to cope with the situ-
ation. As a means of escape, the young person may go missing from home often, where
they may be safe from the abuse itself, but expose themselves to equal or greater risk else-
where. Leaving the abusive home environment in this way would therefore be an example
of the young person exercising their individual, simultaneously limiting/productive
power.

If police officers came across the young person who was away from home, and ques-
tioned them based on their concerns around safety, this would exemplify the exercise of
professional productive power. However, if the young person exercised individual pro-
ductive power by disclosing that they were being physically abused at home, but this
cry for help was dismissed by the police as being untrue or insignificant, then this
would demonstrate professional limiting power. Professionals disregarding disclosures
is not uncommon, as it has been noted that children can be proactive in terms of
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disclosing abuse (Goodman-Brown et al., 2003; Karim, 2017), however such disclosures
are not necessarily responded to appropriately by professionals (Karim, 2017).

Professionals may therefore become complicit in situations where children are being
physically abused in their home environments, as an expression of the exercise of limiting
professional power. Professionals may not for example, consider physical abuse a priority
area, particularly where other social problems are more prominent (war, poverty, etc.); or
when smacking or beating a child is not recognised as an issue which requires profes-
sional intervention. Such views can be understood, when we recognise that child abuse
is socially constructed, via shifts in knowledge and discourse pertaining to children
over time (Bell, 2011). Understandings of truth, power, and knowledge (Foucault,
1980) help make sense of how defining child abuse remains contingent upon consensual
beliefs around appropriate and inappropriate behaviours towards children (Bell, 2011).
This complexity is further increased with an awareness of how understanding ‘abuse’
is inextricable from the cultural context within which it is located (Fontes, 2008;
Korbin, 2002), whilst ‘believing’ that abuse has occurred may be impeded by the links
between diversity and oppression (Singh, 2012). Hence, if in this current scenario, the
young person was from an ethnic minority background, and/or had a disability; the pro-
spect of the young person being believed would be further diminished. As a result, the
‘truth’ of what constitutes child abuse, is dependent upon the power of shared meanings
and understandings as they evolve within specific cultural contexts.

Alternatively, in this scenario, if the police did believe the young person and escorted
them back home with a view to investigate the situation, they would be exercising pro-
fessional productive power. However, because the abuse suffered by children is said to be
reflective of social attitudes (Colton et al., 2002), parents may be able to justify physical
acts of violence towards the young person, by locating the problem with the child and
claiming that physical chastisement was necessary to correct undesirable behaviour. In
doing so, parents would be using individual limiting power, within the context of struc-
tural limiting power which encompasses social attitudes which allow for the justification
of such exercises of individual power. On the other hand, if in this situation, the police
made a referral to social services, it would again demonstrate professional productive
power. This referral may be propelled by structural productive power, where country spe-
cific legislation may exist which is geared towards the protection of children. Or there
may be more universal subscriptions to children’s’ rights to safety, as is the case with
the UN, who advocate for the prohibition of ‘reasonable chastisement’ (United Nations
Committee on the Rights of the Child, 2016).

Following the referral to social services, the young person may present as being con-
flicted, or unsure of what to share of their experiences with the social worker. With pro-
fessionals now involved, the potential consequences of external intervention may frighten
the young person. Social workers need to remember, that from the perspective of the
child, parents may represent people to be loved and feared simultaneously due to the
nature of their familial relationship. Children may well internalise feelings of wanting
to please their parents, whilst fearing them, as adults in the lives of children can be per-
ceived as dangerous or even negligent in their duties to protect (Herman, 1992). As a con-
sequence, children may limit themselves to having ‘arms-length’ interactions, which lack
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trust. The young person in question therefore, may want to have an open and honest con-
versation with the social worker, but this desire may well be located alongside an instinct
to protect themselves from harm. Ensuring everyone remains at a safe distance, would be
synonymous with the child exercising their individual limiting/productive power. If this
was the case in the given scenario, the social worker would need to understand the
internal conflict present for the young person and work with them to build trust.

Building trust, would require the social worker to recognise the difficulties present for
the young person and acknowledge these as part of any intervention. The child may be
afraid of displeasing their parents, or worse, they may be afraid that they will never
see them again. Social workers are often tasked with ensuring that children are
removed from environments where their safety is in question (Flynn & Starns, 2004),
however, young people may not want to leave their families due to conflicted feelings
surrounding the care they receive, versus the abuse they are being subjected to. As a
result, children who are being removed from their familial homes as a protective
measure, may experience this as being an expression of simultaneously limiting/product-
ive professional power.

The fear of the unknown may also render prospects of alternative care a source of dis-
tress for the young person, as such transitions often require children to leave their home,
school, community, and their friends behind. We also know, that some placements for
children continue to be deemed unfit for purpose (Gypen et al., 2017), and that children
may be removed from abusive homes, only to experience further abuse within the care
system (Ferguson, 2007). In such circumstances, it could be said, that social workers
exercise professional limiting/productive power, due to the synchronous positive and
negative impact apparent for children. On the one hand, children are removed from
unsafe home environments, whilst on the other hand, they are exposed to further abuse
and/or distress elsewhere.

As a way of mitigating such fears and risks, the wishes and feelings of the young person
within the case scenario should be sought, and their views should inform the social workers
assessment, as a demonstration of professional productive power. This consultation may
well result in the young person exercising their individual productive power, if they
were to request to be placed under the supervision of other family members, rather than
being removed to reside in state care facilities. However, if the option of kinship care
was not available legally (despite the existence of statutory powers to protect children
from harm via removal) then this would denote the structural limiting/productive exercise
of power. As Roche (2001) highlights, the law as an all-encompassing mechanism appears
ill equipped to deal with the nuances present for individuals in society.

Let us imagine that kinship care was actually a viable option, and that the young
person was placed safely with their grandparents. Once the relocation process is com-
plete, the young person may still express their wish to return home when it is safe to
do so. The task for the social worker would then be to explore how to work with both
parents and the young person, to address and reconfigure power relations. Initially, it
would be important for the social worker to address the immediate support needs of
the young person, in attempts to facilitate empowerment. The young person may for
example, be referred for therapeutic support, which would evidence the productive
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exercise of professional power. Accessing therapy can help individuals who have experi-
enced abuse to better regulate their emotional state (Ramchandani & Jones, 2003;
Sanderson, 2006), with the client-professional relationship being central to the benefits
individuals experience (Grossman et al., 2017).

Simultaneously, parents could be educated on the impact of physical violence towards
children and be referred for parenting support, through which they would be able to
develop their parenting skills and have the opportunity to re-evaluate their child
rearing practices. If the planned interventions with both the young person and their
parents was successful, then reunification may be possible in the longer term, but on
more egalitarian terms with regards to power. To achieve this, the social worker would
need to facilitate the redistribution of power throughout their involvement with the
family, so that parents can no longer remain supremely powerful, whilst the young
person holds limited power. One way that this may be achieved is via the child’s grand-
parents who stepped in to offer their care and support. Arrangements pertaining to shared
parenting could be introduced with grandparents if the young person was to return home.
If this was legally possible, then this would demonstrate the exercise of productive struc-
tural power. Other strategies may include a continuation of social work oversight, to
monitor and review the situation for the young person in an expression of professional
productive power. Because avenues to be listened to and be supported would now
exist for the young person, both alternate family members and the social worker would
provide a means for the young person to wield additional individual power.

Critical to the entire intervention, would be for the social worker to ensure that the
young person is offered the appropriate opportunity to be actively involved in decision-
making. This in turn would help the young person counteract at least some of the power-
lessness they experienced within the abusive home setting. However, the social worker
would need to continue to be mindful of the differences between the young person’s indi-
vidual power and the professional power they as a social worker have access to. This
would ensure that considerations of power remain at the forefront of any intervention,
and that a situation which recreated or fuelled power differences could be mitigated.

Limitations and implications for future research

This review has highlighted gaps within current understandings of power and its impact
within a social work context and has also led to the development of a framework which
attempts to respond to the need to consider power in a more nuanced way; particularly
where social work professionals endeavour to empower others. At a theoretical level,
it has been argued that social work professionals need to recognise the levels at which
power operates, and understand how this can be productive, limiting and simultaneously
limiting/productive in some situations. However, the review is predominantly based on
Western concepts of power, with an emphasis on social work literature stemming from
the UK, which was available in English. Therefore, a significant limitation of the
review is the literature it was actually based on. In an academic world where we are
beginning to consider the decolonisation of research (Thambinathan & Kinsella,
2021), it is important to acknowledge such limitations. Consequently, further research



Karim 1075

on power, should include non-western perspectives as well as literature which is not
available in the English language.

In addition to this, it is also imperative for social work researchers and theorists to pay
greater attention to concepts of power, as much of the literature which specifically focuses
on power from social work perspectives is dated. This may be reflective of how thinking
about power does not always sit easily with social workers, because power as a subject is
difficult. The often-ambiguous nature of power is challenging to grasp (Smith, 2010), and
as a result, social workers may experience a heightened sense of antipathy when it comes
to reckoning with power. Other factors contributing to difficulties in thinking about
power include the broadness/narrowness of definitions, the term being value-laden and
a perceived preoccupation with measuring power rather than understanding its
meaning (Bar-On, 2002); therefore, more needs to be done to make ‘power’ as accessible
as possible.

By offering the PiP framework, this review has attempted to respond to this need;
nevertheless, it is recognised that this may still not be an easy read for practitioners,
which highlights another limitation of this particular review. In a similar fashion to
other frameworks stemming from social work theory on power, it is important to be
mindful of some of the challenges the PiP framework may present in practice. Critical
reflection is required to ensure that when social workers make judgements around
what is limiting, productive or both in terms of the exercise of power, that it is based
on the best possible evidence. Social workers may feel at unease about categorising
the good, bad and duality of power within situations and therefore a limitation of the
framework itself, is the need to undertake such a task. Nevertheless, because of how
important power is within social work, it is essential for researchers to embrace the chal-
lenges of investigating, understanding, and presenting power. As if we are unable to, the
power of the complexity of power, may arguably limit the development of power-
informed theory and practice in social work.

Conclusion

This article has reviewed the existing social work literature on power and has extended
this analysis to consider broader sociological conceptualisations of power in order to
support social work professionals to understand and work with power in practice. The
review has argued that prevailing theories and frameworks of power which represent
power as ‘good or bad’, ‘positive or negative’ and ‘productive or limiting’ are limiting in
themselves. Through the course of the review, it has been argued that power must be recog-
nised as a construct that also operates in a synchronous way, i.e., as simultaneously limiting/
productive in some situations. To support this position, the Power-informed Practice (PiP)
framework is offered to enable social workers to consider power at the individual, profes-
sional and structural levels. The utility of the framework in providing a deeper understanding
of power in contemporary social work practice has been demonstrated in its application, on
the subject of child abuse. Through the application of the framework, the individual/personal,
institutional/professional and the structural/societal levels at which power can be exercised in
limiting, productive or limiting/productive ways has been explained.
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The discussion on power and child abuse, offers one example of how the framework
can be applied to practice, however it is argued, that its utility extends beyond any single
case scenario. For example, domestic violence, homelessness, elder abuse, or any other
concerns which clients/service users may have, could also be analysed and worked
with, through the lens of power which has been offered. It is suggested that social
workers have a duty to embed this thinking within their day-to-day interactions with
adults, children, and families, because social workers need to understand power and its
impact more clearly, to ensure their practice is indeed anti-oppressive and empowering.
This may be easily achieved, if social workers are supported in thinking through power
within education, assessment, intervention and supervisory processes.

Being cognizant of how power may have a limiting, productive or a synchronously
limiting/productive impact; it no longer suffices to say that social work practice can be
‘empowering or disempowering’, ‘enabling or disabling’ and ‘anti-oppressive or oppres-
sive’. With greater clarity around the often simultaneously positive and negative impact
of power, it is imperative that social workers reflect on practice in more nuanced and
meaningful ways. This is particularly significant, when we recognise that in social
work practice, we exercise power by virtue of our professional standing, and for
clients/service users at least, we epitomise the professional exercise of power, either in
limiting, productive or limiting/productive ways. These are important implications for
both social work education and social work practice, and the PiP framework offers a
useful tool with which to recognise and understand power, to enable practitioners to
work in a more power-informed way.

Ethics

The undertaking of this literature review did not require ethical approval.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/or
publication of this article.

Funding

The author received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article.

ORCID iD
Samina Karim (/2 https:/orcid.org/0000-0002-5134-8133

References

Adams, R. (2008). Empowerment, participation and social work (4th Ed.). Palgrave Macmillan.
Bar-On, A. (2002). Restoring power to social work practice. British Journal of Social Work, 32(8),
997-1014. https:/doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/32.8.997


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5134-8133
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5134-8133
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/32.8.997
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/32.8.997

Karim 1077

Bell, S. (2011). Through a Foucauldian lens: A genealogy of child abuse. Journal of Family
Violence, 26(2), 101-108. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s10896-010-9347-z

Bent-Goodley, T. B. (2014). Social work: A profession of power, passion, and purpose. Social
Work, 59(3), 197-199. https:/doi.org/10.1093/sw/swu019

Bierstedt, R. (1950). An analysis of social power. American Sociological Review, 15(6), 730.
https:/doi.org/10.2307/2086605

British Association of Social Work (2021). The code of ethics for social work. https://www.basw.
co.uk/system/files/resources/basw_code_of_ethics_-_2021.pdf

Burke, B., & Harrison, P. (2002). Anti-oppressive practice. In R. Adams, L. Dominelli, & M. Payne
(Eds), Critical perspectives in social work (pp. 227-236). Palgrave Macmillan.

Coates, D. (2010). Impact of childhood abuse: Biopsychosocial pathways through which adult
mental health is compromised. Australian Social Work, 63(4), 391-403. https:/doi.org/10.
1080/0312407x.2010.508533

Colton, M., Vanstone, M., & Walby, C. (2002). Victimization, care and justice: Reflections on the experi-
ences of victims/survivors involved in large-scale historical investigations of child sexual abuse in resi-
dential institutions. British Journal of Social Work, 32(5), 541-551. https:/doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/32.5.541

Dahl, R. A. (1957). The concept of power. Behavioral Science, 2(3), 201-215. https:/doi.org/10.
1002/bs.3830020303

Dalrymple, J., & Burke, B. (2006). Anti-oppressive practice: Social care and the law (2nd Ed.).
Open University Press.

Dominelli, L. (2002b). Anti-oppressive social work theory and practice. Palgrave Macmillan.

Dominelli, L. (2002a). Feminist social work theory and practice. Palgrave.

Dube, S. R., Felitti, V. J., Dong, M., Chapman, D. P., Giles, W. H., & Anda, R. F. (2003).
Childhood abuse, neglect, and household dysfunction and the risk of illicit drug use: The
adverse childhood experiences study. Pediatrics, 111(3), 564-572. https:/doi.org/10.1542/
peds.111.3.564

Feldman, G., Kutscher, L., & Yay, T. (2020). Omission and commission in judgment and decision
making: Understanding and linking action-inaction effects using the concept of normality. Social
and Personality Psychology Compass, 14(8), Atrticle e12557. https:/doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12557

Ferguson, H. (2007). Abused and looked after children as ‘moral dirt’: Child abuse and institutional
care in historical perspective. Journal of Social Policy, 36(1), 123-139. https:/doi.org/10.1017/
s0047279406000407

Finn, J. L., & Jacobson, M. (2003). Just practice; Steps toward a new social work paradigm. Journal
of Social Work Education, 39(1), 57-78. https:/doi.org/10.1080/10437797.2003.10779119

Flynn, H., & Starns, B. (2004). Protecting children working together to keep children safe. Heinemann.

Fontes, L. A. (2008). Child abuse and culture: Working with diverse families. Guilford Press.

Fook, J. (2016). Social work: A critical approach to practice (3rd ed.). SAGE.

Foucault, M. (1980). Power/Knowledge: Selected interviews and other writings 1972—1977
(C. Gordon et al., trans.). The Harvester Press Limited. (Original work published 1972-1977).

Foucault, M. (1982). The subject and power. Critical Inquiry, 8(4), 777-795. https:/doi.org/10.
1086/448181

French, M. (1985). Beyond power: On women, men and morals. Summit Books.

Galinsky, A. D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Magee, J. C. (2003). From power to action. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 85(3), 453-466. https:/doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.453

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: Outline of the theory of structuration. Polity Press.

Goodman-Brown, T. B., Edelstein, R. S., Goodman, G. S., Jones, D. P. H., & Gordon, D. S. (2003).
Why children tell: A model of children’s disclosure of sexual abuse. Child Abuse & Neglect,
27(5), 525-540. https:/doi.org/10.1016/s0145-2134(03)00037-1


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-010-9347-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-010-9347-z
https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/swu019
https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/swu019
https://doi.org/10.2307/2086605
https://doi.org/10.2307/2086605
https://www.basw.co.uk/system/files/resources/basw_code_of_ethics_-_2021.pdf
https://www.basw.co.uk/system/files/resources/basw_code_of_ethics_-_2021.pdf
https://www.basw.co.uk/system/files/resources/basw_code_of_ethics_-_2021.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407x.2010.508533
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407x.2010.508533
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407x.2010.508533
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/32.5.541
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/32.5.541
https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830020303
https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830020303
https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830020303
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.111.3.564
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.111.3.564
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.111.3.564
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12557
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12557
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0047279406000407
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0047279406000407
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0047279406000407
https://doi.org/10.1080/10437797.2003.10779119
https://doi.org/10.1080/10437797.2003.10779119
https://doi.org/10.1086/448181
https://doi.org/10.1086/448181
https://doi.org/10.1086/448181
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.453
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.453
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0145-2134(03)00037-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0145-2134(03)00037-1

1078 Journal of Social Work 23(6)

Gratz, K. L. (2003). Risk factors for and functions of deliberate self-harm: An empirical and con-
ceptual review. Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice, 10(2), 192-205. https:/doi.org/10.
1093/clipsy.bpg022

Grossman, F. K., Spinazzola, J., Zucker, M., & Hopper, E. (2017). Treating adult survivors of childhood
emotional abuse and neglect: A new framework. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 87(1), 86-93.
https:/doi.org/10.1037/0rt0000225

Gypen, L., Vanderfaeillie, J., De Maeyer, S., Belenger, L., & Van Holen, F. (2017). Outcomes of
children who grew up in foster care: Systematic-review. Children and Youth Services Review,
76, 74-83. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.02.035

Haugaard, M. (2010). Power: A ‘family resemblance’ concept. European Journal of Cultural
Studies, 13(4), 419-438. https:/doi.org/10.1177/1367549410377152

Herman, J. L. (1992). Trauma and Recovery: From domestic abuse to political terror. Harper
Collins Publishers.

Itzin, C. (2000). Home truths about child sexual abuse: Policy and practice. Routledge.

Karim, S. (2017). Why ‘historic’ abuse? Experiences of children reporting abuse historically. Scottish
Journal of Residential Child Care, 16(3), 1-12. https://doi.org/10.17868/strath.00063050

Karim, S. (2020). Power and the historic abuse of children in care [Doctoral dissertation]. University of
Strathclyde. https://doi.org/10.48730/6225-xt86

Korbin, J. E. (2002). Culture and child maltreatment: Cultural competence and beyond. Child
Abuse & Neglect, 26(6-7), 637-644. https:/doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(02)00338-1

Lee, S. (2022). Understanding social exclusion. In M. Hughes (Ed.), Social exclusion in the UK
(pp. 9-26). Critical Publishing.

Leonardsen, D. (2007). Empowerment in social work: An individual vs. a relational perspective.
International Journal of Social Welfare, 16(1), 3—11. https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.
2006.00449.x

Lukes, S. (2018, September 9). Power, truth and epistemic closure. Praxis. https:/blogs.law.
columbia.edu/praxis1313/steven-lukes-power-truth-and-epistemic-closure/

Lukes, S. (2005). Power: A radical view (2nd Ed.). Palgrave.

Morriss, P. (2002). Power: A philosophical analysis (2nd Ed.). Manchester University Press.

Mullaly, B. (2006). The new structural social work: Ideology, theory, practice (3rd Ed.). Oxford
University Press.

Parton, N. (1985). The politics of child abuse. Palgrave.

Pullen-Sansfagon, A., & Cowden, S. (2012). The ethical foundations of social work. Routledge.

Ramchandani, P., & Jones, D. P. (2003). Treating psychological symptoms in sexually abused chil-
dren. British Journal of Psychiatry, 183(6), 484—490. https:/doi.org/10.1192/03-99

Reed, I. A., & Weinman, M. (2019). Agency, power, modernity: A manifesto for social theory.
European Journal of Cultural and Political Sociology, 6(1), 6-50. https:/doi.org/10.1080/
23254823.2018.1499434

Roche, J. (2001). Social work values and the law. In L. A. Cull, & J. Roche (Eds), The law and
social work (pp. 11-19). Palgrave Macmillan.

Rogers, J. (2012). Anti-oppressive social work research: Reflections on power in the creation of
knowledge. Social Work Education, 31(7), 866-879. https:/doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2011.
602965

Rowlands, J. (1995). Empowerment examined. Development in Practice, 5(2), 101-107. https:/
doi.org/10.1080/0961452951000157074

Sakamoto, I., & Pitner, R. O. (2005). Use of critical consciousness in anti-oppressive social work
practice: Disentangling power dynamics at personal and structural levels. British Journal of
Social Work, 35(4), 435-452. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bch190


https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.bpg022
https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.bpg022
https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.bpg022
https://doi.org/10.1037/ort0000225
https://doi.org/10.1037/ort0000225
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.02.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.02.035
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367549410377152
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367549410377152
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(02)00338-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0145-2134(02)00338-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2006.00449.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2006.00449.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2006.00449.x
https://blogs.law.columbia.edu/praxis1313/steven-lukes-power-truth-and-epistemic-closure/
https://blogs.law.columbia.edu/praxis1313/steven-lukes-power-truth-and-epistemic-closure/
https://blogs.law.columbia.edu/praxis1313/steven-lukes-power-truth-and-epistemic-closure/
https://doi.org/10.1192/03-99
https://doi.org/10.1192/03-99
https://doi.org/10.1080/23254823.2018.1499434
https://doi.org/10.1080/23254823.2018.1499434
https://doi.org/10.1080/23254823.2018.1499434
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2011.602965
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2011.602965
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2011.602965
https://doi.org/10.1080/0961452951000157074
https://doi.org/10.1080/0961452951000157074
https://doi.org/10.1080/0961452951000157074
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bch190
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bch190

Karim 1079

Sanderson, S. (2006). Counselling adult survivors of child sexual abuse (3rd Ed.). Jessica Kingsley
Publishers.

Singh, G. (2012). Curriculum guide diversity and oppression. British Association of Social Work.
https:/www.basw.co.uk/system/files/resources/basw_101607-8_0.pdf

Sloman, L., & Taylor, P. (2016). Impact of child maltreatment on attachment and social rank systems.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 17(2), 172—185. https:/doi.org/10.1177/1524838015584354

Smith, R. (2004). Globalization, individualization and childhood: The challenge for social work.
New Global Development, 20(2), 71-77. https:/doi.org/10.1080/17486830408417012

Smith, R. (2008). Social work and power. Palgrave Macmillan.

Smith, R. (2010). Social work, risk, power. Sociological Research Online, 15(1), 37-46. https:/doi.
org/10.5153/sr0.2101

Tew, J. (2002). Social theory, power, and practice. Palgrave Macmillan.

Tew, J. (2006). Understanding power and powerlessness. Journal of Social Work, 6(1), 33-51.
https:/doi.org/10.1177/1468017306062222

Thambinathan, V., & Kinsella, E. A. (2021). Decolonizing methodologies in qualitative research:
Creating spaces for transformative praxis. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 20,
https:/doi.org/10.1177/16094069211014766

Thompson, N. (2007). Power and empowerment. Russell House Publishing.

Thompson, N. (2016). Anti-discriminatory practice (6th Ed.). Palgrave Macmillan.

United Nations Committee on the Rights of the Child. (2016). UN CRC committee’s concluding
observations. CRAE. http:/www.crae.org.uk/publications-resources/un-crc-committees-concluding-
observations-2016/

Weber, M. (1947). The theory of economic and social organization (A. M. Henderson and
T. Parsons, Trans.). Oxford University Press. (Original work published 1920).


https://www.basw.co.uk/system/files/resources/basw_101607-8_0.pdf
https://www.basw.co.uk/system/files/resources/basw_101607-8_0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838015584354
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838015584354
https://doi.org/10.1080/17486830408417012
https://doi.org/10.1080/17486830408417012
https://doi.org/10.5153/sro.2101
https://doi.org/10.5153/sro.2101
https://doi.org/10.5153/sro.2101
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468017306062222
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468017306062222
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069211014766
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069211014766
http://www.crae.org.uk/publications-resources/un-crc-committees-concluding-observations-2016/
http://www.crae.org.uk/publications-resources/un-crc-committees-concluding-observations-2016/
http://www.crae.org.uk/publications-resources/un-crc-committees-concluding-observations-2016/

	 Introduction
	 Power: A pluralistic perspective
	 Social work and power
	 Social work and empowerment
	 Social work frameworks of power and empowerment
	 The Power-informed Practice (PiP) framework
	 Individual/personal level (i)
	 Professional/institutional level (p)
	 Structural/societal level (s)
	 Applying the PiP framework to practice: Exercises of power and child abuse
	 Limitations and implications for future research
	 Conclusion
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


