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Abstract 

In the social work profession, we dream of contributing towards a better, fairer, civil society. In 

this research I explore the professionalisation and regulation of social work in Aotearoa New 

Zealand specifically considering the question “In what ways have political, sociocultural and 

economic dimensions impacted on the development and initial implementation of the Social 

Workers Registration Act (SWRA) 2003?” 

A sociological lens was utilised to frame the forces that contributed to the problematising of 

social work professionalisation and the determining of the need for registration. I employed a 

qualitative realist research methodology, conducting qualitative interviews with 22 participants. 

Archival data from Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Workers (ANZASW) and the 

Social Workers Registration Board (SWRB) as well as policy documents were collected and 

analysed as the second data set. 

The archival research demonstrates that the professionalisation project commenced around the 

same time as the development of the first tertiary social work qualification. Alongside this, the 

instigation of the New Zealand Association of Social Workers in 1964 connected social workers 

and formalised international links. Social work as an occupation strengthened with employers 

increasingly establishing social work roles. An indigenous cultural awakening in Aotearoa New 

Zealand, in the 1960s and 1970s, strengthened indigenous critical voices to spearhead 

challenges regarding institutional and personal racism in the social services sector. 

By the 1980s and 1990s, social workers were challenged to respond to issues of elitism, sexism, 

and racism within their professional association and work places, as well as personally. 

Relationships between Māori and Tauiwi (non- Māori living in Aotearoa New Zealand) moved 

to a more equitable footing within the professional body and, with this, a returning focus on 

registration was agreed upon in the social work sector. 

From the 1990s, a perfect storm of coalescing forces led to the development and passing of the 

SWRA 2003, providing an option for social workers to register. Consideration is given to the 

part played by a range of key actors in the neoliberal, market-driven environment that the 

project was anchored within. 

To implement the enabling legislation, the inaugural Board established by section 97 of the 

SWRA 2003, was required to consult with the complex sector and develop the policies and 

practices for registration within a very limited timeframe. Inevitable conflicts between 

stakeholders and the Board surfaced and decision making and compromise to ensure 
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responsiveness to stakeholders and meet the purposes of the legislation was required. The 

Aotearoa New Zealand registration history provides a unique response to risk-averse 

environments, reflecting tensions between prescriptive state regulation and professional 

autonomy. Risks to the profession of Aotearoa New Zealand’s version of social worker 

registration are considered. The thesis concludes that while social worker registration has played 

a role in strengthening the professionalism of social work and enhanced social work’s claim to 

the professional domain, caution and care are required to ensure the vision of social work’s role 

in promoting civil society is not undermined by increasingly prescriptive state regulation that 

blames organisational and systemic failings on individual practitioners. Through the provision 

of this historical research, lessons may be considered for future social work regulation 

developments. 

Recommendations include that future research projects consider the impact of both voluntary 

and mandatory state regulation with regard to protection of the public, as well as on the 

profession, educators, and practitioners with specific consideration of the intersection of their 

gender, ethnicity, age, and region. It is also recommended that the Board, in collaboration with 

the sector, develop frameworks that assert the rights of indigenous service users and 

practitioners that are fundamental to addressing systemic as well as individual responsibility to 

tangata whenua. Further, it is recommended that systemic and organisational responsibilities be 

accounted for in regulatory framework developments, so that accountability for practice 

decisions can be considered in a holistic manner. The social work profession is encouraged to 

strengthen its place and space in the Bourdieusian field of social work. Aligning with this, it is 

recommended that the responsibility for appointment of Board members be shared by the state 

with the social work sector to reduce the risk of state capture of the profession. Finally, it is 

recommended that current levels of investment in social work education be challenged to ensure 

that educators have capacity required to promote and instil critical consciousness in graduating 

social workers. 
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Glossary of Māori Terms 

Word/kupu or phrase English translation (Moorfield, 2011).  

Āhua Modifier: somewhat, a little, quite, fairly, a bit, sort of  

Verb: to approach, head towards 

Ahumahi Noun: industry 

Aotearoa Location: New Zealand 

Aroha Noun: affection, love, sympathy, compassion 

Verb: to love, feel concern or compassion for, empathise 

Āwhina Noun: assistance, help 

Verb: to assist, support, help, benefit 

Kaiarahi Noun: participant, guide, leader, counsellor, mentor, pilot 

Kaiāwhina Noun: helper, counsel, advocate 

Hapū Noun: kinship group—section of large kinship group and 

the primary political unit in traditional Māori society; sub-

tribe 

Verb: to be pregnant 

Hapori Noun: community, section of a kinship group, society 

Hīkoi Noun: step, march, hike, trip, journey 

Verb: to step, march, walk 

Hui Noun: gathering, meeting, assembly, conference 

Verb: to gather, congregate, assemble, meet 

Iwi Noun: extended kinship group, tribe, nation people—often 

refers to a large group of people descended from the same 

ancestor 

Kaitiakitanga Noun: guardianship, stewardship, trusteeship, trustee, trust 

Kaiwhakahaere Noun: administrator, boss, director, organiser, manager, 

council, advisor 

Kanohi ki te kanohi Stative: face to face, in person 

Karakia Noun: prayer or grace or blessing  

Verb: to pray or recite a ritual chant 

Kaumātua Noun: elder or elders of Māori society, person of status  

Verb: to grow old, grow up 

Kaunihera Noun: council 

Kaunihera mo ngā Mahi 

Matauranga Toko I te Ora 

Council for Social Work Education of Aotearoa New 

Zealand (CSWEANZ) 

Kaupapa Noun: topic, policy, matter for discussion, plan, purpose 

Kawa Noun: protocols, customs 

Kāwanatanga/kawanatanga Noun: government, dominion, authority, governorship 

Kia ora Greeting: hello, cheers, good luck, best wishes  

Koe Pronoun: you (one person) 

Kōrero Noun: speech, narrative, story, account, discussion 

Verb: to talk; discuss; speak, address 

Koutou Pronoun: you (three or more people) 
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Kupu Noun: word, vocabulary, saying, talk, message, saying 

Verb: to speak 

Mahi Noun: work, job, employment, practice, occupation 

Verb: to work, perform, practise, accomplish 

Mana Noun: prestige, authority, control, power, influence, status 

Verb: to be legal, binding, authoritative, valid 

Mana whenua Noun: authority or knowledge of ancestral lands or 

territory, power from lands, territorial rights 

Manaakitanga Noun: hospitality, kindness, generosity, support, process of 

showing respect and care for others 

Māori Noun: Indigenous person of Aotearoa/New Zealand 

Marae Noun: courtyard, open area in front of main meeting house, 

traditional tribal and family meeting place or complex 

Verb: to be generous, hospitable 

Mātauranga Noun: education, knowledge, wisdom, understanding, skill 

Mihi Noun: speech of greeting or acknowledgement 

Verb: to greet, acknowledge, thank, pay tribute 

Niho Noun: tooth, thorn, edge (of a tool or weapon) 

Niho taniwha Noun: saw-edged pattern of tukutuku panels and in the 

tāniko weaving on the hems of cloaks. Principal motif that 

represents the realm of mythology and a chief’s lineage 

from the gods. 

Noa Particle: only, solely, just, merely, quite  

Verb: to be free from extensions of tapu, ordinary, 

unrestricted 

Nui Noun: size, quantity, greatness 

Verb: to be many, big, large, many 

Oranga Noun: survivor, livelihood, living, welfare, health 

Pākehā Noun: New Zealander of British/European colonial descent 

Pūao-te-Āta-tū Daybreak. Pūao (to dawn); āta (morning) 

Rangatira Noun: chief (male or female), qualities of a leader is a 

concern for integrity and prosperity of the people, land, 

language, cultural treasures 

Verb: to be chiefly, become ennobled, esteemed, revered 

Rōpū Noun: group, association, category (of people), committee 

Rūnanga Noun: tribal council, assembly, board, boardroom, iwi 

authority 

Takawaenga Noun: go-between, mediator, liaison, intermediary, 

arbitrator 

Tāmaki Makaurau Location: Auckland 

Tamariki Noun: children 

Verb: (-ngia, -tia) to be young  

Tangata Tiriti people of the Treaty, non-Māori represented by the British 

signatory of Te Tiriti  



xix 

Tangata whenua Noun: Indigenous people, born of the whenua; people of 

the land 

Verb: to be natural, at home, comfortable 

Taonga Noun: valued possession, anything prized 

Tapu Noun: restriction, prohibition, a supernatural condition 

Stative: be sacred, prohibited, restricted, set apart, 

forbidden 

Tauiwi Noun: visitors from other areas (traditional meaning); all 

non-tangata whenua living in New Zealand (current 

meaning) 

Tautoko Noun: support, backing 

Verb: (-hia, -na, -tia) to support, advocate, verify, agree 

Te Ahi Kaa 

(Kia muri tonu nga ahi 

kaa, more te matemateone) 

to keep the home fires burning  

(Keep the home fires burning so loved ones will always 

return). 

Te Ara Aromatawai Noun: assessment pathway Ara (path, way) Aromatawai 

(assessment) 

Te Kai Awhina Ahumahi The name of the Social Services Industry Training 

Organisation, formally Kai Awhina Social Services ITO 

Inc 1995 (Pitama, 2000) 

Te kōmako Noun: the bellbird 

Te Pounamu Report Noun: Greenstone report 

Adjective: Pounamu (be dark green) 

Te reo Māori Māori language 

Te Tangata Whenua 

Takawaenga o Aotearoa 

name of the Māori caucus of ANZASW 

Te taha hinengaro mental dimension 

Te taha tinana physical dimension 

Te taha wairua spiritual dimension 

Te taha whānau extended family dimension 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi The Treaty of Waitangi: Aotearoa New Zealand’s founding 

document that established a partnership between the British 

Crown and Māori in 1840. The English and Māori versions 

of the Treaty/Te Tiriti hold different meanings and 

expectations of the documents’ terms and there are thus 

ongoing challenges for resolution. 

Te whare tapa whā model of the four dimensions of wellbeing developed by 

Durie (1985) 

Tikanga Noun: correct or right procedure, custom, method, rule, 

code 

Tino rangatiratanga Noun: self-determination, sovereignty, autonomy, control, 

power 

Wāhine Noun: women (plural form of wahine (woman)) 
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Wānanga Noun: tertiary institution that caters for Māori learning 

needs; seminar, conference, forum, tribal knowledge, lore, 

learning 

Verb: to meet, discuss, deliberate, consider 

Whakapapa Noun: genealogy 

Verb: to place in layers, recite in proper order, lie flat 

Whakataukī Noun: proverb, significant saying 

Verb: to utter a proverb 

Whakawhanaungatanga Noun: process of establishing relationships 

Whakahihi Verb: to be vain, conceited 

Whānau Noun: extended family, family group  

Verb: to give birth  

Whanaungatanga Noun: relationship, kinship or sense of family connection 

Whāriki  Noun: floor covering, ground cover, floor mat, carpet, mat 

Verb: to cover with a mat, spread out on the ground 
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List of Acronyms 

ACC Accident Compensation Corporation 

ACE Auckland College of Education 

AGM Annual general meeting 

ANZASW Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Workers 

ANZASWE Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Work Educators 

(formally NZASWE, later became known as CSWEANZ) 

ANZSCO Australian and New Zealand Standard Classification of 

Occupations 

APASWE Asian and Pacific Association for Social Work Education 

APC Annual practising certificate 

BASW British Association of Social Workers 

(the) Board Social Workers Registration Board 

CAC Complaints assessment committee 

CCETSW Central Council for Education and Training in Social Work 

(England) 

CEAC Colleges of Education Accreditation Committee 

CEO Chief executive officer 

COC Code of conduct 

CPD Continuing professional development 

CSWEANZ Council of Social Work Educators Aotearoa New Zealand 

CUAP Committee for University Approval of Programmes (see NZVCC) 

CYF Child Youth and Family. Also see other iterations of its name 

including CYPS, CYFS 

CYFS Child Youth and Family Services 

CYPFS Children Young Persons and their Families Service 

CYPS Children and Young Persons Service 

DHB District health board 

DSW Department of Social Welfare 

EAG Education Advisory Group 

EEO Equal employment opportunity 

GM General manager 

GSCC General Social Care Council (England) 

HPCAA 2003 Health Professional Competence Assurance Act 2003 

HCPC Health and Care Professions Council (England) 

IASSW International Association of Schools of Social Work 

IELTS International English Language Testing System 

IFSW International Federation of Social Workers 

ITO Industry training organisation 

MANZASW Member Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Workers 

MSD Ministry of Social Development, formally Ministry of Social Policy 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Titiro whakamuri, kōkiri whakamua  

In order to improve, evolve, and move forward, we must reflect back on what has been.  

This Māori whakataukī/proverb considers the importance of remembering and critically 

reflecting upon our past in order to progress effectively. This research project provides a 

historical analysis of social work professionalisation in Aotearoa New Zealand leading to the 

development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act (SWRA) 2003.  

Professionalisation of Social Work 

The purpose of social work has been, and remains, a topic of ongoing debate. A dream endures 

that social work can contribute towards a better, fairer, civil society in New Zealand and 

internationally, but the pathways to achieving this are contentious, and have differed locally and 

in other countries. The passing of the SWRA 2003 represented the culmination of many decades 

of collective dedicated effort to develop and build an ethical social work profession in Aotearoa 

New Zealand (Hancock, 2004b) as well as much debate, ambivalence and critique (Nash & 

Miller, 2013); bitterness, antagonism and dissent (Beddoe & Randal, 1994; Randal, 1997, 

1999); tension (O’Brien, 2005; van Heugten, 2011); critical analysis from tangata whenua 

(indigenous people of Aotearoa New Zealand) from both within and outside of social work 

(Durie, 1985, 1995a, 1995b, 1997, 1998, 1999; Fraser & Briggs, 2016; Ohia, 1988a, 1988b; 

Ramsden, 1990; Ruwhiu, 1995); and eventual pragmatic compromise amongst the relevant 

stakeholders (Beddoe & Duke, 2009; Corrigan, 2005; Hancock, 2004b; Randal, 2017). It is 

concluded that a perfect storm of coalescing forces within a neoliberal market-driven 

environment resulted in a unique system of voluntary state registration of social workers in 

Aotearoa New Zealand.  

There are ongoing debates about regulation of social workers. There remains genuine unease 

that state regulation may result in elitist occupational closure and limit ethical social work 

practice that prioritises social justice, change, and action (Harington, 2006; R. Henderson & 

O’Brien, 2005, 2009, 2011a, 2011b, 2013; O’Donoghue, 2013; Olson, 2007; Orme & Rennie, 

2006; Pitt, 2005; Randal, 1997; Rennie, 2013). There are also concerns around the risk of the 

profession becoming increasingly at the mercy of political interference by the state regulator, 

with, for example, loss of control over definitions of social work and scopes of practice and 

devaluing of indigenous knowledge (O’Brien, 2013; Ruwhiu, 1999a, 1999b; Solas, 2008; 

Walsh-Tapiata, 2004, 2008), as well as constraints placed upon education providers’ autonomy 

and creativity, including indigenous schools of social work (Beddoe, 2000; van Heugten, 2011). 
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Further, there is a risk that regulation legislation and systems focus on and create blame for 

individual practitioners, without capacity to consider and address organisational and systemic 

failings or issues relating to gender, ethnicity, and representation (Banks et al., 2020; Hyslop & 

Keddell, 2018; McLaughlin, Leigh, & Worsley, 2015; Worsley, Beddoe, McLaughlin, & Teater, 

2020; Worsley, Shorrock, & McLaughlin, 2020).  

On the other hand, professionalisation and registration of social workers also provide a pathway 

to further build an ethical profession and advance the interests of this social justice-based 

vocation through development of minimum baseline standards and practice accountability 

(Corrigan et al., 2000; Hancock, 2004b; Harington, 2006; Harington & Beddoe, 2013). Caution 

and care are required to ensure the vision of the social work profession’s role in promoting civil 

society is not undermined by increasingly prescriptive state regulation. 

This Research Question and Aims 

In order to answer the research question and achieve the research aims, data was gathered from 

three main sources. Interviews were held with 22 key stakeholders from the time that this 

history was being created, archival material from two of the lead organisations involved in the 

regulation project, and policy documents relating to registration were gathered. This data was 

examined and analysed from a critical research perspective to answer the following final 

research question: 

In what ways have political, sociocultural and economic dimensions impacted on the 

development and initial implementation of the SWRA 2003? 

Three research aims were developed to document the history of social worker registration in 

Aotearoa New Zealand in order to: 

1. understand the factors that influenced this phenomenon, taking into account political, 

sociocultural, and economic forces; 

2. contribute to the building of an historic resource of this significant time in the history of 

social work in Aotearoa New Zealand by seeking consent for the interviews of some of 

the key actors to be retained and available for future research; 

3. consider the experiences and meanings understood by some of the key actors at the time 

of the implementation of the SWRA 2003, enabling the experiences of the actors of this 

particular milieu to be surfaced, explored, and recorded. 

Language 

The Treaty of Waitangi and Te Tiriti o Waitangi are the English and Māori versions of the 

contract signed in 1840 between many Māori chiefs and the Crown. There was a presumption 
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that the Māori text and the English text were literal translations. However, the two versions had, 

in places, significantly different meanings, particularly in the Māori terms chosen to translate 

concepts such as sovereignty, rights, and powers, with the problem lying in the translation of 

alien concepts from one language to another (Orange, 1987; State Services Commission, 2006). 

For example, Article 1 describes what was being given up by Māori: “all the rights and powers 

of sovereignty” but the Māori text states “te kawanatanga katoa.” Some historians have 

suggested the wording should be “te tino rangatiratanga” or “mana” for a closer approximation 

and clearer understanding of having or ceding sovereignty, rather than “kawanatanga” (State 

Services Commission, 2006) which means government, dominion, rule, authority, governorship, 

province (Moorfield, 2005). In this thesis, I follow the protocol of giving preference to the 

Māori version of this founding document and refer to Te Tiriti o Waitangi throughout, except 

when quoting from other documents where Te Tiriti o Waitangi is referred to by its English title. 

This protocol was established because this was the version, with a few exceptions, that was 

signed by Māori chiefs, and is consistent with the “contra preferendum” rule that where 

ambiguity exists, the provision should be construed against the party that drafted or proposed 

the provision (Jennings, 2004).  

Māori language or te reo Māori is utilised in this thesis for the same reason as above. A brief in-

text translation is usually provided in brackets after the word is utilised for the first time, and a 

fuller explanation or translation of te reo Māori terms is provided in the Glossary of Māori 

Terms located at the outset of the thesis for ease of use and referral by the reader. 

Aotearoa New Zealand is used throughout this thesis to refer to our country. Aotearoa was the 

name originally used by Māori for the North Island, but since the 19th century, Aotearoa came 

to refer to the country as a whole. The combined Aotearoa New Zealand emphasises the 

bicultural elements of our country and society. 

Acronyms have been used in this thesis to assist with reading flow and word count management. 

As usual protocol, the term is written in full the first time it is used, with the acronym 

immediately following in brackets. From then on, just the acronym is utilised. A full list of 

acronyms utilised is provided in the List of Acronyms located immediately after the Glossary of 

Māori terms at the start of this thesis, again for ease of use and referral by the reader. 

Writing  

In an effort to provide effective, scholarly communication, the APA Style Sixth Edition has 

been utilised as a foundation style for the writing and referencing within this thesis. This was the 

current APA guide at the outset, and for most of the duration, of this project.  
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As part of this research journey, I have published work as I have gone along, including two 

publications out of the review of the literature (Hunt, 2016, 2017). My analysis of the history of 

social work in Aotearoa New Zealand has been framed as the professionalisation and regulation 

projects which are referenced in this thesis as part of my source materials. I have published two 

further articles (Hunt, Staniforth, & Beddoe 2019, 2020) that focus on my analysis of aspects of 

the findings of this research and they are also referenced to summarise these facets of the thesis. 

Structure of this Thesis: Outline of the Chapters 

The structure of the thesis broadly follows a chronological account of the social work 

professionalisation and regulation projects in Aotearoa New Zealand, in order to answer the 

question and achieve the aims.  

While having the methodology before the literature review is not the usual convention, the 

identified gap in knowledge in the literature assisted in informing the methodology. In this case, 

Chapter 2, the methodology, is provided at the outset of the thesis, as it provides a rationale for 

the sociological lens that was utilised in the following chapters that focus and frame the 

coalescing forces that contributed to the social work professionalisation and regulation projects. 

Further, it was agreed in supervision that placing the methodology before the literature review 

assisted with ease of reading of the thesis, as the second of the two literature review chapters 

leads directly to and is interconnected with the first of the findings chapters. 

A qualitative realist methodology within an interpretive framework and theoretical position of 

critical social theory was selected as it sanctioned a critical consideration and clarification of 

political, sociocultural, and economic discourses of power while also enabling the voices and 

rich stories of those involved in the debates at the time to be recorded and explored.  

The purposively selected participants are introduced along with an explanation of why they were 

identified as key actors from the time this history was being created. Similarly, the huge archival 

data set that was identified is discussed along with the limitations imposed on the breadth of this 

material.  

The method of gathering the qualitative interview data is then explained followed by the process 

of data analysis utilising a critical theoretical framework. The inductive thematic analysis for the 

interview data and critical constructionist policy analysis to integrate concepts and themes are 

justified, as this method integrated theory, empirical data, and policy analysis, without 

privileging any source, while the rich stories of the participants provided illustrations of best-fit 

explanations of the data. 
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Axiological perspectives are focused upon to end this chapter. These include making 

transparent, reflecting upon, and managing the dual positions as insiders to this research topic 

held by both me and Professor Liz Beddoe, the second supervisor for the research. The privilege 

of interviewing my heroes and peers in social work is considered, along with strategies that were 

employed to manage the privilege and responsibility. 

Chapter 3, the literature review, considers the scholarship around professionalisation, 

professionalism, and professional and regulation projects. A discussion on a range of 

perspectives and frameworks for considering the Aotearoa New Zealand professionalisation 

project, including traits, power and control, and process approaches, is provided. These 

approaches allow a sociological understanding as to why the Aotearoa New Zealand social work 

professionalisation project occurred at all, how and when it occurred, and with what outcome. 

Theoretical perspectives and definitions of social work are considered in order to bound and 

clarify what is meant by social work professionalisation projects, internationally and locally. 

Explanations of the bicultural foundation of Aotearoa New Zealand following Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi, 1840, requiring the development of a unique response to social work practice and 

professionalisation, are provided. Examples of several international social work 

professionalisation projects including those of England, which adopted prescriptive mandatory 

state regulation, and Australia, which has an autonomous professional model of regulation, 

clarify differences and similarities with the Aotearoa New Zealand example of voluntary state 

regulation. 

Theoretical concepts that investigate the complex matrix of agendas and forces are briefly 

outlined (Bourdieu, 1989, 1993; Foucault, 1991; Garret, 2007a, 2007b), to contextualise the 

complex consideration required around the sociopolitical neoliberal environment of the 1980s 

and 1990s. During this time, social work in Aotearoa New Zealand and in most other Western 

jurisdictions was practised within a new public management environment (Healy, 2009) and an 

economic marketplace with reduced resources, alongside a growing clamour for evidence of 

effectiveness. The reduced opportunity and capability of social work corresponded with a 

heightened challenge to respond to issues of social justice. Paradoxically, social work gained 

strategic professional space during the 1990s in response to the contract culture, with innovative 

growth in iwi (tribal) and non-government organisation (NGO) social services (Nowland-

Foreman, 1997). The strengthening of the regulation project during this period is examined in 

this thesis. Regulation provided the state an avenue for management of the riskiness of social 

work and a response to public crises of trust in social work services. These political and 



 

6 

sociological forces aligned with social work sector professional capital to coalesce in the 

regulation project. 

Chapter 4 provides an overview of the literature of the history of social work in Aotearoa New 

Zealand beginning with a brief overview of forms of caring, social support and welfare that 

were provided by dynamic groupings of whānau (extended family group), hapū (sub-tribe), and 

iwi (tribe) precolonisation (Durie, 1985; Ruwhiu, 1999b). The arrival of British colonists after 

the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi in 1840, and the developing Western models of welfare and 

emergence of social work as an occupation, are overviewed next.  

The first main expansion of the social work professionalisation project in Aotearoa New 

Zealand is linked to the establishment of tertiary social work education and training in this 

country. The history of social work education and training is briefly outlined, with connections 

made to an extensive history already published by Nash (1998). The establishment of the New 

Zealand Association of Social Workers (NZASW) in 1964, alongside formal linkages made with 

international social work bodies, is outlined, as this coordinated and strengthened the 

professionalisation project. Challenges faced by the fledgling association and the social work 

sector are examined, as issues of elitism, sexism, and racism required identification, recognition 

and addressing in order to progress the registration of social workers. The many stakeholder 

groups that were involved in drawing together the threads to position social work for statutory 

registration are examined. 

This is followed by three findings chapters; the first documents the perfect storm that disrupted 

the grassroots of social work to problematise social work professionalisation and instigate the 

social work regulation project. This chapter (Chapter 5, The perfect storm: Disrupting grassroots 

social work) follows the progression of the previous chapter, with the wide-ranging agendas of 

the multiple stakeholders, which resulted in decades of debate and conflict, considered in more 

detail. Research data, including archival data from Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social 

Workers (ANZASW), registration policy development data, and the interviews with the 22 

stakeholders, is drawn upon to clarify and amplify the critical voices that problematised and 

determined the need for registration. The rich history of our profession is an archive to be 

treasured and hearing the narratives of the key stakeholders at the time of the regulation project 

and up until the initial implementation of the SWRA 2003 promotes understanding which 

strengthens in our profession. Stakeholders achieved state regulation, but they had to 

compromise. The unique Aotearoa New Zealand regulation outcome had unexpected and 

unintended constraints. The legislation thus resulted in more conflict for the sector and this is 
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the focus of Chapter 6, The people, and Chapter 7, The policies and procedures: More stormy 

times. 

The second findings chapter (Chapter 6, The People) introduces some of the key people 

involved in establishing the regulation criteria including the 10 members of the inaugural Social 

Workers Registration Board (the Board) and early fixed-term contracts and appointments to the 

secretariat. The professionalisation and regulation projects leading to the passing of the SWRA 

2003 took many decades, and involved many actors, yet the process of implementing the 

legislation, with its flaws, was limited to a very tight timeframe and became the responsibility of 

a small group of people from the sector. On 9 April 2003, the SWRA 2003 received royal assent 

and the Act was to be implemented from November the same year. The purpose of the Act was 

outlined in section 3 and included to protect the safety of members of the public, by prescribing 

or providing for mechanisms to ensure the competence and accountability of a social worker’s 

practice (s.3(a)(i&ii)). A framework for the registration of social workers in New Zealand was 

to be created including the establishment of a board to register social workers and provide for its 

powers; and a tribunal to consider complaints about registered social workers (s.3(b)(i&ii)). The 

SWRA 2003 also provided for the Board to promote the benefits of registration to stakeholders 

and practitioners (s.3(c)(i&ii)), and finally, to enhance the professionalism of social workers (s.3 

(d)).  

This chapter focuses on the people who were appointed to the inaugural Board and provides an 

outline of their processes of appointment, as well as their first meetings establishing how they 

would operate as a group. The chapter also outlines the obtaining of initial contract secretariat 

support and the appointment of the first registrar.  

Chapter 7, The policies and procedures: More stormy times, is the final findings chapter and it 

overviews the conflicts negotiated and compromises reached by the inaugural Board and wider 

stakeholder group to develop and set the policies and practices for regulation. This chapter 

focuses on the social workers registration legislation itself and the process of implementing the 

legislation until the end of 2004. The processes followed to develop the initial policies and 

procedures to implement the enabling legislation are examined and documented. It is argued that 

multiple drivers ensured that the stormy times, described in the professionalisation journey, 

continued during this era. These forces, driven by a wide range of sociocultural, political, and 

economic dimensions over decades, are presented broadly under three main headings: the 

impact of the legislative framework, the complexity of the social work professionalisation 

history in Aotearoa New Zealand, and, the requirement to make decisions that both ensured 

responsiveness to the mixed agendas of the stakeholders and also met the purposes of the 
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SWRA 2003. The multiple key tasks to be achieved in the very limited timeframe alongside the 

need for consultation with the complex sector created a pressure-cooker environment and 

enhanced opportunity for conflict. 

Each of the criteria set for registration are outlined, with insight provided as to the eventual 

compromises that were reached. Key stakeholder views illuminate the different positions held, 

and also the pragmatic understanding and accommodation of the legislation and the new system 

of state regulation. Hindsight provided opportunities for stakeholder insights of alternative 

processes that could have been utilised during this initial implementation phase. Stakeholders 

were motivated by the regard they held for the profession and their critical voices were raised to 

enhance the professionalism of social work. State regulation posed risks to the social work 

profession and these risks are more clearly outlined in the final discussion, recommendation and 

conclusion chapter.  

Chapter 8, Discussion, recommendations and conclusions, is the final chapter of the thesis. It 

provides a discussion of the findings, and outlines how the aims of the research were achieved 

as well as answers the research question. This chapter contains my analysis and insights into the 

literature and data sets regarding how political, sociocultural, and economic forces impacted 

upon the social work professionalisation and regulation projects in Aotearoa New Zealand. It is 

argued that the complex matrix of stakeholders with their specific capital, priorities, and needs, 

impacted on the way the regulation project progressed and the voluntary state registration 

outcome that was achieved. This provides some explanation for how and why the initial criteria 

for registration were settled upon and the resulting summary of compromises apparent in these 

criteria.  

Risks of regulation are outlined which link directly to many of the recommendations from this 

research. Limitations and strengths of the study are outlined.  

The chapter ends with conclusions that overview the aspirations of social worker regulation and 

the achievements that were attained through the system that was established. Finally, 

clarification of the contribution this research makes to the documented record of the history of 

social work professionalisation in Aotearoa New Zealand is provided. 

Conclusion 

This thesis has developed from my own experience of being part of the social work profession 

in Aotearoa New Zealand for more than 4 decades. In teaching the history of social work to 

first-year students, I truly valued those research projects that published historical records about 

our profession (for example, Beddoe, 2010; O’Donoghue, 2010; Nash, 1998; Ruwhiu, 1999b; 
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Staniforth, 2010). While the history of social work professionalisation has been partially told by 

some researchers, the development and initial implementation of the SWRA 2003 has not been 

fully canvassed and recorded. Registration signalled huge changes for the field of social work in 

Aotearoa New Zealand and it seems that the time is right to complete this research. It is not too 

long after the implementation of the SWRA 2003, so key stakeholders can remember their views 

and roles in the development and implementation of state regulation, yet enough time has 

elapsed so that the conflict and tension that occurred during those times has diminished for 

proposed participants and the research is less likely to cause them distress. Further, it is before 

the implementation of the proposed new legislation that would make registration mandatory, and 

the findings and recommendations from this research may be useful in the establishment of the 

new registration system.  
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Chapter 2: Methodology 

Introduction 

In this chapter I discuss the process I followed to undertake this research into the history of 

social work professionalisation in Aotearoa New Zealand leading to the development and initial 

implementation of the SWRA 2003. This critical historical research examined the impact of 

political, sociocultural, and economic dimensions on development of social worker registration 

in Aotearoa New Zealand and specifically considered the multiple agendas and fields or forces 

at play. I present the beginnings of the research project, and my original and final research plan. 

I then present the research philosophy, perspectives, strategies, design, and methods utilised, 

followed by a discussion regarding how the gathered data was analysed. Inherent ethical issues 

within this research project are described in the final sections of this chapter. 

Beginnings of the Research Project  

The initial idea for this research project came following a flurry of articles in a special edition of 

the ANZASW journal regarding social work registration 10 years after implementation (Beddoe 

& Duke, 2013; Gilray, 2013; E. Henderson & Fry, 2013; R. Henderson & O’Donoghue, 2013; 

O’Brien, 2013; O’Donoghue, 2013; Rennie, 2013). The articles provided some useful 

commentary on how registration had been experienced and received by parts of the sector over 

that first 10 years following the passing of the SWRA 2003. The articles added to other 

publications regarding registration including Basher (2013), Beddoe (2013a, 2013b, 2014), 

Beddoe and Duke (2009), Corrigan (2000, 2005), Duke (2012), Hancock (2004b), McMillan 

(2011), O’Brien (2005, 2011a, 2011b), Simmons-Hansen (2010), and van Heugten (2011). 

While the contributors provided a partial record and critique of the challenges and changes that 

the sector faced with the advent of voluntary registration, I began thinking that the full story of 

the social work professionalisation and regulation projects and the process of implementing the 

enabling legislation had not been researched and recorded. It also felt personal. As a Bachelor of 

Social Work graduate in 1978, and a practising social worker since then, I was part of the 

development, contestation, and revision of the social worker professionalisation and regulation 

debates. In April 2003, after the SWRA was passed into law, I was appointed to the inaugural 

Board which was charged with developing the regulations to implement the contentious new 

law. I served on that Board until 2007, and the opportunities and threats of state regulation were 

still open to conjecture at that time. 

I understood that should I pursue research into the social work professionalisation and regulation 

projects in Aotearoa New Zealand, my position as an insider to the research topic required 
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examining, making overt, and managing in an ethical manner. Researcher distance from a topic 

assumes greater independence and objectivity; however, the price of distance is the loss of 

insider status along with privileged access to information. With the appropriate research 

methodology, I believed it could be useful for me, an insider, to undertake this research. I 

approached Professor Liz Beddoe to discuss my research idea. Her knowledge, scholarship, and 

expertise around the professionalisation and regulation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand 

was perspicuous, and I both valued her opinion on the topic, and thought she would be a good 

supervisor. As the scope of the research clarified, I recognised that Beddoe should also be a 

participant in the research, as she also had served on the inaugural Board and I wanted to 

interview the full Board. Once again, the issue of dual roles in this research project needed 

careful consideration, management, and transparency. Ensuring my first supervisor had more 

distance from the research topic was important and, partly for this reason, Dr Barbara Staniforth 

was approached to see if she would accept this role. Her expertise in historical research and 

supervision was the primary reason for requesting her involvement. 

An initial literature review into the theory of professionalisation, and the history of social work 

in Aotearoa New Zealand, specifically considering the professionalisation and regulation 

projects, assisted me to understand that the combination of the history of professionalisation 

leading to the implementation of state regulation and the impact of that state regulation were at 

least two separate research projects. Inspired by historical theses with valuable archival work by 

Mary Nash (1998), Kieran O’Donoghue (2010), Leland Ruwhiu (1999b), Staniforth (2010), and 

Beddoe (2010), as well as influenced by my own lengthy history in the profession, I decided to 

research the impact of the political, sociocultural, and economic dimensions on the social work 

professionalisation and regulation projects to try and shed some understanding on why things 

happened, the way they happened, when they happened. This history had not been previously 

comprehensively addressed, yet it was one of the largest developments in social work in 

Aotearoa New Zealand.  

The final research question was adjusted as the scope of the project on the history of 

professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand leading to the development and 

initial implementation of the SWRA 2003 was limited, defined, and finalised. The question was 

“In what ways have political, sociocultural and economic dimensions impacted on the 

development and initial implementation of the SWRA 2003 and how were key actors at the time 

impacted by these dimensions?” I decided to gather and analyse archival data on the 

professionalisation of social work and the registration policy (SWRA 2003), and also interview 

key actors from the time of implementation of registration in order to identify, describe, 
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understand, explain, and critique the social phenomena. This resulted in an enormous data set. 

The original intent was to include a chapter on the personal impact of the regulation 

development on the key stakeholders, but decisions had to be made about what aspects of the 

analysis could be excluded from this thesis. It was agreed in supervision that while some of the 

impact on the stakeholders is woven into the findings and analysis, the personal stories of the 

participants could be excluded from this thesis and left for stand-alone publication(s).  

Therefore, this thesis focuses on the following question; “In what ways have political, 

sociocultural, and economic dimensions impacted on the development and initial 

implementation of the SWRA 2003?” 

Research Philosophy  

In selecting my research philosophy and design, I recognised the need to be aware of the 

theoretical and interpretive framework, and assumptions I was bringing to the research, and 

make these transparent (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Poth, 2018). The following exploration of 

the ontological, epistemological and axiological perspectives of this research assists in making 

this clear and also informs the methodological strategy. 

A qualitative realist research methodology within the interpretive framework and theoretical 

position of critical social theory was utilised. Underpinning critical social theory is realist 

ontology; the world is real, we can know it, and therefore we can change it (Houston, 2001; 

Rata, 2012; Willig, 2001). Critical realism is described as sitting in the middle of a continuum of 

ontological assumptions with objectivism at one end (contending that reality exists outside of 

the influences of social actors) and constructivism or constructionism at the other end 

(contending there are multiple realities that are dependent on stakeholder interpretations). Sitting 

in the middle, critical realism contends reality exists, but it can only be partially known as it sits 

behind the subjective, socially located knowledge a researcher can access (Braun & Clarke, 

2013). 

Epistemology, or theory of knowledge, is concerned with the relationship between the 

researcher and those who are being researched (Yin, 2011) and is similarly depicted on a 

continuum. Positivism, at one end, argues that legitimate knowledge about social realities can 

only be achieved through objective value free researcher methods, while, at the other end, the 

epistemological view of interpretivism is that knowledge is co-created between researchers and 

the researched and as such respects difference and diversity (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Poth, 

2018). Critical theory is a macro theoretical paradigm developed as a critical response to the 

work of Marx, and others including Kant, Hegel and Weber. Various approaches to critical 
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theory include Marxist, culturalist, and realist. The former gives primacy to capitalism as a 

determining force in society, the second argues that culture determines us and is the agency by 

which change may or may not occur, while the latter claims the ontological primacy of 

democracy and humanity, while recognising the significance of factors such as socioeconomic 

status, gender, and culture. Critical research therefore may document conflicts between those in 

power and those without power through a focus on often hidden oppressions and is useful to 

examine micro, meso, and macro factors that impact upon processes to understand the 

complexities involved (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Bryman, 2012; Creswell, 2013; Fook, 2002, 

2012; Foucault, 1982; Grbich, 2007; Hugman, 2003).  

A critical realist theory of knowledge was chosen to enable the voices of key actors to be heard, 

integrated with archival data and policy analysis, and critically considered against the 

sociocultural, political, and economic forces of the times in order to provide a critical history 

(Stephenson, 2008).  

Macro and mid-range theories including socioeconomic, feminist, empowerment, and 

antioppressive theories were also drawn upon to provide the critical analysis (Payne, 2005, 

2014). This approach made transparent discourses of power, and the potential for the 

professionalisation project to increasingly control social workers and the profession, to the 

detriment of people with whom social workers’ work.  

Research Strategy 

The qualitative methodology (Bouma, 2000; Bruce, 2010; Bryman, 2012; Creswell, 2013; 

Mutch, 2006) utilised enabled me to explore, in depth, the experiences of key actors during this 

significant phase in the history of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand in order to “provide a 

platform from which people can be active agents in constructing their own historical realities” 

(Stephenson, 2008 p. 4). I considered the experiences and interests of particular actors against 

the contextual structural conditions and historical professional developments in order to begin to 

understand the multiple perspectives and make sense of the past to inform the future (Grbich, 

2007). The oral histories (Fyfe, 2003) of the members of the Board, and other key actors at the 

time, were added to data drawn from documented sources including archival data, policies, and 

literature. The combination of qualitative methods used to gather and create data included 

individual interviews and analysis of archival data and policy which served to offer validity of 

analysis through a process of triangulation of qualitative methods (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 

2011) and crystallisation (Richardson, 1994) of the data. 
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Research Design 

The main sectors that were involved with the registration policy development and 

implementation were discussed with my research supervisors. These included the professional 

association and both the tauiwi and tangata whenua caucuses, other practising social workers, 

International Federation of Social Workers (IFSW), social work education and training 

providers and the bodies that accredited or approved the courses, departments of the state and 

other instruments of the Crown such as Treasury, Committee on University Academic 

Programmes (CUAP), New Zealand Qualification Authority (NZQA), and employers of social 

workers including iwi and NGOs as well as government, and finally the Social Workers 

Registration Board crown entity (SWRB) including the Board members.  

We agreed I would seek archival data from ANZASW and the SWRB, and policy data relating 

to registration of social workers available in the public domain. We also discussed and listed 

potential participants from each of the sectors, who together provided some representation of the 

sector at the time of the regulation project and development and initial implementation of the 

SWRA 2003 as well as a range of gender and cultural perspectives. Following discussion in 

supervision, it was agreed to approach all members of the Board and purposively sample other 

potential participants from the sector ensuring those interviewed were relevant to the research 

question (Alston & Bowles, 2012; Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Poth, 2018). The professional 

networks and knowledge of my supervisors and myself were therefore drawn upon to identify 

appropriate participants for this research.  

Board member participants. 

All 10 Board members were approached by email to participate in the research (Appendix 1), 

and all agreed to be involved and fully consented in writing (Appendix 2) after receiving the 

participant information sheet and semi-structured interview guide (Appendices 3 and 4). In 

supervision, we discussed that the Board member participant interviews themselves may be of 

potential historical significance, so I also sought permission from Board member participants to 

archive the digital recordings of their interviews, making them available for future research on 

registration. They all agreed to this. The Board member participant details including their 

professional and organisational backgrounds as well as their personal cultural perspectives and 

the date and year of their interview are recorded in Table 2.1. 

The Board member transcripts ranged from 9–28 typed pages of data, totalling 211 pages of 

material that was subsequently coded. 
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Table 2.1 

Inaugural Board Member Participant Details 

Name 

Date of interview 

Role on Board 

Professional and organisational background and current data at the time of 

interview, cultural perspectives 

Robyn Corrigan 

September 23, 2016 

Chairperson 

Registered social worker (RSW) # 1; previous president ANZASW, chair 

ANZASW Registration Project Team; life MANZASW, manager Iwi Social 

Service Agency (NGO); Tangata whenua 

Buster Curson 

July 12, 2016 

Deputy chairperson 

RSW # 2; previous president ANZASW; manager Registration Project 

Team; life MANZASW, private practitioner; Pākehā 

Shannon Pakura 

August 8, 2016 

RSW # 3; chief social worker CYF; past GM Residents and Caregiver 

Services CYFS, life MANZASW; Tangata whenua 

Yvonne Crichton Hill 

June 13, 2016 

RSW # 4; social work educator; Pasifika 

John Dunlop 

June 13, 2016 

RSW # 5; chair Canterbury Branch ANZASW; MANZASW; previous 

acting executive officer ANZASW; assessor ANZASW Competency 

Programme; private practitioner; Pākehā 

Sonya Hunt 

May 3, 2016 

RSW # 6; executive chair Board of Competency, ANZASW; MANZASW; 

private practitioner; previous health social work professional advisor; 

Pākehā 

Liz Beddoe 

May 18, 2016 

RSW # 7; previous executive officer ANZASW; life MANZASW; social 

work educator; previous health social worker; Pākehā 

Ian Calder 

August 9, 2016 

Past Board member of NZSWTC; previous CEO Barnardos NGO; Pākehā  

Jan Duke 

August 9, 2016 

RSW # 9; previous nursing and midwifery regulator (Australia); nursing and 

midwifery educator (NZ); social worker; Pākehā 

Paul Curry 

July 5, 2016 

Previous national manager Disability Services Ministry of Health; director 

of advocacy, Health and Disability Commissioner’s Office; CEO Families 

Commission, director PANAMAC Consultancy; Pākehā 

 

Other key stakeholders. 

Other key stakeholders were also identified and approached either by email or in person, 

followed by email, asking if they would participate in the research (Appendix 5). All but one of 

the potential participants in this category agreed to be involved in the research at that time and, 

following receipt of the participant information sheet and semi-structured interview guide 

(Appendices 4 and 6), formally consented in writing (Appendix 7). The details of these 12 

participants including their current or previous fields of employment, connections with 

ANZASW and personal cultural perspectives recorded in Table 2.2.  

The potential participant who was not available at that time for the research did agree to 

considering participation at a later stage. However, by this later stage, it was decided that data 
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saturation had already been achieved and I did not return to this potential participant for 

interview.  

The other key stakeholder interview transcripts ranged from 10–34 typed pages and totalled 252 

pages of material to be considered and coded. 

Table 2.2 

Other Key Stakeholder Participant Details 

Year of 

interview 

2016 (5) 

2017 (7) 

Current or previous fields of employment at the 

time of interview 

Cultural perspectives Professional 

body 

membership 

CYF Health NGO Education State Crown 

Entity 

Tangata 

whenua 

Pasifika Pākehā ANZASW 

T. = 12 5 4 1 3 1 1 3 1 8 6 

 

Methods 

Data was collected through two main processes, the gathering of archival and policy data and 

individual interviews with key stakeholders from the time of development and implementation 

of the SWRA 2003. 

Archival and policy data. 

Archival data was identified, limited, listed, and gathered by me from two main stakeholder 

entities, ANZASW and SWRB. I also gathered policy data that is publicly available concerning 

the development of the registration legislation. I decided that collecting the data myself enabled 

me to sit with the data and gain a deeper understanding of it, and also consider data that I did not 

know about, or had not initially remembered or intended to collect. Spending several days each 

at the offices of ANZASW and SWRB was also good for ensuring positive ongoing 

relationships with the people in the organisations as both had to be contacted later for additional 

material that I did not collect at the time. 

ANZASW. 

Around 250 documents were accessed and considered from the Association archives including 

minutes and reports from annual general meetings (AGMs), working parties, and committees, 

and Social Work Notice Board newsletter reports that considered the topic of registration from 

the 1970s through to 2005. I also gathered detailed archival information about the ANZASW 

Registration Project Team (1999–2002) including the Committee terms of reference, meeting 

minutes, reports, and legal advice as well as Association submissions and media releases on the 

developing registration legislation. The Association had a record of all submissions to the Social 
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Services Select Committee on the Social Workers Registration Bill and this was also a valuable 

archive to access. 

SWRB. 

Around 300 documents were accessed and considered from the SWRB archives including 

minutes and reports from all Board meetings from 2003–2006. All initial policy discussion 

papers, related correspondence and submissions from stakeholders, and final policy documents 

were accessed. Terms of reference and minutes from the Joint Consultative Group and internal 

committees were also gathered. A number of other documents were accessed including Social 

Services Committee financial reviews of the SWRB, notes from the Board induction day, and 

Ministry of Social Development (MSD) information for the Board. SWRB annual reports and 

statements of intent were publicly available documents, and were also accessed for this research. 

Policy.  

Policy data including the Ministry of Social Policy (2000, 2001), New Zealand Parliament 

(2003), the Hansard debates on the Social Workers Registration Bill, the report from the Social 

Services Select Committee (2002), as well as the Social Workers Registration Bill 2002 and the 

SWRA 2003 were accessed, around 40 separate documents in total. 

Interviews. 

Interviews of Board members and other key stakeholders were conducted between May 2016 

and November 2017, as participants were available. I contracted a registered social worker to 

interview me prior to me interviewing all others in the study so that my responses were not 

influenced by other participants’ views. This process also served as a pilot of the semi-structured 

interview guide and the wording was tweaked slightly to aid clarity, and numbering for each 

question was added which made referencing note taken during the interviews easier. My 

interview was transcribed and analysed along with the other participant interviews, and I 

referred to myself in the thesis in the third person for consistency with the other participants. 

Semi-structured interview guide.  

I utilised a semi-structured interview guide for the oral history interviews, which consisted of 

mostly open-ended questions, and steered the conversation to ensure the aims of the research 

were discussed (Bryman, 2012) (Appendix 4). This guide allowed for flexibility in the interview 

process which was important as participants reflected on the time in different ways (Bryman, 

2012). Critical policy questions were developed in order to understand and expose structural 

inequalities and problems that led to the issue being problematised and make the things that 
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were invisible, more visible (R. Dale, 2006). The semi-structured interview guide utilised a set 

of prompts with increasing levels of abstraction and focus.  

The first set, “the empirical” were concerned about the participants’ history in the regulation 

project. These prompts focused on what was happening at the time of the development of the 

SWRA 2003, and where the idea of registration came from. Participants were then canvassed for 

their thoughts about how the registration policy was constructed, the purposes and justifications 

of the SWRA 2003, and their perspectives on the outcome of the mixed priorities / agendas. The 

second set, “the actual” concentrated upon registration policies and how and by whom the need 

for registration was problematised, determined, coordinated, governed, administered, and 

managed. The third set of questions, “the real,” sought the participants’ views on the politics of 

regulation or whose interests were served or overlooked by regulation, and the final set of 

questions focused on the outcome of registration. 

Interview process. 

I interviewed each participant at a location suitable for them, usually their workplace private 

office or room, home, and, in two instances, via Skype. Interviews were between 60 and 90 

minutes long, and were paced according to the time participants had available. Some interviews 

were paused and recommenced later the same day or on another day in order for participants and 

myself as the researcher to remain focused, or because some participants took longer than others 

to remember the times under consideration. All participants were sent a copy of the semi-

structured interview guide prior to them consenting to be interviewed, so they were fully 

informed and had time to prepare for the interview and recall the events. The timing of the 

interviews, 13–14 years after the SWRA 2003 was passed, presented an opportunity to gather 

recollections and document participant views of the development and initial implementation of 

social worker registration, but also allowed for measured reflections of what had been, for many 

participants, turbulent stormy waters.  

The interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed and returned to the participants so that 

they could add, delete, or amend any of the information. For this reason, it was decided that the 

transcripts of the Board participant interviews would be archived, not the digital recordings. I 

also took notes during the interviews, and immediately following the interview, reflected on 

what had been relayed and made notes about what seemed like key issues. These notes were 

useful to read prior to the process of coding and analysis described below. 

Most participants reported that their participation in the research interview was a positive 

experience, even if they had recalled painful or frustrating experiences. The Board member 
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interviews were often quite emotional and the experiences they were recounting were still quite 

raw for some. Some reflected that the process allowed them an opportunity to reflect on the 

stormy period and find some new understanding and forgiveness regarding the time of 

regulation implementation. By contrast, the other key stakeholder participant interviews were, in 

the main, philosophical about what could and could not have been achieved at that time. Perhaps 

this may be about the length of time since the change, as well as finding that the phenomenon 

they were concerned about and at times fearful of, has now become the status quo. The 22 

participants gave their time freely and spoke ardently and generously about social worker 

regulation from their perspectives. They all seemed to experience real joy in reflecting on, and 

having recorded, the part they had played during this time of change.  

Data Analysis 

An inductive thematic analysis of the gathered data was utilised to make sense of the 

information gathered and develop a critical constructionist analysis to identify concepts and 

ideas that underpinned the data content (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Creswell, 2009; Padgett, 2009).  

Qualitative interviews.  

All interviews were transcribed by an independent transcriber who signed a confidentiality 

agreement. The completed transcripts were checked by me and corrected as required, before 

being sent to the participant for their review. Most participants did not change their transcripts at 

all, but some added or deleted minor aspects of their interview, as they thought of other things 

they wanted to add or clarify. Data analysis of the interviews occurred after all the interviews 

were completed and transcribed. The processes of conducting all interviews, and then listening 

to the interviews and checking the transcripts, provided the opportunity to familiarise myself 

with the full data set (Braun & Clarke, 2013). 

NVivo software. 

NVivo v.11 software was utilised to completely code and classify the interview data using 

researcher-derived or latent codes (Braun & Clarke, 2013) which allowed me to organise and 

access qualitative project items. The data was placed into my NVivo project with each 

participant named as a case, and classified as a Board member participant or other stakeholder, 

each with some demographic or descriptive information assigned (case classification). The 

content of each interview was then sorted into a provisional thematic codebook with folders or 

nodes, and within each node up to 14 subfolders were established, following a data-driven, 

bottom-up process. After coding four of the Board member interviews, my first supervisor 

recoded the interviews for comparison. We were pleased to find that we had very similar codes. 

My first supervisor did suggest several additional codes or subcodes with a view to future 
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publications, which were added. The thematic codebook altered and was refined as each case 

was coded, until eventually, after all cases were coded, overarching themes and subthemes were 

developed and identified and named across the dataset.  

Coding of the other stakeholder interviews occurred second, and my second supervisor reviewed 

that coding. While she felt the coding completed by me had been well done, she suggested that 

coding may be at a level of semantic analysis that closely related to the questions and time 

sequence of the project. While this is useful for the historical account, and the questions were 

critical in nature, another look at the data revealed additional themes, particularly at the 

implementation stage of the regulation legislation process and for informing the discussion and 

conclusion, particularly around risks associated with regulation.  

Themes. 

The initial main themes developed in the codebook included: 

• historical landscape for social work regulation concept; 

• involvement in professionalisation and development of SWRA 2003; 

• purpose and justification of SWRA: How was the need for registration problematised, 

determined, administered, managed, coordinated and governed? 

• involvement in implementation of SWRA 2003; 

• key players; 

• cultural considerations: Māori; Te Tiriti o Waitangi; 

• relationship between ANZASW and SWRB; 

• negative professional and personal impacts of being involved in regulation project; 

• what needed to change in the legislation; 

• impact of registration today; 

• future focus and risks of regulation; 

• great quotes. 

The additional themes for the implementation of regulation included: 

• the impact of the legislative framework including the purposes of the Act, establishment 

timeframes;  

• historic and current complexity of social work sector; 

• the corresponding complex consultation, considering and balancing the matrix of 

stakeholder needs; 

• decision making to ensure the connection to voluntary regulation of complex stakeholder 

groups that also met the purposes of the Act; 
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• struggle over interpretation of SWRA 2003 and resulting changing role delineation in the 

sector. 

Additional broad themes for the research project included: 

• history: know our history and let it speak—hear our narratives, promote a sense of 

wellness in the profession with this treasurable archival collection; 

• the rangatira (chiefly) status of our profession and its professional baseline: “It is a kai 

(food) not all people want to eat” (Participant L); 

• professionalisation drivers, hear the voices: critical minds of the tangata whenua voices, 

profession’s voices, state voices, educator voices, practitioner voices, public’s voices and 

more: 

• waves of involvement: new professional involvement and critical connection required; 

• state regulator: mediator in public safety and risk reduction, but how do we keep the 

baby (profession) and maintain the spirit of the law?; 

• the profession got what it fought for, back-handed mandatory registration with a long 

lead in to appease the sector. 

At first, I planned to add the literature review and archival data as other source classifications to 

the data collated in NVivo, but on advice from Academic Consulting, who provided NVivo 

training and ongoing support, I agreed it would be best to manage this data separately. Quotes 

from the interviews are used extensively in the three findings chapters. Hesitation and repetition 

in the participant quotes have been deleted without acknowledgement in order to clean the data 

(Braun & Clarke, 2013) and make reading more coherent. 

Archival data and policies. 

Critical policy methods were utilised to analyse the policy documents and archives and consider 

the registration policy historiography, genealogy, and archaeology as well as its anthropology or 

enactment. (Burton, 2005; Chambon, Johnstone, & Winckler, 2011; Newbold, 2003; 

Stephenson, 2008). Data was again sorted into folders and subfolders and classified with dates 

in order to be accessible and able to be added to the qualitative data and vice versa. The 

documents provided insight into the underlying political, sociocultural, and economic agendas 

and dominant discourses that framed the professionalisation and regulation projects and 

identified the main actors and influences on the regulation project and how the developing 

policies became agents of structural change. The documented record also separated out the 

emotion and relationships involved in the process.  
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This method integrated theory, policy analysis, and empirical data without privileging any 

source (Lourie & Rata, 2012; Rata, 2014; Shah, 2014). The development and use of 

independent, abstract, conceptual, objective, and rational concepts (Garrett, 2007a; Mutch, 

2006; Schinkel & Noordegraaf, 2011) to interpret and analyse the data enabled the voices of the 

participants to serve as illustrations and be understood as a best-fit explanation (Nola, 2010) and 

provide a sociological account of the phenomenon. The goal of crystallisation was to use 

multiple sources of data, methods, and theoretical frameworks to open a more complex, in-

depth, but still partial understanding of the issue under investigation (Braun & Clarke, 2013). 

All the collected data was analysed using the same critical theoretical framework as in the semi-

structured interview guide to provide theoretical consistency. 

Ethical Considerations 

Axiological perspectives concern the role researcher values have in research, again on a 

continuum from positivist to interpretivist. It is argued that all researchers, regardless of 

ontological perspectives, carry values into their research, but qualitative researchers make their 

values known and, in addition, take a critically reflective approach to address how their values 

impact on the research (Bryman, 2012; Creswell & Poth, 2018). A number of ethical issues were 

considered for this study including the issue of my role as an insider to the research, 

identification of the participants, particularly the Board members, and the role of one of my 

research supervisors who was also a participant in the study.  

Insider. 

As I was a member of the Board, researcher distance from the topic was not possible. While a 

positivist epistemological position would take an outsider’s view that the reality of the problem 

being researched is measurable and constant and therefore can be applied to a grouping of 

people, an interpretative epistemology position takes an insider’s view of the research, in that 

there are many different meanings of that reality being researched. The fact that I was a Board 

member at the time of implementation of the SWRA 2003 may have affected what people were 

willing to discuss with me. However, while it is open to speculation whether my familiarity with 

the phenomenon of registration may have affected the data collected, it is likely that in some 

cases there was be more openness and depth of information shared as the person interviewed 

was able to rely on a shared knowledge base and cultural membership of the group with me 

(Bryman, 2012; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). Regardless, I was transparent with all participants 

regarding my connection to the topic and historical role on the Board (Bryman, 2012) and this 

was clearly outlined in the letters of invitation to participate in the research and participant 

information sheets. It was also important to justify the research topic as something of concern to 
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society with the goal of providing clarification of “the way we understand the social world” 

(Tolich & Davidson, 2003 p. 16), rather than research to confirm decisions made at the time. 

Bias or preferred professional leanings had potential to impact on my analysis of the research 

findings (both interviews and archive document and policy analysis) and this is something that 

was focused upon in supervision utilising a critically reflective approach. The impact on me of 

remembering was recorded in a journal of interviews and regularly discussed in supervision. 

This reflexive approach to the research process is now widely accepted in qualitative research. 

Rather than trying to control researcher values through methodology choices, they were 

consciously acknowledged and made transparent in order for personal assumptions to be 

examined (Ortlipp, 2008). 

Dual role of supervisor. 

A second ethical issue was around the dual role held by my second supervisor for the research 

study, Professor Beddoe. This supervisor was chosen for her expertise around 

professionalisation and regulation of social work. However, she was also a member of the Board 

and would be a participant in my study. Before agreeing to a supervisory relationship, the 

potential conflict of interest was discussed with the head of school. We agreed that a specific 

ethical risk could emerge, particularly at the time of data analysis, and the head of school 

offered to take on the role as back-up supervisor if required, at the point of data analysis. It was 

also agreed that my second supervisor would not have access to or read the Board participant 

interviews or transcripts. Her dual roles were made transparent in the letters of invitation to 

participate in the research and the participant information sheets. My first supervisor, Dr 

Staniforth, was approached because of her expertise in historical research and, significantly, 

because she had not been a member of the SWRB and would not be a participant in the study. 

Confidentiality. 

The third ethical issue was around identification of participants. This was discussed in 

supervision. The identities of Crown Entity Board members are in the public domain, and the 

implementation of the SWRA 2003 was contentious and the Board were well known in the 

social work sector. It was agreed that I would seek informed consent from these participants to 

be identified in the writing up of the research and other potential publications, and if this 

permission was not forthcoming, they would not be part of the study (Braun & Clarke, 2013). It 

was agreed that the other key stakeholders would not be so readily identified and they were 

assured that they would not be named in the reported findings and documents unless they 

wished to be identified, and as such are referred to as Participants A–L in the thesis. 
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Interviewing participants with cultural perspectives different to my own. 

As participants represented a range of cultural perspectives, care was taken in how interviews 

were conducted. In Aotearoa New Zealand, there is strong awareness of conducting appropriate 

research that involves tangata whenua, being conscious of the ongoing negative effects of 

colonisation and racism (Hudson, Milne, Reynolds, Russell, & Smith, 2010; Ruwhiu, 2001). As 

a Pākehā researcher in Aotearoa New Zealand, considering Aotearoa New Zealand history, 

particular care was required in approaching potential participants from cultural perspectives 

other than my own, and in analysing the data and writing up the findings. I was clear that the 

history of Māori critical activism in the profession was not mine to tell, but also that it should 

not be overlooked or invisible in this history.  

Cultural advice was sought from John Davis, a Māori social work colleague, familiar with social 

work professionalisation and regulation in Aotearoa New Zealand but not a participant in the 

research. This was invaluable. We discussed potential participants, the semi-structured interview 

guide, analysis of data, and feedback from tangata whenua participants following publications.  

Cultural support was offered and accepted from Dr Leland Ruwhiu, a senior Māori practitioner 

and academic. Dr Ruwhiu provided detailed feedback regarding critical tangata whenua voices 

during the regulation project. A critical friends’ group was also informally established and this 

group included Māori colleagues. The ideas and views shared by tangata whenua colleagues and 

participants challenged my thinking and helped shape this thesis, and I am deeply grateful and 

acknowledge their influence. 

Following tikanga (culturally correct procedure), offers of karakia (prayer or blessing) prior to 

commencing interviews and at the end of each interview were made. Food was gifted to each 

participant and time was usually made to eat prior to, or after, interviews. 

Interviewing one’s peers. 

The oral histories were undertaken with participants, some of whom I had worked with closely 

on the Board or with ANZASW business. The time that had elapsed since the implementation of 

the SWRA 2003 assisted in providing distance from the events. All participants received the 

semi-structured interview guide prior to consenting to participate in the research, so they had 

time to consider what they wanted to tell me. 

As this research explored developments in professionalisation and regulation of social workers 

in Aotearoa New Zealand, many of the participants were senior to me in their professional 

careers and were my heroes in social work and the social service sector. At times, I felt 

overwhelmed by the standing and reputation of the person I had identified to approach and, once 
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I had done this, by the willingness and openness of participants to share their views and trust me 

to frame their perspectives with integrity and clarity. Supervision discussions and reflective 

journaling processes were employed, at times prior to and following interviews, in order to 

prepare for and debrief from the interviews. The participants were all very open in their 

interviews, and the process of them considering their own transcripts allowed them to remove, 

add to, or amend anything they had said in their interview that, upon reflection, they would 

rather not have documented. Different perspectives of events from the range of stakeholders 

were clear but this proved helpful in clarifying the political, sociocultural, and economic 

dimensions that impacted on the development and initial implementation of registration. 

Impact of interviews. 

A key ethical consideration is to ensure that participants are not subject to unreasonable risk or 

negative impacts due to their involvement in the research. Participants were advised in the 

participant information sheet that while risks were not foreseen, the interviews could make them 

recall memories or instances of complex professional situations that may feel unresolved. They 

were advised to utilise their own professional supervision or support through professional 

memberships to reflect on the issues if necessary. 

Ethical approval. 

As this research involved human participants, ethics approval from the University of Auckland 

Human Participants Ethics Committee was sought in October 2015. Conditional approval was 

gained on 3 November 2015 with some changes required, particularly around making it more 

transparent in the participant information sheet and recruitment letter that I was insider to the 

research and that, as my second supervisor would be a participant in the research, the head of 

school would mediate data analysis. Other conditions included queries about the methodology, 

where individual and focus groups had been suggested. All issues identified in the conditional 

approval were attended to and full approval was obtained, Reference Number 016239, from the 

University of Auckland Human Ethics Committee on December 3, 2015 (Appendix 8). Further, 

as no participants requested focus group interviews, only individual interviews were held.  

Limitations 

As with all research there were limitations to the research design, methodology, and methods. 

While critical realism has an activist stance, one is able to only gain a partial understanding of a 

situation through considering the multiple levels of reality (empirical, actual, and real) (Rata, 

2012; Shah, 2014). This qualitative research was therefore designed to be illustrative rather than 

providing statistically representative data (Staller, 2013; Yin, 2011). Finally, time and resource 

constraints of a PhD study limited the scope of the study to an historical account of the 
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development and initial implementation of registration and did not include the impact of 

registration after the first decade as originally conceptualised. Additional limitations of the 

research, alongside strengths of the study, were reflected upon during and following completion 

of the project, and are discussed in the final chapter of this thesis. 

Conclusion 

The aims of this research project were to document the history of professionalisation of social 

work in Aotearoa New Zealand from a critical research perspective, uncovering the interests at 

work and interrogating the legitimacy of these interests (Cohen et al., 2011) while enabling the 

voices and experiences of the actors from this time to surface and be explored and recorded. In 

doing this, a contribution to the building of an historical resource of this significant time in the 

history of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand has been made. There were many things to 

consider to successfully complete and achieve this large research project and this chapter has 

summarised methodology from the beginning idea through to the research philosophy and 

design, ethical considerations, research strategy, research design, research methods, analysis, 

and finally limitations to the methodology.  

Chapter 3 provides an examination of local and international theoretical literature about 

professionalisation, specifically the professionalisation of social work, and as such sets the 

context for the research process described in this chapter. 
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Chapter 3: Literature Review 

In this chapter, I provide a critical examination of the international and local scholarship around 

the concept of professionalisation and professionalisation projects in order to consider this 

research on the political, sociocultural, and economic dimensions that impacted on the social 

work professionalisation project in Aotearoa New Zealand, eventually leading to the 

development and implementation of the SWRA 2003. The literature presented here contains an 

overview of the state of knowledge about professionalisation, specifically focusing on social 

work professionalisation. I conducted an in-depth literature review at the outset of this research 

in 2014, and undertook further updating literature reviews as I wrote up aspects of the research 

and this thesis in 2020. Much of the subsequent literature reviews supported the findings, 

discussion, and conclusions outlined in Chapter 8 of my research. 

I firstly present a range of frameworks and approaches to consider the concepts of 

professionalism and professionalisation. Theoretical explanations and definitions of social work 

are then considered in order to contextualise the Aotearoa New Zealand social work 

professionalisation project. Social work professionalisation projects from England and Australia, 

that sit alongside the Aotearoa New Zealand social work professionalisation and regulation 

projects, are then outlined as examples of alternative approaches to regulation. Finally, the 

impact of political dimensions in many Western countries is considered including the apparent 

paradox of strengthening political neoliberal philosophy at the same time as drivers for social 

work professionalisation and regulation projects emerge. 

Chapter 4 follows and contains an overview of the literature on the history of social work in 

Aotearoa New Zealand as background and context to the research findings.  

Professionalisation  

Welfare and health professions in the 20th century aimed to improve the wellbeing of 

populations (Parsons, 1951); however, the benefits of professionalisation are disputed, with 

concern that personal gains for the professionals take priority over benefits to the service users, 

as demonstrated in the interpretations provided next. Larson (1977, as cited in Bolton & Muzio, 

2008) defined a professional project as “the systematic attempt by occupations to translate a 

scarce set of cultural and technical resources into a secure and institutionalized system of 

occupational and financial rewards so as to pave the way for collective mobility and social 

advancement” (p. 284). Freidson (1994, 2001) defended professionalism, arguing it was a 

desirable way of providing complex discretionary services to the public. Professionalism was 

compared with the logics of the market and organisation by Freidson (2001), and he argued that 
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professionalism formed a third logic and provided a distinct and different form of work and 

practitioner control in public sector work, and, as such, is an occupational value. Others have 

similarly asserted that professionalising an occupational group may result in it becoming a moral 

community important to civil society (Evetts, 2006a; Harington & Beddoe, 2013; Olgiati, 2006, 

2010). Becker (1962, as cited in Hamilton, 1974), argued that there was a lack of clarity as to 

whether professions should be defined by their features of organisation and activity or by the 

moral stance of the practitioners. Terminology was identified as the issue, where the term 

profession had a careful definition with a precise list of traits, while on the other hand it could 

also be used to describe morally desirable work. The term professionalisation can therefore 

describe both the socialisation process by which an individual is drawn into the context of an 

occupation, and also a process utilised by an occupational group that aspires to professional 

status, that is shared internally and recognised externally. A sociological analysis of 

professionalism suggests that emphasising professionalism is a distinctive and special way of 

controlling and organising workers and work, with real advantages for both practitioners and 

their clients in terms of status and service delivery (Evetts, 2006a, 2011). In any analysis of 

professionalisation and what constitutes a profession, there is an implication of high status in 

society and the “corollary of influence on that society” (Hamilton, 1974, p. 339).  

Malin (2017) outlined theoretical perspectives used as a basis for providing an analytical 

framework for understanding how different professions in social care, health, and education 

have developed. The framework considers in whose interests professionals work, be that the 

state, patriarchy, themselves, the general public, or clients. A neo-Durkheimian perspective 

considers professions as static, stable, entities offering a socially cohesive role and a 

disinterested integrative social function that implies commitment to, for example, the welfare 

state values or particular altruistic codes of behaviour. In contrast, a neo-Weberian perspective 

emphasises social closure and professional dominance and the idea of professionals seeking to 

exercise power over others. This position is expanded further with neo-Marxist and 

poststructuralist frameworks, which further draw out the power relations that underpin 

professional relationships. A fourth perspective, managerialism, is considered for its 

characteristics of professional governance and demands for increased efficiency, accountability, 

and greater responsiveness to client groups. Linked to this is a democratic or collaborative 

framework of professionalism that widens the range of stakeholders to whom a professional is 

accountable. 

Malin (2017) asserted there is agreement among social scientists on basic characteristics of 

professionals. These include that professions are interest groups engaged in competition with 
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each other and other groups in society including the state; the number of professionals and the 

importance of professions has massively grown in the 20th century; professionals are concerned 

with providing services as opposed to inanimate goods; the social status of professionals tends 

to increase as a function of length of training required to practise; professions claim, define and 

control a specialist knowledge; and, while professions may pursue economic interests, they 

often have other motives for their collective action for social closure (Malin, 2017).  

A number of approaches to professionalisation have developed in the literature and each differ 

in their definition of what constitutes a profession and their analysis of why some occupations 

have professionalised to greater degrees than others and why others have not professionalised 

(Abbott & Meerabeau, 1998; Malin, 2017). Three approaches are briefly outlined in more detail 

below, including the trait, characteristic or attribute approach; the power and control 

approach, and the process approach. 

Trait, characteristic or attribute approach. 

The trait, characteristic or attribute approach emphasises the function of professions in 

society, and depicts the positive qualities of professions. This approach was first explored by 

Flexner in 1915. He listed six characteristics that are required to claim professional status and 

argued that social work did not meet these: 

Essentially intellectual operations with large individual responsibility, deriv[ing] raw 

material from science and learning; this raw material is worked up into a practical and 

definite end; they possess an educationally communicable technique; they tend to self-

organisation; they become increasingly altruistic in motivation. (Flexner 1915/2001, p. 

156) 

He asserted that a profession or professional in its broadest sense is the opposite of amateur, and 

what mattered more was a professional spirit and approach to work.  

While there is no consensus about the essential traits that would clarify the difference between 

professions and occupations (Wilensky, 1964), the trait, characteristic or attribute approach to 

professionalisation developed and strengthened over time to usually include having a systematic 

theory/body of knowledge, recognised professional authority by clientele, community sanction, 

a code of ethics, and a professional culture sustained by formal and informal groups including 

employing organisations, education, research centres, and professional associations (Etzioni, 

1969; Goode, 1957; Greenwood, 1957; Hugman, 1991, 1996; Roach Anleu, 1992). The addition 

of other traits included control over entry to training (Daniel, 2013; Orme et al., 2009), 

increasing length of education and training duration and socialisation within higher education 

(Wilensky, 1964), production of original research (Lyons, 2000), development of specialist 
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skills (Daniel, 2013), growing fidelity to a service ideal (Brill, 2001), heightening of 

independence and autonomy of action (at least as an occupation if not individually due to 

agency accountability requirements) (Hugman, 1991; Olgiati, 2006), and strengthening prestige 

as a professional group, which may include remuneration and fiduciary relations with clients 

(Goode, 1957; Hugman, 1991).  

Wilensky (1964) emphasised that professions brought disciplinary tradition and service 

motivation to respond to human need. In considering the history of 18 occupations in the United 

States, he suggested five usually sequential steps for an occupation to progress towards 

professionalisation. These were firstly that the occupation be a fulltime activity. Secondly, 

workers in the occupation would be university trained and qualified. Thirdly, those qualified 

workers would develop a national professional association that would redefine the occupation’s 

core focus and the handover of some of the unskilled tasks to others, encounter conflict between 

old and new members who seek to upgrade the occupation, and experience competition between 

the redefined occupation and related ones. Fourthly, the members of the association would seek 

political alliances to gain legal protection of the monopoly of skill. Finally, a formal code of 

ethics and rules to eliminate unqualified and incompetent practitioners would be established by 

the professional association. Barriers to professionalisation were also outlined by Wilensky 

(1964). These included organisational threats to autonomy and the service ideal, and bases of 

knowledge that threaten exclusive jurisdiction.  

The trait, characteristic or attribute approach explains that occupations distribute along a 

professional continuum with well-recognised professions with many traits at one end and less 

recognised professions with fewer traits further along the line (Etzioni, 1969; Goode, 1969; 

Greenwood, 1957; Scott, 1969; Toren, 1969). The model indicates that social work would be 

able to progressively strengthen its professional status but that this would involve changing 

relationships with clients, colleagues, agency, community, and other professions with resulting 

implications for the social action and social reform components of social work values and 

philosophy:  

To be granted the rights and rewards of an established profession—autonomous control, 

high prestige, and high income; social work will have to show that its members 

command esoteric knowledge and skills which enable them to accomplish their task 

much more efficiently and with better results than any other enthusiastic amateur, as is 

the case, for example, in the medical profession. (Toren, 1969, p. 147) 

Sociologists developed the notion of aspiring or semi-professions to explain why some 

occupations, such as social work (and teaching and nursing), did not fully meet the traits 
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required to be a fully fledged profession, such as medicine or law. Even though semi-

professions had a service ideal; drew on theory, knowledge and technical skill (to some degree); 

promoted professional membership and participation; and adopted codes of ethics; it was argued 

that they did not have dominance in distinct areas of knowledge, and often experienced 

employer constraints on autonomy and limitations on professional monopoly, power, public 

esteem, and community sanction (Etzioni, 1969; Goode, 1969; Hamilton, 1974; P. R. Jones, 

1974; Scott, 1969; Toren, 1969; Wilensky, 1964). Others added that semi-professions also did 

not place themselves above the communities they worked for (Beddoe, 2013b; Goode, 1969). 

Further, in the case of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand from the 1950s onwards, different 

fields of practice had variable systematic bodies of knowledge and approaches to 

professionalism (D. J. McDonald, 1977; Roach Anleu, 1992; Toren, 1969).  

Alternative views suggest that the trait, characteristic or attribute approach describes the 

symptoms and not the cause of an occupation’s standing, and provides an uncritical structural 

functionalist neo-Durkheimian account of professions (Goode, 1957; Parsons, 1939). In the 

Aotearoa New Zealand setting, the initial low levels of practitioner training, cultural 

imperatives, and ideological challenges towards professionalisation placed the traits framework 

in doubt (Ings, 1986) and failed to consider the reality of privilege, power, and control with 

regard to professionalisation projects (Barretta-Herman, 1993a; Wilding, 1982). This is 

considered in the next section. 

Power or control approach. 

Developing from the 1970s, the power or control approach to professionalisation recognises the 

place of power, control, and privilege in professionalisation projects (Bolton & Muzio, 2008; 

Etzioni, 1969; Freidson, 2001; Simpson & Simpson, 1969; Wilensky, 1964; Witz, 1992). The 

approach offers an explanation of the social processes underlying any occupation’s attempt to 

attain professional status, as well as the hierarchy of professions, which the trait, characteristic 

or attribute approach did not fully explain (Weiss-Gal &Welbourne, 2008). Consideration of 

power or control approaches to professionalisation, with a focus on social closure, professional 

dominance, and webs of power relations that underpin professional relationships, fits within the 

neo-Weberian, neo-Marxist, poststructuralist, and managerialism frameworks outlined by Malin 

(2017). The power or control approach is therefore useful to understand how and why 

occupations can establish and maintain dominance and develop the exclusive right to perform 

certain work, and organise knowledge into disciplines. The impact of gender, class, ethnicity, 

social science, and faith, for both the workers and those with whom they work, may also be 

readily considered with this approach, alongside the effect that professional recognition has on 



 

34 

relationships with clients, society, and with other professions (Barretta-Herman, 1993b; Becker, 

1962 as cited in Hamilton, 1974; Freidson, 2001). The approach is also useful for examining 

alliances with the state and the part played by politicians in adopting regulation legislation 

(Barretta-Herman, 1993a; Wilding, 1982; Wilensky, 1964).  

As social work has a commitment to social action, social justice, and equity, the profession 

must, at times, challenge dominant state interests. This may in part explain why social work did 

not receive universal acceptance of its claim to professional status (Beddoe, 2013b), and also 

why the state was initially reluctant to regulate social work (Ings, 1986). Barretta-Herman 

(1993b) warned that a ramification of social work regulation legislation included a “state 

concern for private troubles, which have been accepted as public issues, legitimizing state 

action, and providing status jobs for the elite and middle classes. [And, further], the state would 

both enforce licensing and the monopoly” (p. 32). She challenged social workers “to remain true 

to the dual commitment of the social work task by using power and status of increased 

professionalisation to improve services to clients and to enhance social justice” (p. 35).  

Professionalisation takes place within broader structural and social systems and the gendering of 

professionalisation projects may be examined utilising the power or control approach. 

Definitions of professionalisation effectively excluded feminine characteristics of caring and 

any focus on relationships (Bolton & Muzio, 2008; Etzioni, 1969; Rueschemeyer, 1986, as cited 

in Witz, 1992). Women’s problematic place within professionalisation projects was thus able to 

be sidestepped (Bolton & Muzio, 2008). Rueschemeyer (1986, as cited in Witz, 1992) remarked 

that the “high devotion/low power syndrome” (p. 58) of the social service professions fits well 

with women’s traditional roles. Others argued that social work, therefore, adopted the language 

of science to disguise its femininity (Walter, 2003). Etzioni’s (1969) definition of semi-

profession also had two defining features; it was an occupation located within a bureaucratic 

organisation, and one in which women predominate: 

Part of the problem is due to the fact that the typical professional is male where the 

typical semi-professional is female. Despite the effects of emancipation, women on 

average are more amenable to administrative control than men. … It is difficult to 

determine if the semi-professional organizations have taken the form they have because 

of the high percentage of female employees, or if they recruit females because of 

organizational reasons; in all likelihood these factors support each other. (p. xv) 

Social work’s ethos as a caring profession, with an emphasis on vocation and nurturance, 

delineates it as women’s work. Social work, unlike teaching, does not have a masculine cultural 

project at play, where male teachers, despite being a minority within the profession, are more 
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likely to hold senior positions (Bolton & Muzio, 2008). Gender, it is argued, may therefore be 

another important factor behind social work’s failure to achieve full professionalisation (Bolton 

& Muzio, 2008; Etzioni, 1969).  

Beliefs around class, ethnicity and religion also play a role in the development of 

professionalisation projects. Some groups have limited access to resources and the power 

required for the successful development and maintenance of professionalisation projects (Bolton 

& Muzio, 2008; Witz, 1992). Social workers have traditionally dealt with “dirty work” with 

often the most economically and socially depressed people in the community who are 

experiencing severe problems (P. R. Jones, 1974). Practitioners are also often recruited from 

these same groups, which in turn impacts both on power and the desire to professionalise 

(Toren, 1969). Finally, early alignment with faith or religious causes may also have threatened 

the social work occupation’s ability to professionalise, as practice was not viewed as a science, 

rather it was considered to be more closely aligned to the arts (Walter, 2003).  

More recently, Harington and Beddoe (2013) suggested that “social workers need 

professionalism to negotiate the space for their work to be reliable and trusted, and used for 

collective or civic good” (p. 160), which leads to the following discussion of the process 

approach to professionalisation. 

Process approach. 

The process approach focuses on the concept or process of professionalism in both occupations 

and professions, implying the importance of trust in client relations and reducing the 

significance of requiring a definitional line between professions and other (expert) occupations 

(Evetts, 2006a, 2006b). The democratic or collaborative framework outlined by Malin (2017) 

fits here, in that the perspective seeks to demystify professional work and forge alliances 

between professionals and those they work alongside. The approach suggests a “less elitist 

stance and allows for social mobility of occupational groups while recognising this activity is 

not entirely independent and autonomous” (Beddoe, 2013b, pp. 46–47). Professionalism, using a 

process approach, can be thought of as an occupational value (Freidson, 2001) and/or as a 

discourse (organisational professionalism) (Evetts, 2003; Fournier, 1999), and requires 

individual professionals to consider themselves agents of change, not victims of change. The 

resulting upwards (state), downwards (client, user), inwards (internal audit) and outwards 

(public) accountability requirements spotlight collective values such as social justice, fairness 

including gender and race equality, and employee solidarity (Malin, 2017). Evetts (2006b), 

argued 
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A more balanced assessment of professionalism as a normative value suggests that … 

professional self-interest and public interest may not be at opposite ends of a continuum, 

rather professionalism could be compatible with advancing the public interest and work 

to create and represent distinct professional values or moral obligations that restrain 

excessive competition and encourage cooperation. (p. 136) 

Considering professionalism utilising a process approach is argued as a way to establish 

symbolic capital (Malin 2017; Schinkel & Noordegraaf, 2011), authority, value, and confidence 

in (social) work, but, at the same time, it promotes occupational closure, practices of exclusion 

and control that threatened to undermine key social work values, ethos, and practice (Beddoe, 

2013b; Cockburn-Wootten & Brewis, 2014). Malin (2017) stated:  

The evolution of a professional project acknowledges a social, political, and cultural 

context composed of factors which range from social values to legislation alongside 

discovering the impacts of the history, tradition and power position of technological 

innovations that impinge on professional work. (p. 26) 

Harington and Beddoe (2013) proposed three paradigms of social professions: heroic, altruistic, 

and civic. The heroic paradigm sets “elite” practitioners apart from their vulnerable and 

marginalised client base and has a focus on cure. The skilled altruistic paradigm of 

professionalisation focuses on shared control with contested autonomy and a concern for care. 

The civic paradigm of professionalisation considers that status lies in the credibility of the 

vocational practice to connect with communities and needs and has joint control with 

stakeholders and a concern for civic revitalisation. It has been argued that while professionalism 

may be “practice undertaken because of its civic significance” (Harington & Beddoe, 2013, p. 

160), with the aim to optimise service, key questions regarding the intersection of demographic 

interests (gender, ethnicity, age, region) with professionalisation remain. Gleeson and Knights 

(2006) outlined many key elements confronting professionalism including conflict, as opposed 

to consensus and trust; audit; performance management; and managerialism; arguing that 

professionalism should connect with “more democratic forms of accountability and governance” 

(p. 290). Olgiati (2006) argued for new patterns of building trust with “rational criteria” and 

“visible markers” of quality service. Noordegraaf (2007) suggested reinterpreting 

professionalism so that it is not solely about occupational control (pure professionalism), or 

organisational control (situated professionalism), to include both as reflexive control or a 

professional use of professionalism. Noordegraaf (2007) argued this is “highly relevant in 

ambiguous domains in which expertise can no longer be isolated from other experts, decision 
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makers or clients” (p. 780). Further, hybridised professionalism offers new opportunities for 

maintaining the notion of professionalism in times that weaken it.  

In summary, a professionalisation project is therefore where occupations seek to become 

publicly recognised as a profession, to both improve the status of their occupation and also the 

capacity of members of the profession to enhance their quality of services and professionalism. 

Challenges remain concerning the impact of professionalisation projects in relation to working 

alongside communities of need. Professionalisation is a politically charged project, involving 

many actors including the state, users, practitioners, universities and large employing 

organisations (Muzio & Kirkpatrick, 2011), achieved through a series of strategic alliances with 

those in power (Freidson, 2001). At the same time, professionalisation requires evidence 

technical knowledge and competence, promotion of ethical standards and public interest, and 

separation of the discipline from competing groups with alternate cultural capital (Beddoe, 

2013b; D. Jones & Truell, 2012).  

What is Social Work? Continuum of Theoretical Perspectives 

To consider the development of social work as a profession, definitions of social work must also 

be examined. A descriptive definition could be simply that social work is what social workers 

do, and what an agency or government policy requires it to do (Thompson, 2005). But many 

social work activities overlap with other human services and also ethically transcend what an 

agency or policy requires. Over time, individualist explanations of social problems have been 

challenged by sociological ones that have sought to understand the social and individual 

consequences of poverty, unemployment and social changes (Llewellyn, Agu, & Mercer, 2008). 

Nash (1998) points out that definition(s) of social work have always been contested, “the tension 

revolves partly around who has the right to define social work and therefore how people should 

be prepared for practice” (p. 409).  

Classifications of social work by philosophy, roles, and tasks, and how the change effort is 

conceptualised, have been advanced (Connolly & Healy, 2013; Dominelli & Hackett, 2012; 

Gray & Webb, 2009; Howe, 2009; Payne, 2005, 2014; Teater, 2014; Thompson, 2005). From its 

beginnings, social work has juggled a basic ideological duality in focus, social action, reform 

and change on one hand with facilitating the adjustment of individuals to existing situations on 

the other. Both approaches share the goals and values of the promotion of human welfare 

(Barretta-Herman, 1993b).  

Payne (2005) provided a theoretical framework showing three positions within which social 

work practice fits: reflexive therapeutic, individualist reformist, and socialist collectivist. These 
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positions assist a focus on how society is organised, how social workers could do things, and 

how their work with clients can be successful. Social workers refer to eclectic or postmodern 

approaches to utilising theory as a way to adapt to the individual versus community or social 

change tensions and to work inclusively (Beddoe & Maidment, 2009; Maidment & Egan, 2009). 

The first two positions outlined by Payne (2005) link with a focus of facilitating adjustment of 

individuals to existing situations, while the third approach links to a social action, reform and 

change focus. There is ongoing debate about the weight given to each perspective (Payne, 2005; 

Teater, 2014; Toren, 1969), and the professionalisation of social work has been challenged for 

deflecting attention from social change and human rights approaches to emphasise a focus on 

individual adjustment to circumstances. While social work practice theory is an eclectic 

phenomenon, there is a baseline that social work is a unified yet developing profession. The 

social work profession has reconsidered its roles and purposes in response to developing 

understandings and knowledge about diversity and difference both intra-nationally and 

internationally. In Aotearoa New Zealand, social workers were (and still are) ethically required 

to reconsider their role in order to understand and acknowledge that the primary identity of 

indigenous people was constructed and articulated differently from the Western modernist 

unitary social work project (Fraser & Simpson, 2014; C. McDonald, Harris, & Wintersteen, 

2003). 

Aotearoa New Zealand bicultural underpinnings. 

Aotearoa New Zealand, as a country with bicultural underpinnings and a history of colonisation, 

has needed to develop a unique response to social work practice. A strong holistic philosophy 

underpins Māori theory and models of practice with priority to the collective as opposed to 

individual change as is clarified in the following whakataukī:  

Ehara taku toa i te toa takatahi engari he toa takatini.  

Our strength is not of the individual, but that of the multitude. No one can survive alone. 

(Brougham & Reed, 2004, p. 135) 

Kaupapa (topic, purpose) Māori theory is explained by a growing number of Māori academics 

(for example, Kiro, 2000; Pihama, 2010; Pihama, Cram, & Walker, 2002; L. T. Smith 2000, 

2012; S. Walker, Eketone, & Gibbs, 2006; Walsh-Tapiata, 2003) as comprising three themes: 

understanding or conscientisation, resistance, and transformation or praxis of the negative 

impacts of colonisation on Māori. Contemporary Māori responses that address issues at micro, 

meso and macro levels have developed and influenced Western social work theories and models 

in Aotearoa New Zealand and vice versa (Durie, 1985, 1995a; Hollis, 2005; Hollis-English, 

2017; Pere, 1982; Ruwhiu, 2001, 2009, 2013). Hollis (2005) explained that Māori concentrate 
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on principles or tikanga Māori rather than techniques, thus there is a need to remain inclusive 

when describing Māori methods and to not isolate the principles from the theories and the 

theories from the methods. These principles include concepts of tapu (restriction or prohibition), 

noa (free from tapu), and mana (prestige, authority) with others including whanaungatanga 

(kinship), aroha (love, affection, compassion), and manaakitanga (kindness, hospitality) (Durie, 

1985; Hollis, 2005; Mead, 2003; Pere, 1997; Ruwhiu, 1995). Māori models of practice that 

focus on interconnectedness at and across micro, meso and macro levels with a focus on 

wellbeing have developed including Te Wheke (Pere, 1997), Whare Tapa Whā (Durie, 1985), 

and Te Pae Mahutonga (Durie (1999). 

E whā ngā kokonga o tāku whare, ka hinga tētahi, ka hinga tāku whare.  

There are four corners to a house, should one be weak, the house weakens. (Ake & 

Moorhouse, 2016, p. 54) 

Definitions of social work. 

The IFSW (2013) had its early beginnings in 1932, forming a loose international cooperation of 

national associations of social workers. The Second World War disrupted communication 

between the associations, but they regrouped post-war. IFSW has developed a number of 

iterations of global definitions of social work since their first formal definition in 1957 that 

stated: 

Social work is a systematic way of helping individuals and groups towards better 

adaptation to society. The social worker will work together with clients to develop their 

inner resources and he will mobilise, if necessary, outside facilities for assistance to 

bring about changes in the environment. Thus, social work tries to contribute towards 

greater harmony in society. As in other professions, social work is based on specialised 

knowledge, certain principles and skills. (IFSW, 1959, p. 3)  

Ongoing development of international definitions of social work (with regional and national 

amplifications) and global standards for social work education are the focus of attention of 

IFSW and the International Association of Schools of Social Work (IASSW) (Hare, 2004; 

IASSW, 2004, 2014; Sewpaul & Jones, 2005). This reflects that social work is practised in 

many countries, people are moving between countries at an increasing rate with greater 

interdependence, and that there is an impact of international affairs in local situations 

(Dominelli, 1997, 2010; Dominelli & Hackett, 2012; Fraser & Simpson, 2014; Hare, 2004; 

Healy & Meagher, 2004; Ife, 2001; Lyons, 2006). The international definitions of social work 

utilised in Aotearoa New Zealand are themselves reflections of time, place, culture, economics, 

and political structures (Staniforth, 2010; Staniforth, Fouche & O’Brien, 2011).  
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Specific Aotearoa New Zealand definitions of social work were considered at various times over 

the decades alongside the use of international definitions. At the Otago Social Workers’ 

Association conference in 1962, a definition of social work was agreed upon: 

Social work is the process of helping people with the aid of appropriate social services, 

to resolve or mitigate a wide range of personal social problems which they are unable to 

meet successfully without such help. This process calls for both knowledge and skills. 

(Otago Social Workers’ Association, 1962, p. 1) 

By 1970, the NZASW Membership Committee endorsed a proposed definition of social worker 

that provided a description of what a social worker did, disciplines from which the practice 

derived its theory, and the presence of social work supervision, and published it in the 

Association journal. This definition stated: 

A social worker is a person who looks to the social sciences, and in particular, to the 

study of human behaviour and human motivation and to the body of theory concerning 

the practice of social work in conjunction with field experience under the guidance of a 

social work supervisor, to equip him for involvement for the whole or a significant part 

of his working time as a  

• social caseworker concerned with the helping of individuals and families by a 

face-to-face approach to meet their social, economic and relationship needs, or as 

a  

• social group worker concerned with using the group situation as a developmental 

and rehabilitative focus, or as a  

• community organisation worker dealing with planned collective action towards 

alleviation of social problems, or as an 

• administrator within a social science organisation, supervisor of casework or 

group work, or a teacher of knowledge or skill relevant to social work, and where 

he can be regarded as having a responsibility for the quality of service rendered 

to clients. (B. Manchester, 1970 p. 5) 

In 2000, an updated global definition of social work was adopted by both IFSW and IASSW, 

replacing the previous 1982 definition: 

The social work profession promotes social change, problem solving in human 

relationships and the empowerment and liberation of people to enhance well-being. 

Utilising theories of human behaviour and social systems, social work intervenes at the 

points where people interact with their environments. Principles of human rights and 

social justice are fundamental to social work. (IFSW, 2000 n.p.)  
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By 2014, in response to challenges both internal to the profession (modernist to postcolonial and 

postmodernist perspectives) and external to the profession (globalisation and neoliberalism), a 

new global definition of social work, alongside a global agenda for social work and social 

development, was accepted that provided a commitment to social justice and human rights 

action in 2014, and attempted to recognise diverse world views (Fraser & Simpson, 2014): 

Social work is a practice-based profession and an academic discipline that promotes 

social change and development, social cohesion, and the empowerment and liberation of 

people. Principles of social justice, human rights, collective responsibility and respect for 

diversities are central to social work. Underpinned by theories of social work, social 

sciences, humanities and indigenous knowledge, social work engages people and 

structures to address life challenges and enhance wellbeing. The above definition may be 

amplified at national and/or regional levels. (IFSW, 2014 n.p.) 

In the context of Aotearoa New Zealand, this global definition of social work includes a 

commitment to the principles of the Tiriti o Waitangi, promoting tino rangatiratanga for Māori 

and challenging the continuing impact of colonial oppression on the wellbeing of tangata 

whenua (RSW Collective, 2017). Social workers in the Asia Pacific region developed a regional 

amplification, which was approved by the General Body of Asian and Pacific Association of 

Social Work Education (APASWE) in 2016, after 2 years of consultation, that states:  

The Asia Pacific region represents many different communities and peoples. The region 

has been shaped by its migrations and indigenous and colonising histories. It contains 

some of the richest and some of the most economically deprived nations. It is a region 

where East meets West, and South meets North with differing religious, philosophic and 

political perspectives. It is a region that has been severely impacted by climate change, 

overuse of finite resources, natural, and human-made disasters, yet the strength and 

resilience of its peoples have been demonstrated over and over again. Professional social 

work in the Asia Pacific region has an emphasis on: 

• Realising the care and compassion of our Profession in ensuring that all people 

are provided with adequate social protection so that their needs are met and 

human rights and dignity safeguarded; 

• Recognising the importance of faith, spirituality and/or religion in people’s lives 

and holding respect for varying belief systems; 

• The celebration of diversity and peaceful negotiation of conflict; 

• Affirming the region’s indigenous and local knowledges and practices alongside 

critical and research-based practice/practice-based research approaches to social 

work practice; and 
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• Encouraging innovative, sustainable social work and social development 

practices in the preservation our environment. (APASWE, 2016 n.p.) 

By 2017, new registration legislation was being developed to include mandatory registration of 

social workers in Aotearoa New Zealand, and it was suggested in this Bill that employers could 

define who was a social worker. ANZASW argued that leaving the definition of a social worker 

up to the employer would erode public confidence in the profession and result in fewer 

registered social workers (Hutton, 2018). The SWRB proposed setting a definition of social 

worker instead. The response by the social work community was of deep concern regarding state 

capture, as shown in the Re-Imagining Social Work in Aotearoa New Zealand blog, including 

this post in May 2017: 

We are deeply concerned that the SWRB consultation will appear to the international 

social work community as an attempt by the state to ride roughshod over these 

democratic and consultative processes [of developing definitions of social work]. 

Furthermore, it represents an attempt to control the profession by a government that has 

amply demonstrated it does not understand the scope of social work, or what social 

workers are capable of doing, and has regularly excluded social workers from key 

decisions about our profession ... We fully appreciate that a definition of social work 

may be required in the legislative framework, but question the need to supplant what is 

already an internationally accepted definition? (RSW Collective, 2017, para. 3). 

There were many submissions against employers or the state establishing a definition of social 

work (see RSW Collective, 2019). 

As a way forward, the concept of scopes of practice that linked to global definitions and 

professional ethics and values were included in the new legislation with a requirement for 

consultation with the social work community in their development. 

International social work professionalisation projects. 

The global nature of social work is evidenced by the international associations including IFSW 

and IASSW. Within these bodies, social work is framed as a transnational activity and from this 

view it could be argued that professionalisation is an “identifiable meta-professional project” (C. 

McDonald et al., 2003, p. 192). In 1951, The United Nations recognised social work as an 

international profession and by 1964 noted the considerable expansion in social work education 

in developing nations (Midgley, 1981). International social work professionalisation projects 

progressed in various ways over the latter half of the 20th century, with the gradual adoption of 

more of the identified traits, power and control, trust in client relations and ethical direction to 

gain greater recognition (Hugman, 1996; C. McDonald et al., 2003).  

https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/355836/social-workers-call-for-govt-to-scrap-registration-bill
http://www.reimaginingsocialwork.nz/2019/02/scopes-of-practice-an-opportunity-for-ownership/
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There are arguments for and against professionalisation and regulation. On the one hand, 

professionalisation may be viewed as positive in that “a deprofessionalised and deskilled 

workforce is not in a good position to defend the interests of social services users” (Healy & 

Meagher, 2004, p. 250). However, while it theoretically provides improved protection of clients 

and enhanced professional standing of the profession, there is limited evidence whether either 

occurs and additionally that professional self-interest could over-ride public interest (McCurdy, 

Sreekumar, & Mendes, 2020; Worsley, Shorrock, & McLaughlin, 2020). The projects remain 

open to critique around the risk of undermining key social work values, ethos, and practice, as 

well as the independence, self-determination, and innovation of education providers and the 

profession (McCurdy et al., 2020; O’Brien, 2005, 2013; van Heugten, 2011).  

The IASSW is a worldwide organisation, made up of 509 member schools representing 79 

countries, that has represented the interests of social work education for more than 90 years. It 

undertakes a world census of social work education programmes every 10 years and in 2010 

reported that social work was taught at a postsecondary degree level in 125 countries, up from 

114 countries 10 years earlier (IASSW, 2012). A study undertaken by Weiss-Gal and 

Welbourne (2008) provided a comparison of eight professional features of social work in 10 

countries drawn from each of the five IFSW regions. The eight features combine those discussed 

in both the trait, characteristic or attribute approach and the power or control approach to 

professionalism. They are public recognition, monopoly over types of work, professional 

autonomy, knowledge base, professional education, professional organisations, codified ethical 

standards, and prestige/remuneration. Certain professional features are found in all, or nearly all, 

of the countries included in the study, including the establishment of professional organisations, 

the formulation or adoption of a professional code of ethics, the development and dissemination 

of a specific body of knowledge, and the placement of social work training in institutions of 

higher education. Formal monopolies over fields of practice were not found in any of the 

countries, while enforceable regulations and restrictions on the use of the title of social worker, 

state sanctions for ethical breaches, control over training and entry into the profession were 

found in only some of the countries of the study. The authors explained the uneven movement 

between the countries towards the professionalisation of social work using the power approach 

to professionalisation, and differentiating between inner and outer/external power. Inner power 

was defined as “the ability of social workers to work cooperatively as an organised group or 

professional entity, and exert influence over the body of social workers as a professional group” 

while external power was defined as “the ability of the profession to exert influence outside the 

profession itself … e.g., decision makers within the political and bureaucratic arenas” (Weiss-

Gal & Welbourne, 2008, p. 289). They argued that most of the professional features achieved by 
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social work in the countries studied appear to have been achieved primarily through the 

profession’s inner power. Where external power was required to achieve a professional feature, 

the results were more uneven. They argued that professionalisation of social work depends on 

three complex variables: level of internal power; level of external power or the external 

influence the profession is able to mobilise; and the political, economic and social context 

within which it is operating including professional prestige, scope for asserting professional 

knowledge and expertise at a policy level. They concluded that:  

despite the uneven success of the professionalisation project within social work, this 

study … indicates that across very diverse settings the aspiration to professional status is 

strong and acts as a powerful motivating force behind the development of professional 

organisations, professional ethics and professional knowledge. (p. 289) 

The literature notes that the 20th century witnessed a growth in occupations seeking to become 

professions (Malin, 2017) and social work was not an exception. C. McDonald et al. (2003) 

proposed that: 

Social work as a professional project is the operational embodiment of modern welfare 

regimes and social work is a key instrumental expression of collective responsibility for 

individual citizens within a welfare regime authorized and legitimised by a liberal 

democratic regime of governance. (p. 196)  

C. McDonald et al. (2003) further argue that social work professionalisation activity in different 

countries demonstrates that context matters, in that regimes of governance and welfare along 

with different social, cultural, economic, and political contexts condition the manner in which a 

professional project develops. They suggested the following which clearly identifies both the 

paradox and risk of professionalisation: 

The more social work reflects the regime types of a particular nation, the greater the role 

it plays in operationalizing the regime of welfare and upholding the regime of 

governance, and the more legitimacy it is granted by the state, the stronger it will be as a 

collective activity. (p. 205) 

I now briefly consider literature around social work professionalisation projects in England and 

Australia, both of which may be considered liberal democratic in their orientation to governance 

and with established welfare regimes, in order to consider the differences and similarities in 

those experiences of regulation as responses to risk-averse environments that reflect the tension 

between prescriptive regulation and professional autonomy, and the Aotearoa New Zealand 

professionalisation project.  
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Social work professionalisation in England. 

Social work in England evolved from its predominantly philanthropic beginnings 

(Younghusband, 1981), to a post-war welfare state in which citizens had collective obligations 

for each other’s welfare through the state (C. McDonald et al., 2003). The implementation of the 

Kilbrandon Report (1964) and the Seebohm Report (1968) required local governments to 

establish social work (Scotland) or social services departments (England and Wales). A complex 

bureaucratic unified social work profession developed without, until the 2000s, a regulatory 

council (Furness, 2013; C. McDonald et al., 2003; McInnes & Lawson-Brown, 2007). There 

was a long-term commitment to a regulatory council and regulation of social workers by the 

British Association of Social Workers (BASW), and many social work academics in the United 

Kingdom (UK), despite criticism of professionalisation (Orme, 2001; Orme & Rennie, 2006). 

Regulation was initiated in 2001 with the establishment of the General Social Care Council 

(GSCC), which followed the passing of the Care Standards Act 2000, and aimed to improve the 

protection of vulnerable people and raise standards. This development heralded much upheaval 

and change in the regulation of social work in England. The GSCC took over the functions of 

the Central Council for Education and Training in Social Work (CCETSW) that had been the 

statutory body, which had overseen the education and training of social workers from 1971–

2001 and had, among other things, held a register of all qualified social workers (Furness, 2013; 

Orme, 2001). Unlike the CCETSW, the GSCC required social workers to formally apply for 

registration and was responsible for complaints and discipline of registered social workers, 

becoming a state regulator of professional practice (Furness, 2013; McLaughlin, 2007; 

McLaughlin et al., 2015; Pugh, 2005).The new state regulator GSCC, with its ability to exert 

control over the profession, was established, in part at least, as a state response to high-visibility 

national child-protection scandals in the UK (Laming, 2002), and was in line with a noticeable 

increase in the regulation of all professions at that time in England (Haney, 2012). It was 

anticipated, linking back to Evetts’ (2003) analysis of professionalism, that the professional 

standing of social workers would be enhanced with accompanying social work education 

reforms that required a degree qualification from 2003 (GSCC, 2002; Moriarty et al., 2010; 

Moriarty & Manthorpe, 2013). Protection of title was introduced in 2005, which meant only 

those who were registered as social workers with the GSCC could call themselves, or work as, 

social workers, and this tightened state control of the profession (McInnes & Lawson-Brown, 

2007; McLaughlin, 2007; Orme, 2001).  

The GSCC was abolished in 2012, and its powers were transferred to the Health Professions 

Council, which was renamed the Health and Care Professions Council (HCPC) in recognition of 

an expanded remit with regulatory responsibility for 16 different professional groups including 
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social work (Banks, et al., 2020; McLaughlin, et al., 2015; Worsley, Beddoe, et al., 2020). 

Alongside the HCPC, a College of Social Work was established in 2012, as an independent 

body with the remit to promote the profession and standards of social work practice and 

education. However, the College closed in June 2015 due to issues with funding, membership 

and state confidence. By December 2019, a state profession-specific regulator for the social 

work profession, Social Work England, was established under the Children and Social Work Act 

2017, removing social work from the HCPC, and with a focus on raising the quality of social 

work education, training and practice (Worsley, Beddoe, et al., 2020). It is hoped that this 

regulator will ensure greater social work input into decision making around courses and 

standards that will enhance the professional identity of social work and public credibility (Banks 

et al., 2020; Thoburn, 2017). 

The changing regulation space in England has not provided a full response to concerns about the 

statutory regulation of practitioners in whatever guise. It has a focus on practitioner competence 

and incompetence, not organisational and systemic failings. Additionally, as regulators become 

increasingly well-resourced entities, practitioners are increasingly less able to defend themselves 

in the fitness-to-practise disciplinary space (Banks et al., 2020).  

Social work professionalisation in Australia. 

Australia has developed a system of professional self-regulation of social workers that provides 

capacity to exercise control over standards and entry to the profession, both significant 

characteristics of professionalism (McCurdy et al., 2020). Training courses were initiated in 

Australia from 1929, and while state associations were formed in the 1930s including the 

foundation of the South Australian Social Workers Association (Martin, 1987), the Australian 

Association of Social Workers (AASW, n.d.) was not established until 1946. Social work 

gradually grew as an occupational group in Australia post the 1950s, with significant expansion 

of qualified social workers from the 1970s, but the gains for the profession were uneven due to 

significant differences in the institutional arrangements of service delivery between the states, 

and the gendered nature of social workers (Martin, 1985; C. McDonald et al., 2003). In addition, 

social work remained but one player in the expanding and diversifying human welfare services 

market, and consequently did not “achieve a pivotal, influential, or even particularly large role” 

(C. McDonald et al., 2003, p. 200). The AASW (n.d.) self-regulates via a process that restricts 

membership to those with a minimum 4-year AASW accredited degree. Australian social work 

practice standards based on the AASW Code of Ethics (1999) were developed by AASW in 

consultation with members and clients to define good practice and facilitate accountability 

(Laragy, Bland, Giles, & Scott, 2013). The Australian social work education and accreditation 
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standards and associated guidelines, based on the practice standards, are also the responsibility 

of AASW (2012) and prescribe core curriculum content for social work qualification 

programmes (Australian Association of Social Workers, 2012). However, this system is 

voluntary with limitations to imposing fitness-practice requirements of social workers and 

ensuring continuing professional development.  

There have been repeated attempts in Australia to gain state recognition of social work through 

formal registration, but these have not been successful (C. McDonald & Jones, 2000). Since 

2012, AASW has lobbied for the national mandatory registration of social workers, arguing that 

protection of title is the safest way to protect the Australian public from the risk of dangerous or 

incompetent practice by establishing who can be a registered social worker and limiting or 

deregistering unsafe practitioners. It also emphasised that it would place social work in Australia 

in step with most comparable countries (Fotheringham, 2018; Hallahan & Wendt, 2020; Healy, 

2016, 2017; McCurdy et al., 2020). Currently, in South Australia, a Social Workers Registration 

Bill 2018 is before state parliament, which proposes to establish a social workers registration 

board with powers to investigate complaints and enforce penalties, but this is not a national 

Australian response to regulation (Hallahan & Wendt, 2020). 

The Aotearoa New Zealand social work professionalisation outcome offers another model of 

regulation and is the focus of Chapter 4. However, to conclude this chapter and in order to 

contextualise and provide an explanatory frame for the history of the social work 

professionalisation projects, theoretical frameworks are briefly considered, followed by an 

examination of the complex sociopolitical environments in which social work developed from 

the 1980s onwards, alongside heightened neoliberal philosophies that framed both the 

professional projects and also practice.  

Theoretical framework. 

Particular theoretical concepts posited by Bourdieu (1989, 1993) and Foucault (1991) informed 

my thinking about professions and the complex matrix of agents in a field, each with different 

kinds and levels of economic, cultural, social, political, and symbolic capital, that impact upon a 

professionalisation project. These theoretical concepts fit alongside the critical realist theory 

utilised to consider a range of dimensions or fields of forces that impacted on the development 

and initial implementation of the SWRA 2003. 

Bourdieu’s core concepts which described multiple players and agendas (Bourdieu, 1989; Garret 

2007a, 2007b) assist in conceptualising the different agendas at play within the Aotearoa New 

Zealand social work professionalisation and regulation projects. Bourdieu (1989, 1993) 
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developed the concepts of habitus, capital, doxa, and field, as well as cultural and social capital, 

to critically explain and consider different elements or fields of forces that contribute to any 

social project. Garret (2007b) and Beddoe (2010) expanded the concepts of symbolic and 

professional capital in a Bourdieusian sense. The levels of influence of each element are open to 

conjecture in this research history, and each of the major stakeholders held differing views as to 

their own level of influence as drivers of the projects. Some believed the projects were 

predominantly politically driven, others believed the main driver was the profession, or a major 

employer of social workers, while others felt it was the NGOs. Over time, the level of influence 

of each of the agents changed and this is considered in more detail in the three findings chapters. 

Foucault’s (1991) sociopolitical explanations of governmentality and biopower also assist in 

conceptualising the multiple forces. He explored the dual notion of a discipline being a body of 

knowledge and also a strategy for power in social institutions. He, and others influenced by 

Foucault’s work (for example Donzelot, 1980, 2008), warned that populations may be governed 

through the use of state authority and that statutorily regulated professions maybe co-opted into 

a role of surveilling and policing families. 

Sociopolitical environment: Neoliberalism and a culture of risk and audit.  

Many writers have identified that social work during the 1980s and 1990s, both internationally 

and in Aotearoa New Zealand, was practised in the context of an economic marketplace that 

accepted reduced resources, particularly for preventative work; fragmentation of roles; 

increasing evidence-based practice requirements; and a competencies approach. This reduced 

the opportunity and capability of the profession and increased its challenge to respond to issues 

of social justice, and writers called for a revitalised social justice focus (Baines, 2010; 

Dominelli, 1996; Ferguson & Lavalette, 2006; Garrett, 2009a, 2009b; L. M. Healy, 2008; K. 

Healy & Meagher, 2004; Hugman, 1996; Laragy et al., 2013; Olson, 2007; Solas, 2008; Wallace 

& Pease, 2011). In Aotearoa New Zealand, Te Tiriti o Waitangi obligations heightened 

requirements of the profession for considered critical responses to social justice issues (Hyslop, 

2013; Keddell, 2015; O’Brien, 2005, 2009, 2011a, 2011b; Ruwhiu, 2002b, 2009; van Heugten, 

2011; P. Walker, 2005). Policies of economic rationalisation affected all professions in the West 

and resulted in a crisis of trust in state underfunded professional activity that individualised 

social problems, focused on risk and narrowed service provision (Harington & Beddoe, 2013; 

Keddell, 2015; Webb, 2006). K. Healy (2009) examined how social welfare professions were 

undermined by the “corrosive effects of New Public Management” (p. 401) that cut government 

expenditure and sought efficiency and effectiveness at the cheapest price often through 

deprofessionalised services. Paradoxically, social worker regulation in Aotearoa New Zealand 
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advanced in this political environment, while other neoliberal governments were 

deprofessionalising (K. Healy, 2009). Gendered assumptions about caring professions, 

especially those that have a high concentration of women workers like social work, added to the 

destabilisation of the workforce and an ambivalence from within social welfare professions and 

society more generally towards professional recognition of these occupations. New public 

management reforms shaped public service delivery and the state was repositioned as purchaser 

of services, rather than provider (Gleeson & Knights, 2006; K. Healy, 2009). These reforms are 

also associated with the management of risk as opposed to comprehensive service provision (K. 

Healy, 2009; Hyslop & Keddell, 2018; Keddell, 2015; McLaughlin, 2007). Hyslop (2013) 

concluded that “within a neoliberal policy framework, the measurement and management of 

social risk, takes precedence over identification and analysis of social inequality” (p. 55). 

Ironically, alongside the welfare and funding cuts, there was growth and innovation in social 

services in Aotearoa New Zealand in the growing decentralised contract culture (Nowland-

Foreman, 1997). Iwi and kaupapa Māori social services particularly flourished in the 1990s, in 

part due to High Court clarification in 1987 of state obligations under Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

(Baragwanath, 2007, cited in Harrington & Beddoe, 2013). C. Jones (1983) describes the 

paradoxical positioning of social work through a critical sociological lens: 

Social workers are themselves in a strategic position of considerable sensitivity to the 

state. They, too, from their different perspective gain an unparalleled view of the state in 

action; they, too, can see the sorts of problems that are created by these state forms and 

the immense toll which many capitalist processes exert on clients. There are few state 

workers such as social workers who inhabit as their primary domain these nether regions 

of society, and who gain at first hand some insight into the problems and circumstances 

which the state would like to minimise and hide. (p. 50) 

In the early 2000s in Aotearoa New Zealand, a state social development approach was 

implemented (MSD, 2001) that provided for strengthening partnerships between government 

and community, and the devolution of services to communities and iwi (Harington & Beddoe, 

2013). However, the opportunity provided by this and similar developments, such as the 

implementation of the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989, was undermined in 

Aotearoa New Zealand by inaction at a wider state level that did not address economic 

disparities resulting from colonisation and cultural alienation (Hyslop & Keddell, 2018). A 

fledgling sociopolitical appreciation of institutional racism was replaced with psychologically 

situated understandings of trauma and attachment in child-protection practice and a growing 

social investment policy framework (New Zealand Productivity Commission, 2015). 
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Consumer challenge to knowledge claims of professions. 

For social workers, the drive for professionalisation also came at the same time as a consumer 

challenge to professional monopolies (Freidson, 2001) and critique of the widespread 

acceptance of knowledge claims of professions (Harington & Beddoe, 2013). Freidson (2001) 

discussed how professions became institutions, set apart from those they served with special 

groups of intellectual workers. It is argued this was far from social work’s grassroots 

underpinnings (Hunt et al., 2020). Social workers have long been active in challenging the label 

of expert, arguing for client self-determination and partnerships with consumers (Munford & 

Walsh-Tapiata, 2001; O’Brien, 2011a; Sanders & Munford, 2008) and utilising strength-based 

approaches and empowerment, antidiscrimination and antioppressive theories to underpin 

practice (Payne, 2014).  

Regulation provides a pathway to manage risk in a crisis of trust.  

Political and economic risks to the state contractor and the corresponding crisis of trust in social 

workers required managing in Aotearoa New Zealand, as well as in overseas jurisdictions. Here, 

and elsewhere (for example England) (McLaughlin et al., 2015; Worsley, Beddoe, et al., 2020), 

this was attempted through compliance and effectiveness monitoring and reconsideration of 

professional performance through the state being seen to be promoting high standards for public 

services (Beddoe, 2013b; Harington & Beddoe, 2013). It became important for the state to be 

seen to be “doing something” about promoting high standards for public services.  

Conclusion 

The chapter commenced with a brief consideration of different approaches to understanding 

professionalisation. The link to how this applies to social work was made with consideration of 

definitions and theoretical understandings of the domain of social work. International social 

work professionalisation projects were considered, with an example of state regulation in 

England contrasted with professional self-regulation in Australia, setting the scene for 

comparison with the unique process of social work regulation that was adopted in Aotearoa New 

Zealand (the focus of Chapter 4). Theoretical frameworks that incorporate a changing and 

complex matrix of fields of forces that impact on the professionalisation and regulation of social 

work have been outlined to illuminate the apparent paradoxes in the developments. The 

seemingly inconsistent circumstances where Western sociopolitical environments, that 

embraced neoliberal perspectives and new public management, provided both opportunities and 

threats for social work practice and social work professionalisation, were then considered. 

Adding to the complex state of affairs, an examination of consumer challenges to the knowledge 

claims of professions has been discussed. However, it has been argued that regulation provided 
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a pathway for the state in Aotearoa New Zealand and England to manage risk. Thus, while the 

neoliberal philosophy and managerialist agenda reduced professional autonomy, social work 

also, ironically, gained strategic professional space and statutory registration was back on the 

state agenda. The following chapter considers the literature regarding the social work 

professionalisation and regulation projects in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
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Chapter 4: History of Social Work in Aotearoa New Zealand 

In this chapter I provide a brief history of social work in this country from the early days of 

caring and welfare until the passing of the SWRA 2003. It is proposed that the Aotearoa New 

Zealand social work professionalisation project began with the development of social work 

education and training, alongside the establishment and developing priorities of the NZASW, 

which had growing connections with the international social work space. Challenges of elitism, 

racism and sexism within social work, which required addressing before the halting 

professionalisation project could gather steam, are outlined. By the 1990s, registration was 

firmly back on the social work sector’s agenda and an explanation is provided of how the 

project gained traction with the professional association, practitioners, employers, educators and 

the state. This social work regulation project leading to the development and passing of the 

SWRA 2003 is then considered.  

Aotearoa New Zealand social work history 

In the next sections I consider the early beginnings of welfare traditions and developing social 

work occupations in Aotearoa New Zealand and the parallels with developments in Britain. 

Tangata whenua. 

Early welfare traditions were in place in pre-colonised indigenous Aotearoa New Zealand 

society, through the structures of iwi, hapū and whānau. People’s welfare at the time was 

safeguarded through systems of social rights and responsibilities (Durie, 1997; Nash, 2001, 

Ruwhiu, 1999a, 1999b), with wellbeing considered holistically and expressed through multiple 

interconnected aspects, such as those outlined in the Te Whare Tapa Whā model, where the 

dimensions of te taha wairua (spiritual), te taha tināna (physical), te taha hinengaro (emotional) 

and te taha whānau (extended family) must all be fully functioning to be strong (Durie, 1995b). 

Forms of caring, social support and welfare were, and continue to be, expressed in practices 

associated with tikanga and kaupapa, whakapapa (genealogy) and whanaungatanga (Durie, 

1995b; Kawharu, 1975; Mead, 2003; Metge, 1995; Ruwhiu, 1999a, 2009). Mead (2003) 

explained “in the course of [their] pre-European evolution, Māori had worked out a balanced 

system of regulating social behaviour within tribal groups, and political relations between 

them. … There were no forums other than the marae” (p. 5). Ruwhiu (2009) clarified that  

the concept of Māori tino-rangatiratanga (self-determination) has its roots in the entire 

history of Māori culture prior to the arrival of Pākehā (people of British or European 

descent), [arguing that] indigenous social work practice and theory draws its strength 

from historical developments in Māori culture spanning nearly a millennium. (p. 111)  
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In 1840, with only 1% of Aotearoa New Zealand’s population being Pākehā, the Crown and 

some Māori chiefs signed English and Māori versions of The Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi which provided protection and governance but did not (according to the Māori 

version) cede sovereignty. Māori understood their interests and taonga (valued possessions) 

would be protected and a legitimate partnership between the them and the Crown would be 

established. The ongoing impact of the different versions, as well as differing understandings of 

this founding document, are well recorded (Ruwhiu, 1999b, 2001, 2009, 2013; R. Walker, 

2000). By 1860, numbers of new immigrants equalled those of the tangata whenua, but Māori 

were being separated from their land and resources through coercive force and colonial laws. 

The Māori population declined rapidly with changes to diets and the spread of new infectious 

diseases among the indigenous population that had no immunity, alongside loss of life in the 

developing land wars. Māori society was ravaged, marginalised and suppressed in many ways 

resulting in death, alienation from land and a loss of political control and authority (Orange, 

1987; Ruwhiu, 1999b; R. Walker, 1996).  

Strengths within Māori enabled survival and, since the 1890s, the Māori population has 

maintained an upward trend (Statistics New Zealand, 2018). Māori developed indigenous 

theories, models, and approaches of wellbeing as part of providing solutions to the issues facing 

their people. These same approaches have much to offer to Western social work (Munford & 

Walsh-Tapiata, 2001).  

It is argued that the colonial and capitalist nature of Aotearoa New Zealand society in the 19th 

and 20th centuries is critical to understanding contemporary patterns of racism and that the 

introduction of capitalism and private ownership into a non-capitalist society was a major force 

in disrupting the coherence of traditional Māori society (Durie, 1998; Fleras & Spoonley, 1999; 

Spoonley, 1994; Walsh-Tapiata, 2004, 2008). Further, Te Tiriti o Waitangi has important 

implications for the organisation and implementation of social services in New Zealand, as it 

encompasses all New Zealanders, all social and economic policies and is a proactive document 

with implications for the future, as much as for the past (Benton, Benton, Croft, & Waaka, 1991; 

Royal Commission on Social Policy, 1988). 

Welfare traditions from Britain. 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi and assurances that Aotearoa New Zealand was a land of opportunity and 

prosperity for those with initiative, regardless of class, played a part in attracting colonists from 

the UK post-1840. The Pākehā immigrants brought their traditions with them, including 

expectations of welfare even though this country was promoted as a place where there should be 

little need for charity (Tennant, 1983).  
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Younghusband (1981) identified three distinct periods in the history of social work in the UK. 

During the first period, from the 1870s to 1900s, voluntary welfare was provided to “deserving” 

poor through local benevolent societies and guilds, church congregations and groups such as the 

Women’s Christian Temperance Union. Apprentice-type training was developed for co-workers 

and organisational structures and procedures grew through which help could be more effectively 

given. The second period, from around 1900 to 1945, added the concept and developing 

movement of social care to the earlier understandings. Social legislation, trade boards, labour 

exchanges, better public health provision and large-scale public services began to be established. 

In the third period, from 1945 to the 1970s, social workers began to be employed in large 

numbers in local authorities, especially in child-care services. The value of trained social 

workers to ensure consistent standards was increasingly recognised and professional 

associations for specific social work fields began to form and promote standards. By 1970, 

professional associations of medical social workers, psychiatric social workers, child-care 

officers, moral-welfare workers and others came together to form the BASW (Burt, 2008; 

Younghusband, 1981). The parallel with the development of social work in Aotearoa New 

Zealand clearly demonstrates the profession’s colonial underpinnings. 

Early Pākehā welfare and growth in social security in Aotearoa New Zealand. 

From 1840, Aotearoa New Zealand was increasingly colonised, but there were almost no 

established guilds or other community movements to provide effective support for the growing 

numbers of immigrants, the majority of whom had limited social capital and resources to 

provide for periods of unemployment, abandonment or widowhood, sickness or old age. The 

responsibility for social services eventually mainly devolved to the state (Social Security 

Department, 1950). Reflecting the first period in Britain’s history of social work 

(Younghusband, 1981), by the 1860s restricted short-term relief or support for times of 

misfortune was available to impoverished migrants in most provinces in Aotearoa New Zealand. 

However, this support was unevenly and haltingly provided through benevolence and charitable 

aid mainly to “worthy” and “helpable” immigrants who required assistance through a 

combination of family, employer, voluntary and, lastly, state responsibility. Major welfare 

legislation in Aotearoa New Zealand was introduced with the Hospitals and Charitable 

Institutions Act 1885, which established a national system of hospitals and charitable relief, 

acknowledging need and confirming a level of national social responsibility for the sick and 

poor (Tennant, 1989). In 1898, the Old-Age Pensions Act was passed (arising from the 

depression of the 1880s), which, at a surface level, took the blame out of poverty for deserving 
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older people (men, women and Māori but not Chinese residents1). They had to meet certain 

moral qualifications, have been residents in the colony for 25 years or more, and be able to 

prove they were aged 65 or older, which disadvantaged many Māori whose births had not been 

registered (McClure, 1998; Social Security Department, 1950). This first pension was followed 

with a more comprehensive social security system provided by the state including the Widows 

Pensions Act 1911, Military Pensions Act 1911, Miners Phthisis Act 1915, provision of an 

Epidemic Allowance 1918 (Welfare Expert Advisory Group, 2018), addition of pensions for the 

blind (Pensions Amendment Act 1924), and the Family Allowances Act 1926. While these 

extensions positioned Aotearoa New Zealand as a humanitarian country, and were parallel to 

developments in the second period in Britain described by Younghusband (1981), the 

allowances in general were very limited compared to the state’s recognition of the effects of war 

and old age (McClure, 1998). In 1930, the Unemployment Act was passed which initially 

required that work be performed by men in the huge public work schemes in return for relief 

granted to them. Women were initially excluded from receiving sustenance, even though they 

contributed to the unemployment fund, but after protest the policy was modified so they also 

could apply for assistance via a separate process to men (McClure, 1998). In 1938, the Social 

Security Act (arising from the depression of the 1930s), replaced existing legislation relating to 

pensions and unemployment, and was in response to the limitations in earlier legislation which 

had not recognised the insecurity of the unemployed, single mothers, lifelong invalids, and the 

ill. Loopholes continued to allow discrimination to persist, particularly against Māori. A 

universal family benefit was granted to mothers of children aged under 16, for their education 

and maintenance, following the Second World War (initially excluding children of widows and 

war pensioners who already received a state benefit and also children born out of wedlock and 

brought up by single mothers, as in law these children were not considered part of the family, 

although this group was quickly incorporated following protest) (McClure, 1998).  

Barretta-Herman (1993a) argued that later legislation and pensions such as the Department of 

Social Welfare Act 1971 and the New Zealand Superannuation Act 1974 continued to reflect the 

state’s ongoing bias towards the “deserving” (widows and older people) against the 

“undeserving” (single mothers and unemployed) and that certain groups remained more insecure 

than others and were more reliant on discretionary systems of charitable aid. Further, Māori 

insecurity deepened with confiscation of productive land as well as susceptibility to disease 

introduced by the new immigrants (Orange, 1987; R. Walker, 1996). Younghusband (1981) 

emphasised that “from the beginning, social work was interwoven with poverty and deprivation” 

 
1 Chinese immigrants to Aotearoa New Zealand were specifically excluded from eligibility for the old-age pension, consistent with general 

prejudice against Asians. 
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(p. 9), and social work practice should remain focused on interventions to improve 

circumstances and reduce deprivation. 

Social work as a salaried occupation.  

As the colonial state in Aotearoa New Zealand strengthened, Western models of social welfare 

also developed reflecting British education, policing, child welfare, criminal justice and mental 

health systems and Britain’s third wave of the development of social work (Tennant, 1983; 

Younghusband, 1981). Social work as a salaried occupation evolved alongside the growth in 

social security as part of the social welfare sector. Roles as administrators, visitors, and relieving 

officers emerged in charitable organisations, which gradually developed into more formalised 

roles such as child welfare, probation, medical, and Māori health officers, all arguably 

precursors to the social work role (Nash, 1998; Tennant, 1983).  

Welfare was delivered via residual welfare or institutional welfare models through the state or 

NGOs, including Christian agencies and women’s welfare organisations. Charitable aid boards, 

which contributed to the growth of secular social work in Aotearoa New Zealand, were 

established under the Hospitals and Charitable Institutions Act 1885 to provide state assistance 

administered by charitable aid inspectors or relieving officers. These “early social workers” 

initially were men who were employed by hospital boards to support women, children, the ill, 

elderly and unemployed, by providing discretionary charitable aid in the form of either outdoor 

relief if they were living in the community (such as food rations, rent relief, coal) or indoor 

relief if support entailed admission into an institution (McClure, 1998; Nash, 1998; Tennant, 

1983). Social security reduced the demand for outdoor relief and removed the need to collect 

hospital fees. Early social work roles evolved in organisations such as the Society for the 

Protection of Women and Children (women visitors), the Child Welfare Division of the 

Department of Education (with the influence of teachers and nurses) (Tennant, 1983), as well as 

religious organisations that employed social workers (Hancock, 1997; Hancock & Nash, 2005).  

Health social work emerged in the 1930s–1940s with the medical social work role, initially a 

nursing responsibility and part of the district nursing service (Beddoe, 2017; Nash, 2001; 

Spensley, 1953). Social work in health care added a more holistic dimension to medical practice, 

and provided a foundation for contemporary health social work that is underpinned with 

understandings of the health impact of social, cultural, and economic inequalities (Beddoe, 

2017). Around 1958, the Social Security Department began to develop a welfare section, with 

social workers employed to provide counselling and casework to assist beneficiaries. Other 

sectors were employing social work staff with titles such as child welfare officer, probation 

officer, prison welfare officer, Māori welfare offices and field officer. These practitioners 
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traditionally defined social work within their own organisational framework but gradually 

recognised the commonalities of their social work practice across agencies and roles, and calls 

for generic education and training began to emerge (Beddoe, 2018; Nash, 2001, 2009; Tennant, 

1989; Thomson, 1998).  

Parallel developments by Māori that contributed to Māori wellbeing. 

Examples of parallel developments by Māori that contributed to Māori wellbeing are outlined by 

Ruwhiu (1999b) and others. These include Te Rōpū Wahine Māori I te Ora (the Māori 

Women’s Welfare League) which formed in September 1951 and provided Māori women with a 

forum for their overriding objective of meeting the child welfare, health, education, housing and 

employment needs of Māori whānau, as well as a council in which to air their concerns such as 

pushing for te reo Māori in Māori schools. The New Zealand Māori Council, formed in 1962, 

was a state sponsored national Māori body to promote Māori economic and social development, 

and also to move their own people to be upright citizens under the integration philosophy of the 

day. The New Zealand Māori Wardens developed from early examples of Māori policing 

(Fleras, 1980) such as the marae police from Ringatu faith in the 1870s. By the 1940s, the prime 

responsibility of Māori wardens was to reduce excessive drinking and regulate unruly behaviour 

amongst Māori, with increasing legislative powers. Māori Trustees were set up between 1922 

and 1953 to execute the appropriate administration of compensation to Māori complainants from 

the Crown. The Māori Affairs Department was responsible for Māori Land Boards, Māori 

Trustees, Māori Land Courts, Māori land development schemes, rehabilitation and training 

schemes. In the 1970s, an activist movement of Māori working for Māori outside of the system, 

named Ngā Tamatoa, emerged from a conference held at the University of Auckland that had 

been organised by Ranginui Walker (Ruwhiu, 1999b). The group promoted Māori rights such as 

the right to te reo Māori, fought discrimination and cultural misappropriation and confronted 

injustices, particularly violations of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the loss of lands. Taura Eruera, a 

Ngā Tamatoa member, reflected on the group’s beginning: 

Our tohu at the time was tama tu, tama ora, tama noho, tama mate, tamatoa—meaning 

stand up and do something, don’t sit and do nothing. (NZ On Screen, 2012, para. 5) 

The Social Work Professionalisation Project in Aotearoa New Zealand 

The social work professionalisation project in Aotearoa New Zealand gained traction with the 

establishment of social work education and training from 1950 (Nash, 1998), and the 

professional association NZASW in 1964 (Hancock 1964, 2004b; Nash & Miller, 2013), and 

may be viewed as a sequence of events, with many contributors over many decades (Beddoe, 

2013a). It was not until the 1990s that the social work professionalisation project accelerated to 
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become a regulation project, leading to the passing of the SWRA 2003 (Blagdon, Taylor, & 

Keall, 1994; Corrigan, 2000; Curson, n.d.; McNabb, 1997; Randal, 2017). Although voluntary, 

the legislation has led to greater occupational closure, oversight of education, and higher entry 

standards for those wishing to be registered (Beddoe, 2013b). Explanations for the length of 

time the social work professionalisation journey has taken in Aotearoa New Zealand include 

both internal and external factors (Nash, 2009). 

The agendas that contributed to the progression of the professionalisation and regulation 

projects must firstly be framed within Aotearoa New Zealand’s unique bicultural orientation and 

the ongoing structural inequality for Māori. With this baseline, consideration may also be made 

of other factors that limit professionalisation projects, outlined in Chapter 3 by a range of 

authors (for example, Bolton & Muzio, 2008; Garrett, 2007a, 2007b; Schinkel & Noordegraaf, 

2011; Witz, 1992). These additional factors include gendered power constraints due to the 

feminine domination of social work and the caring tasks associated with the occupation. Further, 

the religious beginnings of social work post colonisation, as well as the lack of a clearly 

articulated body of knowledge and availability of education and training, low levels of 

autonomy and lack of a clearly demarcated social space or field also played a role in 

undermining the project’s progression. Class inequity of both clients and workers increased the 

difficulty to develop relationships with those in power who influence legislation. In addition to 

these constraints, social workers themselves experienced internal ambivalence about 

professionalising, with concerns it could limit the focus of social action and reform in their 

work. The interconnection between some of these agendas is considered next. 

Social work training and education. 

Olgiati (2006) noted that “educational training and the practice of particular … academic 

knowledge” (p. 541) is at the heart of professionalisation, and this is true also for social work. 

Nash (2001, 2009) and Nash and Miller (2013) defined a second period of New Zealand social 

work history from 1949–1972 as a period of an emerging profession. In Aotearoa New Zealand, 

early proposals to provide professional education for social workers are documented from 1943, 

along with references to earlier calls for training of social workers (Nash, 1998). In 1947, a 

report from Macalister Brew stated “every effort should be made to secure one basic course for 

all social workers and that segregation in the chosen branch of social work should be postponed 

as long as possible” (cited in McCreary, 1971a, p. 11). The School of Social Science (later 

called the Department of Social Administration) was established at Victoria University of 

Wellington with D. C. Marsh appointed as foundation professor in 1949, and the first students 

admitted in 1950. These students became known as the Martians, after Professor Marsh. Public 
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servants were able to apply for a public service social science bursary and receive a full salary 

for 2 years which ensured a core of students on the new programme (McCreary, 1971a). 

Numbers of students completing the Victoria University postgraduate diploma did little to meet 

the demand for trained or qualified social workers in Aotearoa New Zealand with between 10 to 

16 students graduating per annum, and an estimated 500 employed in social work at the time, 

with a high annual turnover (Morrison, 1964; Robb, 1964). In 1952, the School of Social 

Science held its first conference and those attending defined social work as they knew it, more 

by their organisational roles and legislative framework rather than as a profession or group of 

practising social workers (Kendrick, 2004; McCreary, 1964; Nash, 2001). Professor Minn 

joined the School of Social Science in 1954, and taught the students (known as the Minions) that 

the key to successful social work practice was a focus on the quality of personal service to 

accompany legislation and regulations (McCreary, 1971b). 

In 1961, the State Service Commission’s Social Science Advisory Committee planned to further 

advance training for social workers without a social work qualification and opted to develop a 

training centre “to improve the level of competence of social workers in welfare departments” 

(State Services Commission, 1963, quoted in Austin, 1973, p. 3). Tiromoana, previously a villa 

at Porirua Hospital (near Wellington), was converted into a residential social work training 

centre. The first course was held in July 1963, with 16 students (eight men and eight women) 

attending from child welfare, Māori affairs, probation, social security, and psychiatric and 

public health nursing roles. Medical social workers had representation on the second course. 

Each course was held in two parts of one month each, with 6 weeks in between each part. Four 

courses were held per year thus there was an annual output of around 64 graduates per year (R. 

Manchester, 1973; Mann, 1964; Robb, 1964; Staniforth, 2015; Williams, 1966). Tiromoana was 

seen as an alternative to the 2-year Diploma in Social Work, and eventually was also viewed as 

a preliminary to the Diploma for some students. It wasn’t until 1974 that a similar residential 

training centre for newly appointed social workers was opened in Auckland, called Taranaki 

House (Nash, 1998; Staniforth, 2015).  

During this period, education and training options gradually widened to mainly state-employed 

social workers. In 1964, the Training in Social Work New Zealand Survey reported that the 

State Services Commission staff training branch, in addition to making available residential 

training in the theory of social work at Tiromoana, and places on the fulltime Victoria 

University of Wellington Diploma of Social Work, was also making available social science 

cadetships for young people who had recently left school, social work traineeships for young 

people between 22–26 years, and support to attend part-time university courses (NZASW, 
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1964c). In addition to these options, there were a number of other training schemes and 

cadetships. The Probation Service had a system of mentoring new probation officers as well as 

training, at the Department’s Training School at Point Halswell, Wellington. Point Halswell also 

provided the required formal residential course training for marriage guidance counsellors. The 

University of Auckland had a Certificate of Social Studies, and the Postgraduate School of 

Nursing ran a 1-year course for nurses experienced in public health and community nursing in 

preparation for medical social work in hospitals or field nursing organisations. In the 1970s, a 

residential staff training school was established on the grounds of the Kohitere Boys Training 

Centre, Levin. While the residential staff training school was not part of the Kohitere Boys 

Training Centre, which aimed to rehabilitate young male offenders, many staff from the 

Kohitere service attended the short training seminars or certificate course (MSD, n.d.).  

Training for social workers in NGOs was more limited because of the small size and lack of 

financial backing of most agencies; hence most of these social workers learnt their job “by an 

apprentice-ship system or by trial and error—always hoping that errors will not be too costly or 

frequent” (NZASW, 1964c, p. 10). Churches also provided some training for social work as part 

of the preparation for pastoral work while the Residential Child-Care Association provided a 1-

year part-time Certificate in Residential Child-Care. Merv Hancock (1964)2 was pleased to 

report at the NZASW inaugural conference that the State Services Commission had announced 

it intended to make two places available at the fourth 1964 course at Tiromoana for 

representatives from the voluntary sector. By 1969, it was estimated that 14% of social workers 

held a qualification (Daniels, 1973), but this percentage had dropped to 12% by 1981, reflecting, 

at least in part, issues with workforce attrition compared to levels of training (Rochford & Robb, 

1981, in Beddoe, 2014). 

Beginnings of a professional association.  

It is argued that a social work association is another essential actor in the process of 

professionalisation, for a number of reasons including distinguishing social work from other 

work in the social services and providing a clearer public image of social work (Collis, 1969; 

Vollmer & Mills, 1966). Carr-Saunders and Wilson (1933) in Collis (1969) asserted: 

A number of “men,” though they perform similar functions do not make a profession if 

they remain apart in isolation. A profession can only be said to exist where there are 

bonds between practitioners, and the bonds can take but one shape, that of a formal 

association. (p. 59) 

 
2 Mervyn Hancock was widely acknowledged as the father of modern social work in Aotearoa New Zealand and worked as a child welfare 
officer, an advocate of the social work profession, the inaugural president of NZASW in 1964, an academic (alongside others he established the 

four-year BSW at Massey University in 1975), a counsellor, city councillor and more. 
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Collis (1969) outlined functions of a professional association that included establishing the 

identity and delineating the boundaries of a profession through regulations governing 

membership; controlling entry to the profession by exercising control over, or a close 

relationship with, the education and training providers; requiring registration of qualified 

workers; obtaining public recognition of posts that can only be filled by registered practitioners; 

requiring professional behaviour of practitioners through developing a code of ethics; promoting 

conditions of service for its members; and influencing social policy.  

Social work as an occupation and a self-defining profession was developing in Aotearoa New 

Zealand. A child welfare organisation established an external forum for statutory child welfare 

officers from 1949 until 1955 (Luckock, 1964a). Following this, from 1957 until 1964, regional 

groups of social workers from a range of social services formed around the country including in 

Auckland, Otago, Palmerston North, Wellington, and Christchurch (Hancock, 1964; Nash, 

1998). In 1962, a Social Workers’ Study Conference was hosted by the Otago Social Workers’ 

Association focusing on the theme of the definition of social work (Hancock, 1964; Nash, 

1998). The chosen definition was published in the conference papers and reflected working with 

an individual on a personal level. 

It was agreed at this conference that the time was right to establish a national association of 

social workers and that the inaugural national association conference would be held in 2-years’ 

time and be hosted by the Auckland Association (Luckock, 1964a). The other regional 

associations undertook specific tasks to prepare, with Central Districts drafting the constitution, 

Canterbury preparing a scheme for the training of social workers, and Otago drafting a Code of 

Ethics (Luckock, 1964b). Kendrick (2004) recollected a gathering of ex-graduates of the 

Victoria University programme in 1961, where Professor Minn urged them to consider 

membership of an association being open to all social workers, not just trained or qualified 

members, as he saw danger in the emphasis on formal training at that time as most social 

workers would be excluded. Unsuccessful attempts were made to procure an international 

speaker for the inaugural NZASW conference held in February 1964, through various 

international organisations including IFSW. Luckock (1964a) commented it was “chastening as 

[it] indirectly drew attention to the fact that New Zealand [was] one of the few advanced 

countries which until [then had] not had a professional association of social workers” (p. 1). 

Regardless of the lack of an international speaker, the conference proceeded and NZASW was 

formed, with 121 initial members, with this number growing to 350 within the first year.  
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The opening address to the conference was provided by the Minister of Social Welfare, the 

Honourable D. N. McKay (1964) and he located the need for increasingly specialist social work 

services for individuals, stating: 

Social work in this country has made tremendous progress in recent years. The demand 

for it has grown more than anticipated. … It is a mark of our civilisation that we accept 

the need to be our brother’s keeper, especially when the brother is sick or aged, or 

physically or mentally disabled or otherwise unable to fend properly for himself. Social 

services in New Zealand in the past, have provided the means to cope with these. Both 

Government and private services have been very good indeed. What was not entirely 

foreseen was that with prosperity and universal education other, and more complex 

social problems would arise. There are now serious problems of delinquency, personal 

maladjustment, domestic disharmony that do not arise out of poverty, out of ignorance, 

or out of disease. These are problems of an affluent society. (p. 2) 

In his keynote address to the inaugural NZASW conference, John McCreary (1964)—senior 

lecturer and deputy head of school, School of Social Science, Victoria University of 

Wellington—recalled the growing appreciation of practitioners that social work could be a 

generic occupation or profession in his keynote address to the inaugural NZASW conference: 

I vividly remember the first conference ever organised by the School of Social 

Science … about 1951 or 1952. We gathered together 50 or 60 people from various parts 

of New Zealand. … The generic term social worker had very little meaning to people 

participating in that conference. They were Child Welfare Officers, … Probation 

Officers, … Salvation Army Officers, … Almoners, Māori Welfare Officers. … In short, 

they were a disparate, heterogeneous crowd, who shared common interests, but not 

common practices. They were loyal to their agencies, but they were not loyal to their 

profession, because many were unaware of the fact that they were members of a 

profession. (p. 3) 

McCreary continued, outlining the developing social work profession: 

I feel that this [conference] may well usher in a new era, not because it is something 

new, but rather because it is the fruition of something which has been working within the 

field of social work for a great many years … this conference … is an attempt on the part 

of social workers to increase the self-conscious awareness of themselves as professional 

people and as members of a profession. (p. 3) 

He outlined the advantages and disadvantages that came with accepting professional identity, 

including a primary responsibility to the client but also responsibility to the profession that 

usually requires a codified set of rules, standards, and ethics for members, and responsibility to 
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the community at large. A constitution (Luckock, 1964b; NZASW, 1964b) and an interim Code 

of Ethics (NZASW, 1964a) were adopted by participants of the conference, a scheme for 

training in social work was proposed (Morrison, 1964) and an Education and Training 

Committee was appointed in the first year by the new NZASW Executive Committee. Hancock 

was voted as the first president of NZASW. He outlined six early achievements of the new 

Association in the 1964 Report of the Inaugural Conference, including the addition of training 

opportunities at Tiromoana Social Workers’ Training Centre for representatives from voluntary 

agencies (Hancock, 1964). Other achievements included providing a forum for social workers to 

meet and share knowledge, to consider social research, to develop and share professional 

standards, to debate social work philosophy including social action, and, finally, to connect with 

and contribute to a global social work. 

Affiliation to the IFSW was also gained in 1964 (Hancock, 2004c; Hancock & Nash, 2005; 

Kendrick, 2004; Nash, 1998), along with links to the United Nations Bureau of Social Affairs, 

the International Conference of Social Work, and the AASW (Luckock, 1964a). It was decided 

that membership of NZASW would be open to practitioners, regardless of qualification, who 

worked in agencies that the Association believed to be social work agencies (Nash, 2009) or 

who had a social work qualification (Hancock & Nash, 2005). McCreary (1964) commented that 

“the generic term social worker now has some meaning which is generally acceptable to the 

majority of the participants in this conference. There is now a recognised body of practice and 

theory which constitutes the profession of social work” (p. 3).  

Professionalisation dream. 

Professionalisation and standards were being considered from the outset of the establishment of 

the professional body. As first president of NZASW, Hancock’s inaugural address, which was in 

part an effort to sum up the views of the first conference, outlined the following key themes 

which were to be the focus of the new body: social work education and training, information 

sharing, research, professional standards, philosophy and international linkages (Hancock, 1964, 

2004a, 2004c). Hancock (1964) stated “no association of social workers is worth its salt unless 

its members train themselves in more adequate practice and methods and constantly scrutinise 

their activities” (p. 34). He linked professional standards to the issue of adequate social work 

salaries asking “who will do this for social workers unless they band together?” (p. 35). He 

argued that in principle social workers were responsible for ensuring each other maintained 

standards and discipline and that more adequate standards would increase the reputation of 

social workers. Forty years later, in looking back at the inaugural speech, Hancock (2004a) 

noted some absences from his script; specifically, the themes of conflict, culture, gender, and 
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international matters, which have all played a profound role in social work and debates within 

NZASW and international social work in the subsequent decades. B. Mason (1964) presented a 

paper at the inaugural NZASW conference on the standards of social work. She argued that 

professionalisation is a “check on the authority role held by social workers towards those who 

are… a captive case-load” (p. 15), in that there is a defined code of ethics, practising members 

of the profession are required to undergo educational processes, and there are rules and 

standards of practice.  

The first NZASW journal was published in August 1965, just 18 months after the Association 

was established, and since this time, regular (usually quarterly) journal publications have been 

issued under a range of titles (see McKenzie & Nash, 2008). The journal developed to include 

regular journal editions that “recognise the status and mana that belongs to … Tangata Whenua 

and Pasifika members” (McKenzie & Nash, 2008, p. 4), titled Te Kōmako (first issue 1995) and 

Tu Mau (first issue 2001), which focus on publications around Tangata Whenua and Pasifika 

issues respectively. Critical discourse analysis of the journal themes “provides … a traceable 

means of understanding the interconnections, between the concerns of our profession and the 

development and foci of social work practice” (McKenzie & Nash, 2008, p. 9). Recurring 

themes and issues in the journal over the years include education and training, membership of 

(A)NZASW, conferences and their coverage, generic social work and evolving fields of 

practice, legislation and social policy, and client concerns (McKenzie & Nash, 2008; Whibley-

Smith, Selby, & Baskerville, 2002), reflecting some of the themes noted in Hancock’s speech at 

the inaugural NZASW conference (Hancock & Nash, 2005). Registration was a subtheme 

within some of these identified themes, particularly education and training, and membership. 

News from the branches was originally included in the journal and then was recorded in the 

monthly Association newsletter, Social Work Notice Board, originally a hardcopy newsletter 

posted to all members, and now only available online. NZASW national records, minutes, 

discussion documents, and journal articles over the decades demonstrate that the topic of 

professionalisation has had strong support within sections of NZASW, with surges of effort to 

develop a position on registration noted in 1978 and 1982, but agreement to proceed with 

registration not reached during these times (Ings, 1986).  

In 1968, the president of NZASW issued a challenge to social workers to be professionals 

(Wadsworth, 1968). Wadsworth argued that the opposite of a professional orientation was an 

employee orientation concerned about work hours, conditions, remuneration, and dependency 

on organisation hierarchies, rather than professional knowledge in decision making. He 
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emphasised that the NZASW constitution had seven objects that were all professional in nature.3 

He listed traits of a profession and argued that individual social workers were placed at various 

points along the employee–professional continuum. He noted the recommendation put to the 

NZASW biennial conference in 1968: 

That there be a class of membership of the Association available only to professionally 

trained social workers and to practising social workers aged 50 or more who have had 15 

years’ full-time experience in social work in an accredited agency, this latter 

qualification for admission to be discontinued after 1980. (Wadsworth, 1968, p. 7) 

Ritchie (1967), in his paper on the relation of the university to the profession of social work, 

argued that while universities should provide some professional education, the maintenance of 

standards should remain an essential part of the profession’s responsibility. He noted that 

professional schools in the university system have a strange and confused history, but argued “it 

is best to set your training sights on what seems to you proper professional goals: the lower you 

set them the less you will achieve all round” (p. 29). He stated that to be a member of a 

profession implies an agreed system of ethics; an extended period of training to meet a required 

standard; a sense of vocation in terms of the aims of the profession; that the members of the 

profession mature in acquisition of knowledge, skills, attitudes and ethics of the profession; and, 

finally, that there is an application of that body of knowledge to enhance social good rather than 

personal good. He recommended that if and when a second university for the training of 

professional social workers was established, certain criteria should guide decision about this 

school.4 Nine years later Massey University admitted its first cohort of students into the 4-year 

Bachelor of Social Work programme introducing a different product of qualified social workers 

to the sector, where experience practising social work or prior tertiary qualification were not 

required and graduates studied fulltime for 4 years (M. Dale, Mooney, & O’Donoghue, 2017).  

Social work becomes a legally recognised category. 

The amalgamation of the Child Welfare Division of the Education Department and the 

Department of Social Security in 1970–1971 was significant in the history of social work in 

 
3 The Objects of NZASW: 
a: To provide a forum for social workers for discussion and mutual understanding; b: to promote the establishment of professional standards, the 

efficiency, interests, and the standing in the community of the employees of social service agencies; c: to assist in promoting a higher level of 
training in social work; d: to develop common policies on issues involving social workers and social work practice; e: to represent the views of 

social workers on social policy, the administration of social services, or the conditions of employment of social workers; f: to publish such 

journals, monographs, directories or other publications as the National Council shall from time to time decide; g: to affiliate with international 
organisations of social workers (NZASW, 1964b). 
4 The criteria included consultation with the Association; the new school should aim to produce a product of different orientation and character 

than the School of Social Sciences (Victoria University of Wellington); evidence of coordination within the faculty of social sciences; the usual 
pattern of a social sciences 4-year degree plus 2-year postgraduate course plus a year’s internship should be followed; the programme should be 

fulltime; in-service training should be located and administered by the school; the staff student ratios must be guaranteed to be and remain more 

liberal than general university ratios; a vigorous programme of research into social problems and the practice of social work is necessary; the 
school should be identified with some innovative programme in which the interrelation of social problems can be clearly seen; and that the 

Association should set ahead a date on which membership criteria will be tightened to admit only graduates or qualified social workers. 
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Aotearoa New Zealand (Kendrick, 2004; Nash, 2001), as the Department of Social Welfare Act 

1971 created the category of social worker as a State Services occupational classification, 

further recognising social work as an occupation.5 The Children and Young Persons Act 1974 

assisted in consolidating a social work identity (Nash, 2001). By 1972, the statutory agencies 

involved in welfare, in addition to the Department of Social Welfare (DSW), included hospital 

boards, the Department of Justice and the Department of Māori Affairs (Nash, 2009).  

1973–1985: Period of consolidation. 

The period from 1973–1986 is described by Nash (2001, 2009), and Nash and Miller (2013), as 

a period of consolidation, where the professional status of social work fully emerged and 

community work strengthened as a response to issues of social justice, racism and feminism. 

Debates around the professionalisation of social work continued to be canvassed within 

NZASW but the issue remained contentious. Eligibility criteria for registration would likely 

involve the requirement to hold a professional qualification, and the need for further social work 

education and training was underscored as the majority of practising social workers and social 

service workers at this time remained unqualified (New Zealand Social Work Training Council 

[NZSWTC], 1981). The NZSWTC estimated only 17% of statutory social workers in the DSW, 

hospital boards, and the Departments of Justice and Māori Affairs held a qualification in social 

work in 1972 (NZSWTC, 1974). 

Education and training strengthen. 

The development and increasing availability of social work education and training has played a 

significant part in the professionalisation of social work and this history has been 

comprehensively documented by Nash (1998) and others, including Beddoe (2007, 2014), 

Hancock (2004c), Nash and Munford (2001), and Staniforth (2015). In 1973, the NZSWTC was 

established and empowered to “develop basic minimum standards for accreditation for social 

work training” (Nash & Munford, 2001, p. 23). Soon after the establishment of NZSWTC, new 

university social work programmes emerged (Hancock, 2004c). Degree-level social work 

training developed with the 4-year Bachelor of Social Work at Massey University in 1976, a 

Canterbury University MA in Sociology with an option in social work, also in 1976, followed 

by an undergraduate social work degree in 1980, and a brief-lived MA in Sociology in Social 

Work at the University of Auckland 1975–1980 (M. Dale et al., 2017; Staniforth, 2018). The 

Auckland College of Education (ACE) developed a Diploma in Social Work in 1982 (later 

becoming a 3-year degree, then a 4-year degree when ACE merged with University of 

 
5 Social work is classified as an occupation in the Australian and New Zealand Standard Classification of Occupations (ANZSCO) occupation 

lists number 272511 and 2725 (http://anzsco.ozhome.info/node/780). 

http://anzsco.ozhome.info/node/780
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Auckland) (M. Dale et al., 2017; Nash, 1998; Staniforth, 2010). Kaupapa Māori social work 

qualification streams and full programmes within wānanga institutions such as Te Wānanga o 

Aotearoa and Te Wānanga o Raukawa were founded in the 1980s (Walsh-Tapiata, 2004, 2008). 

With increasing demands for social work education, and challenges regarding access and 

availability of courses, the body that replaced NZSWTC, the New Zealand Council for 

Education and Training in the Social Services (NZCETSS) developed requirements for what 

became known as the Level A and B certificates6 (Beddoe, 2014). The benchmark minimum 

qualification for employment as a social worker in health and other sectors was a Level B 

diploma, and this became the historical benchmark for the qualification criteria for registration 

under the SWRA 2003. A proliferation of programmes developed. NZCETTS was replaced by 

Te Kai Awhina Ahumahi (TKAA) Industry Training Organisation (ITO), which further 

expanded low-entry requirements (University Entrance not required) courses and also 

introduced work-based training and unit standards for practitioners that, on completion, resulted 

in a Level B diploma.7 Since the implementation of the SWRA 2003, the SWRB has had the 

responsibility for the recognition and monitoring of standards of all recognised social work 

qualifications in Aotearoa New Zealand.8 

Professionalisation debates: Elitism, racism, sexism. 

Conflicting views regarding professionalising social work in Aotearoa New Zealand are readily 

found in social work literature. P. R. Jones (1974) argued that “New Zealand social work is not 

a profession, never has been a profession, and in all probability never will be a profession” (p. 

27). He reviewed the traits of a profession that had been listed by earlier writers (for example, 

Goode, 1957; Greenwood, 1957; Toren, 1969) asserting that from this basis it was not easy for 

any occupation to pass as a profession. In the case of social work, he claimed that while it was 

an expanding occupation, with standards of training, recruitment and performance were 

primarily determined by the state as the largest employer of social workers, thus social workers 

were subject to non-professional constraints. P. R. Jones (1974) also identified fears that 

professionalisation would erode social work’s basic humanitarian orientation and commitment 

to social reform and social action.  

 
6 Level A certificate endorsed courses provided at an introductory level undertaken within a 12-month period and Level B diploma courses were 
at least 2 years in duration and either a postgraduate diploma or undergraduate diploma. Specialist C level qualifications were also an option and 

either gained through postgraduate study or specialist courses in other settings but were not particularly widespread (Nash, 1998). 
7 TKAA operated under the NZQA as the ITO for social services offering two qualification options: the National Certificate and the National 
Diploma in Social Services. Twelve polytechnics and nine private institutions provided training under this framework. TKAA also offered 

workplace assessment to allow recognition of prior learning credits towards qualification. In addition to TKAA, university degrees accredited 

through the CUAP and other programmes offered through private organisations including wānanga were available.  
8 There were 22 recognised social work qualifications, owned by 17 institutions (SWRB, 2016) and delivered by 19 institutions across 28 sites 

(J. Duke, personal communication, January 14, 2016). 



 

69 

R. Manchester (1975) expressed a strong commitment to the developing profession of social 

work. She countered criticisms of professionalisation that suggested it would be detrimental to 

client services, make social work inward turning, promote an exclusive emphasis on standards, 

and result in an over selectivity of workers, by promoting the benefits of professionalism. She 

argued benefits of professionalisation included selection of appropriate workers, availability of 

good-quality professional training and education, and the requirement for both continuing 

professional development and professional supervision: 

A profession can be seen much more positively as a commitment towards offering the 

best service possible to the clientele to be served, together with involvement in 

associated organisations and society … a kind of expectation is developed in the 

community that a service of good standard must and will be maintained. (p. 51) 

D. J. McDonald (1977) argued that different fields of social work practice were variable in their 

approach to professionalism. For example, he stated that the field of residential child-care could 

not even meet the criteria for a semi-profession, as there was no organised body of knowledge or 

code of behaviour, and many workers in the field were either ignorant of the existence of the 

Residential Care Association or unimpressed when informed about it, and further were 

underrepresented or not connected to NZASW. Toren (1969) had earlier also commented on the 

“differentiated subdivisions of social work” (p. 148), where some fields of practice commanded 

a more systematic body of knowledge than others.  

Registration of social workers was considered by the fledgling Association in 1964 (NZASW, 

1984) and by 1969, a working party was established to consider the merits of a register of social 

workers (Corrigan, 2005). Following a proposal in 1974 by the National Executive of the 

Association, that a membership register of individual members be developed (Nash, 1998), the 

Christchurch Branch of NZASW established a working party, in 1977, to consider registration 

(Christchurch Branch NZASW Working Party on Registration, 1977). In their ensuing report, it 

was recommended that immediate steps be taken to register eligible social workers, albeit 

requiring a staged approach, or, failing this, that a new body be established to undertake 

registration. However, at the 1978 NZASW biennial conference in Palmerston North, the 

keynote address was given by Illich (1978) who argued against professionalisation, focusing on 

the theme of the disabling professions and the concept that professions were makers of need. 

Illich, Zola, McKnight, Caplan, and Shaiken (1977) proposed that the mid-20th century could be 

named the “age of disabling professions, when people had problems, experts had solutions, and 

scientists measured … abilities and needs” (p. 11). Illich questioned if professions really were 

beneficent and altruistic, and if people were enriched, or rather subordinated by professions’ 

activities and power. Kendrick (2004) recalled the 1978 debate about this as “emotionally 
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charged on both sides, and the word ‘elitism’ featured prominently. The [original] motion was 

lost, but looking back on the nature of the time, that was not an unexpected outcome” (p. 12). 

Despite the “Illich effect” (M. McKenzie, personal communication March 26, 2019), a revised 

motion that “the Executive of NZASW establish a register of qualified social workers and 

determine the criteria by which Association members be admitted to the register” (Moved M. 

Flowers, Seconded J. McCreary) was carried: 69 for, 34 against (NZASW Special General 

Meeting minutes, 1978, August 9). Despite the Christchurch Executive employing a worker to 

prepare a report on membership and the proposed criteria, no register of qualified social workers 

was introduced (NZASW, 1984). 

At the 1980 NZASW conference, registration was again debated with no agreement reached. 

Rather, the Palmerston North-based National Executive of NZASW recommended equality for 

unqualified social workers and open membership of the Association. By 1982, the incoming 

Auckland-based National Executive of NZASW was empowered to form another committee to 

consider registration. A National Executive portfolio on registration was established, led by E. 

Hessey, who requested that rather than forming another committee at a national level, all 

branches of the Association should explore the issue of registration options. In order to help 

inform the debate and provide guidance on the discussions, membership was provided with a 

series of short articles in the Association newsletter, News and Views in Social Work, June 1983, 

August 1983, October 1983, and February 1984 (NZASW, 1984).  

A discussion document on registration was circulated to members prior to the 1984 biennial 

conference in Christchurch, so that the membership would be well informed to debate the issues, 

6 years after the Association had voted to have a register of qualified social workers (NZASW, 

1984). The News and Views in Social Work, February 1984 article stated: 

No form of licensure, accreditation or registration can guard against malpractice. It can 

narrow down the chances and can offer some comfort to the public that someone, 

somewhere, says this social worker is OK. … Has anyone encouraged recipients of our 

services to start a ‘hot and cold file’ on social workers? For an occupational group which 

does a lot of talking about people’s rights and sees itself as advocating for the poor and 

the inarticulate we are not so good when it comes to protecting people from ourselves! 

(para. 4) 

The concept of registering qualified social workers and accrediting competent, unqualified, 

experienced workers was mooted and it was suggested that accepting these proposals did not 

necessarily have to impact on membership of the Association unless the membership decided it 

should. An attached questionnaire asked members if they supported NZASW introducing a 
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system of registration of qualified social workers and accreditation of unqualified social 

workers. A summary of responses to the questionnaire was included with 75% of the 20 

respondents supporting registration and 55% supporting accreditation. The NZASW 

Professional Standards Committee provided a proposal dated 14 March, 1984, supporting 

registration and accreditation and an outline of a framework of implementation that was 

included in the discussion document. They stated: 

A claimed disadvantage of accreditation or registration is that it is elitist. It is, in the 

sense that it seeks to promote the best possible standard of service. It could help us gain 

more control over what we do, rather than have it determined by institutions and 

bureaucracies, and help us to develop a new kind of “public profession.” Whether we 

succeed depends on how we do it. (p. 17) 

Feedback from a number of branches was also attached, including the Waikato and Bay of 

Plenty Branches, which both opposed registration of social workers. The NZASW (1984) 

Working Party on Racism provided a written response strongly opposing registration that was 

also attached to the discussion document: 

Setting up another Pakeha system, without first addressing our own racism and without 

involvement of Maori and Pacific Island groups, is not an acceptable form of 

accountability. ... Any option which requires qualification or registration through 

employment, automatically disadvantages Maori and Pacific Island people, as equal 

access to these opportunities does not exist. … As long as Pakehas dominate policy and 

decision-making in Aotearoa, and within NZASW, Maori and Pacific Island people will 

be disadvantaged. Registration, if established under our current system, will perpetuate 

monoculturalism serving to meet the needs of those who establish it, i.e., Pakeha social 

workers. (pp. 23–24) 

Following on from the Blackburn and Tauroa (1982) Race Against Time report into 

institutionalised discrimination, commissioned by the Human Rights Commission, NZASW 

established a working party on discrimination in 1984. Around the same time, issues of 

institutional racism in Tāmaki Makaurau (Auckland) DSW were made public in the Women 

against Racism Action Group (WARAG) Report (Berridge et al., 1984). This report was a 

forerunner to the seminal Pūao-te-Āta-tū: Daybreak Report (The Maori Perspective Advisory 

Committee, 1986). 

A battle was looming with the forthcoming 1984 NZASW biennial conference. Remits were 

formulated to affirm systems of registration of qualified social workers and accreditation of 

unqualified social workers, and to push for legislation restricting the use of the title of social 
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worker. Ings (1986) questioned the validity of any debate or decision by NZASW members 

regarding professionalisation and registration, as membership was low and they also did not 

represent social workers in terms of age, employing agency, positions, and qualifications held. 

However, the president of NZASW argued in the Association newsletter that there was a link 

between not having registration and declining membership with corresponding reducing 

financial viability (Tozer, 1984). However, the 1984 remits to the NZASW biennial conference 

on registration were rejected after fiery debates and “issues of registration, professionalism and 

racism became intertwined” (Fraser & Briggs, 2016, p. 44). Beddoe (1985), in the editorial of 

the NZASW newsletter, described registration as an imported model about status, elitism and 

rigid formal qualifications, stating: 

Registration borrows the mantle of power from other professions while pretending that 

we will be strong and noble enough to withstand the seduction of the system. Remove 

the mantle and we stand, not naked, but wearing the grey suit and tie of the oppressor. (p. 

4) 

NZASW instead pledged to focus on addressing racism, and accountability to consumers, the 

public, employers and the profession. This would be led by the Standing Committee on Racism 

and a Working Party on Accountability (Beddoe, 1984; Fraser & Briggs, 2016).  

The NZASW Standing Committee on Racism (1986) challenged membership to come to the 

1986 NZASW biennial conference at Turangawaewae Marae, Waikato, and participate in the 

discussion on social work accountability, stating “this conference may give us our last chance to 

come to terms without past wrangles on registration and professionalism and move on into a 

challenging future unrestrained by imported models” (p. 5). The Accountability Working Party 

presented their report to the Turangawaewae conference (NZASW minutes of the AGM, 1986, 

August). Jim Murphy, president of NZASW, in his report to the 1986 AGM stated: 

The difficulties faced by the working party perhaps mirror the difficulties faced by the 

Association overall—namely the struggle to find consensus, some form of middle 

ground, to reconcile differing views. For this reason, I have no doubt that the document 

presented will be seen by some as being “neither fish nor fowl” and will be criticized by 

those on either side of the age-old registration debate. Whether the paper represents any 

move forward for the Association will be determined by time and the membership. (para 

1.1) 

Subsequently, the Accountability Working Party report along with the Association itself, was 

rejected by Māori members, who did not speak but turned their backs on the 1986 conference 

and walked out. In 1987, the tangata whenua caucus formally withdrew from NZASW, not 
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returning until 1989 after the remaining members of NZASW (who became known as the tauiwi 

(non-Māori) caucus) had responded in principle to the Māori social workers’ challenge to 

recognise the needs of Māori (Fraser & Briggs, 2016; Ohia, 1988a). The tangata whenua caucus 

considered that their separation from NZASW enabled Māori social workers and volunteers to 

ascertain the nature of accountability for Māori social workers, created a separate forum for 

discussions, including deciding what contribution they would make to biculturalism (Ohia, 

1987, 1988b). Ruwhiu (2002a) asserted that “the goal then was to move towards a state of 

autonomy as a Maori group of professional social work practitioners so as to mirror the realness 

of Te Tiriti o Waitangi” (p. 8). Membership of NZASW dropped to under 300 members in 1988, 

with the loss of tangata whenua members and disengagement of many tauiwi members 

(NZASW National Executive, 1988), but only about 100 of these were paid-up members 

(Beddoe & Randal, 1994). Outgoing president, Sarah Fraser, identified this as a major issue, 

asking membership if they wanted to continue to exist, and if so, in what form, suggesting one 

option was to join with other associations. She also returned to the issue of ensuring members 

were competent, questioning which direction the Association should take regarding 

accountability (Fraser, 1988). 

While training and education opportunities in social work had increased markedly during these 

years, social work as a profession was threatened by the demand for competence in 

organisational-based tasks and was at risk of neglecting the social justice imperatives in order to 

adapt to, and survive in, the deregulated market-driven neoliberal environment (Beddoe & 

Randal, 1994). Rather than winding up the Association, a new bicultural structure for NZASW 

was established. In addition, a Qualification in Social Work Practice (QSWP), later becoming 

the ANZASW9 competency certificate administered by a new tangata whenua and tauiwi 

member composed Board of Competency which also included consumer representation, was 

developed. Members would be assessed on a five-yearly cycle against the Association’s practice 

standards, not standards dominated by an employer’s agenda (Beddoe & Randal, 1994; Fraser & 

Briggs, 2016; Nash & Miller, 2013). Membership of the Association would be through 

demonstrating competence, not qualification, thus side-stepping challenges regarding elitism, 

qualification, professionalisation, and registration (Randal, 1997). Keall (1993) noted that “this 

development is significant in breaking the traditional professional social work link between 

having a qualification and demonstrating what is necessary and sufficient for competent 

practice” (p. 5). Further, she noted the similarities with the concept of recognition of prior 

 
9 NZASW changed its name in 1998 to Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Workers (ANZASW) to reflect its bicultural priority 
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learning in acknowledging the many pathways to gaining the values, knowledge, and skills 

necessary to practise.  

Upon their return to the Association in 1989, the tangata whenua caucus named themselves Te 

Tangata Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa, and began to develop practice competencies from a 

Māori perspective. This was closely followed by a parallel framework of competency 

assessment called Niho Taniwha for Māori members only. A first unique New Zealand Code of 

Ethics and Bicultural Code of Practice was also developed by the tangata whenua and tauiwi 

caucuses at this time (Beddoe & Randal, 1994; NZASW, 1993).  

During the 1980s there were a number of public inquiries and reviews investigating practice 

within social services (for example, Benton et al., 1991; The Maori Perspective Advisory 

Committee, 1986; Pilalis, Mamea, & Opai, 1989) resulting in public and professional demand 

for more culturally appropriate and professional services. This highlighted the education and 

training needs of workers in the social services sector. Challenges regarding institutional, 

professional and personal racism were direct. The Pūao-te-Āta-tū Report (The Maori 

Perspective Advisory Committee, 1986) provided an examination of Māori experiences of 

assimilationist policies that fostered dependence and called for indigenous practice models. This 

report had a major positive impact on the development of The Children Young Persons and their 

Families Act (1989). However, while this Act was influenced by a socially liberal ideology and 

provided a break from welfare paternalism, the central notion of family responsibility outlined 

in the new Act, was also embraced within the growing free market economic ideology, and the 

resourcing thrust of the legislation was minimised undermining opportunities for success 

(Hyslop, 2013). The ‘Kahukura: The possible dream’ report prepared for the Māori caucus of 

NZCETSS (Benton et al., 1991) identified the need for competence to practise social work with 

Māori concluding “any New Zealander who pretends to be a qualified social service worker but 

who is ignorant of Maori aspirations, values, attitudes, customs and ideas is either deluded or a 

confidence trickster” (p. 12).  

Membership of NZASW steadily increased following the instigation of competency-based 

membership and constitutional arrangements that reflected a commitment to biculturalism and 

the Association was increasingly more representative of social workers with greater internal 

cohesion (Randal, 1997). A proliferation of social work education and training options, 

including polytechnic and unit standard options, along with recognition for prior learning, made 

obtaining social work qualifications more accessible. Such training, including courses for Māori 

by Māori, provided for the study of Māori language, culture, and aspirations (Nash, 1998). 

Numbers of qualified social workers were rising and the registration debate resurfaced.  
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The Social Work Regulation Project in Aotearoa New Zealand: The Perfect Storm 

The period from the 1990s to 2003 in the Aotearoa New Zealand social work professionalisation 

project is now considered. It was during this time that there was a perfect storm of coalescing 

sociocultural, political, and economic forces that led to the SWRA 2003 (Hunt, 2017). The main 

actors in the development of professions are professional bodies, employing organisations, 

universities, practitioners, users, and the state (Evetts, 2011; Muzio & Kirkpatrick, 2011), and 

together these actors drove the professionalisation and regulation projects in Aotearoa New 

Zealand. Their interconnected roles are considered in this next section of the chapter. Together 

the professionalisation and regulation projects disrupted the social work grassroots narrative in 

this country (Hunt, et al., 2020).  

The strengthening professional association: Registration is back on the agenda. 

In February 1993, a NZASW working party was established to consider proposals for the 

registration of social workers (Blagdon, et al., 1994). It was agreed by this time that NZASW 

members preferred social work registration to be based on competency not qualification, which 

was something that had not been implemented by any other profession. The working party 

identified a range of types and definitions of occupational regulation including registration 

(placing names on a register), regulation of task (exclusive right to perform certain defined 

tasks), state certification (individuals certified by the state as satisfying particular requirements), 

non-statutory certification (individuals certified by a voluntary association as satisfying 

particular requirements), and licensing (only individuals who have met certain prescribed 

standards may legally offer a particular service to the public). According to these definitions, the 

Association was already functioning with a system on non-statutory certification for members 

through the competency assessment programme. In their report, the working party listed issues 

for further debate by the membership that included firstly consideration of whether NZASW 

wanted to pursue statutory registration, and if so, who the registering body should be, along with 

the criteria for registration (Blagdon, et al., 1994). 

Buster Curson, president of NZASW in the mid-1990s, produced another position paper on the 

registration of social workers, documenting that the current policy of the Association was to 

proceed towards competency-based registration for all social workers in New Zealand (Curson, 

n.d.). He noted that the New Zealand Children Young Persons and Family Service (CYPFS) had 

declared its intention to investigate the feasibility of registration of social workers with the aim 

of preparing a professionalisation strategy, and therefore “in order for the association to retain 

its correct place as far as registration is concerned” (paragraph 3), he argued it was necessary to 

become more proactive on the issue, and take a strong leadership role in the public arena and 
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with employers. Curson (n.d.) proposed that the next AGM vote in favour of actively seeking a 

political sponsor for registration and also lobbying members of parliament on the issue, as well 

as formally approach all major social work employers to ascertain their views about regulation 

and commence discussions on registration with relevant union groups. NZASW developed 

renewed motivation to seek registration with the newly appointed executive officer of the 

Association, Howard Randal, stating “there is little doubt that the Association should be a key 

player, if not have a significant say, in any move toward the registration of social workers given 

its strong membership base, the substance of its previous debate around the issue of registration, 

and the credibility of the self-regulatory systems it has put in place” (Randal, 1997 p. 19). 

David McNabb became President of the Association in November 1996, and published a speech 

he had given at an Aotearoa New Zealand Schools of Social Work Educators’ conference, 

expressing his personal support of registration and arguing that the time was right for the 

Association to consider registration and that “the demand for accountability to the stakeholders 

of social work and the quest for high professional standards remain” (McNabb, 1997, p. 45). A 

working group was established by the Canterbury Branch to steer a consultation process within 

the Association on registration. Lynne Briggs and Brenda Cromie, both members of this group, 

prepared a submission in late 1997, to the Government Working Party on the Reform of Health 

Sector Occupational Statutes, that emphasised support from NZASW for registration for at least 

health sector social workers (Curson, 1998; McNabb, 1997). Curson produced a more 

comprehensive draft position paper on the registration of social work practitioners on behalf of 

the National Executive for presentation and discussion at the National Council meeting and 

following AGM in November 1988, outlining work that had been undertaken on the issue 

(Curson, 1998). It was noted that allegations of failure of practice had led to demands for greater 

accountability and the provision of safeguards and sanctions for practitioners and “a political 

climate that was more favourably disposed towards registration” (Curson, 1998, p. 27). Support 

for registration by CYPFS (at least at national-office level) and the membership in general was 

also identified, while conceding that a “vocal minority” argued that further work was required to 

ensure the views of all social workers (members or not) were considered. Curson (1998) noted 

that “the opportunity exists for the matter to be placed on the official party platform of the NZ 

Labour Party through Social Welfare Spokesperson, Steve Maharey” (p. 27). It was 

recommended that ANZASW develop a revised comprehensive policy on the matter of 

registration and that “ideally a position would be reached whereby membership of the 

professional Association would be regarded as a prerequisite for registration of a practitioner” 

(Curson, 1998, p. 28). It was agreed that a Registration Special Project Team be established and 

funding was set aside by ANZASW to cover the costs associated with the work of this group 
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(Curson, 1998; McNabb, 1998). The groundswell for registration was building within the 

Association, with some caution expressed, for example, “statutory registration may merely serve 

to provide a set of gallows (or stocks) for the media and politicians to bring out from time to 

time to appease their public” (Randal, 1999 p. 2).  

ANZASW Special Project Team. 

The ANZASW Registration Project Team was formally established in May 1999, and comprised 

persons representing the National Executive, Auckland, Wellington, and Christchurch areas, Te 

Tangata Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa, and a project manager (see Appendix 9 for list of 

members). The committee were tasked with leading a process of gathering and sharing 

information regarding registration and clarifying misunderstandings and misinformation about 

registration amongst the membership. The terms of reference in the Minutes of the Registration 

Project teleconference held May 31, 1999, stated the purpose of the project was: 

On behalf of ANZASW to develop policies on the registration for Social Workers, and to 

implement planning steps and strategies, within association policy, towards the ultimate 

achievement of Registration for all Social Work practitioners in Aotearoa New Zealand. 

(p. 4) 

A report from the Project Team was provided to the ANZASW National Council meeting in 

October 1999 (Corrigan et al., 2000), that listed the main themes in support of statutory 

registration, while noting some of the counter arguments. The supporting themes included 

establishing a comprehensive inclusive formal mechanism for accountability that ensured 

consistent standards of practice, and minimum levels of competence, with transparent public 

accountability regardless of where social workers were employed. Further, it was argued that 

statutory registration would provide assurances around minimum ethical and practice standards, 

obligations under Te Tiriti o Waitangi, competency as the baseline requirement for professional 

practice, ongoing professional education for renewal of registration, and recognition and 

acceptance of the professional status of social workers. It was noted that current accountability 

mechanisms did not apply equally to all social workers and that consumers of services were not 

offered a choice of being able to engage a social worker who was a full member of ANZASW 

with the corresponding professional accountability this provided.  

Counter arguments against registration included issues of costs to social workers, loss of input 

by the profession to the form that registration would ultimately take, the possibility that the 

legislation could emphasise qualification to the detriment of competence, and the splitting of 

social worker practitioners into registered and non-registered groups. All these issues came to 
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fruition to a greater or lesser extent with the voluntary state regulation process that was 

implemented in Aotearoa New Zealand in 2003.  

Three models of registration were proposed: a registering authority requiring mandatory 

registration of all social workers which had no formal connection to the Association, a 

registering authority with a formal link to ANZASW that would grant registered status or 

competence to practitioners, and a registration authority that would register only full members 

of ANZASW (who held a current certificate of competence). Essential criteria for registration 

were suggested. These included demonstrating:  

• competency against ANZASW practice standards, Code of Ethics and bicultural 

practice;  

• core knowledge base through formal qualifications or formal accreditation of recognised 

prior learning, noting that the minimum qualification criteria was open for debate;  

• ongoing supervised practice;  

• good character and not being subject to any disciplinary proceedings or holding any 

serious criminal convictions; and  

• a minimum period of supervised practice (Corrigan et al., 2000).  

Once a social worker was registered, the Project Team recommended an annual renewal of 

registration based on evidence of supervision and continuing professional education. The report 

concluded with a discussion on the potential impacts of registration on the professional 

association. It also identified the need for ANZASW to produce a definition of social work 

which both recognised the rights of the indigenous people and espoused the underpinning values 

of the profession (Corrigan et al., 2000). A national definition is still to be achieved, despite an 

APASWE regional definition. It was argued that a strong professional association would still be 

required to achieve professional accountability and enhance the profession (Corrigan et al., 

2000; Randal, 1999). 

On 22 August 2000, the Registration Special Project Team published a position paper on 

statutory registration of social workers in Aotearoa New Zealand in order to inform other groups 

and interested parties of the Association’s view. The cover letter attached to the position paper, 

written by Robyn Corrigan, chairperson of the Registration Project Team and vice-president of 

ANZASW at the time, documented:  

ANZASW has been involved in debate and discussion on this matter for many years. We 

believe the time is right to establish a formal and mandatory basis for registration for all 

those who work in the profession. As an Association we consider it is our ethical 
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responsibility to work towards achieving higher standards of accountability to our clients 

and the public in general. (Corrigan, 2000, para. 2) 

The position paper outlined, among other things, that statutory registration would increase the 

protection of the public by ensuring minimum standards of social work practice and consistent 

standards of service for clients, that clients were entitled to protection from unprofessional 

conduct and access to an effective transparent accountability mechanism, and that registration 

should be mandatory for all social workers employed in the public sector or in organisations or 

private practice that received public funding or contracts (Corrigan, 2000).  

ANZASW (2000) followed the Project Team report with a policy paper on the statutory 

registration of social workers, noting upfront that the Māori caucus of the Association, Te 

Tangata Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa, supported the policy. The policy outlined the risk of 

harm by social workers to clients stating that “a key trigger for whether the statutory registration 

of an occupational group is necessary is when it can be demonstrated that significant irreversible 

harm could occur as a result of the practice of an occupation” (Policy Framework for 

Occupational Regulation, Ministry of Commerce, 1999, in ANZASW, 2000, p. 2). It was noted 

that the then current process of self-regulation by the professional body only applied to a small 

percentage of social workers, with 785 current full ANZASW members, less than 10% of the 

social worker workforce estimated to be 8,172 people at that time (NZ Census data, 1996, in 

ANZASW, 2000). Support from the majority of members for registration, and crucially that of 

Te Tangata Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa caucus, was also noted. 

Employers. 

Parallel to the ANZASW developments around regulation, the groundswell for 

professionalisation of social workers was growing with employers of social workers, 

particularly New Zealand Children and Young Persons Service (CYPS), which was the largest 

employer of social workers. Numerous challenges and reviews regarding the efficacy and 

quality of statutory social work practice occurred over the decades, resulting in a number of 

organisational changes in focus and name (see Appendix 10). Alongside challenges to the child 

rescue model, challenges of racism resulted in several reviews of the organisation (Berridge et 

al., 1984; The Maori Perspective Advisory Committee, 1986), and ultimately the development 

of the Children, Young Persons, and their Families Act 1989 and the family group conference 

process (Connolly, 2006; Connolly & McKenzie, 1999). Accompanying the macro systemic 

debates, CYPS was focusing more on professional practice and created the position of principal 
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social worker in 1988, appointing Bev Keall to the role.10 The organisation was attempting to 

increase the skill levels of its social workers through the 1990s, with recruitment of qualified 

staff, provision of continuing professional development (CPD), and a costly internal competency 

process designed to ensure baseline standards for all social workers (Keall, 1993; New Zealand 

CYPS, 1996). Despite these attempts, targets for qualified staff were never met.  

In 1993, Keall, National Manager Social Work Development, CYPS, and also a member of 

NZASW and NZCETSS, identified that professionalisation presented both opportunities for 

greater accountability of practice and challenges for implementation. She argued that the 

political landscape for social work had changed over the past decade and the time was right, 

stating: 

The professional challenge for 1993 is for social work and social services organisations 

and agencies to bite the bullet on social work professionalism and qualifications, 

includ[ing] the issue of registration … perhaps we can take the last step to safeguard 

consumers and put a qualification and a time of supervised competent practice together 

as a requirement for registration. (p. 5)  

By 1996, CYPS developed a strategic goal, to advocate for an independent registering body for 

social workers in New Zealand.  

Social workers in the health sector were also advocating for professional recognition (Curson, 

1998; McNabb, 1997; Schofield, 2001). Professionalisation was viewed as a pathway to 

counteracting the reductionist approach to health of the 1990s, and the resulting under 

resourcing and marginalisation of social work in the registered multidisciplinary health 

professions space (Briggs & Cromie, 2001; Hunt & King, 2000). By the 2000s, the state was 

introducing new legislation for health practitioners, the Health Practitioners Competence 

Assurance Act 2003 (HPCAA 2003), providing one consistent framework for regulating 

registered health professionals to ensure the public was protected from harm when receiving 

health services. The HPCAA 2003, which passed on 11 September 2003, required specifically 

identified groups of health professionals to be registered, repealing 11 occupational statutes 

governing 13 health professions and bringing 19 health professional groups under the one piece 

of legislation including physiotherapy, psychology and occupational therapy (Briggs & Cromie, 

2001; Grbin, 2013; Ministry of Health, 2014; Wilson, 2013). It was noted that not all health 

professions were regulated under the HPCAA 2003, as some posed little risk of harm to the 

public, others worked under the supervision of a regulated profession, and some were regulated 

 
10 The role later became known as the chief social worker with appointments of Mike Doolan (1994–2001); Shannon Pakura (2001–2003); Craig 
Smith (Acting 2003–2005); Marie Connolly (2005–2010); Kelly Anderson (Acting 2011); Paul Nixon (2011–2018); Grant Bennett (2018–

ongoing) (Personal communication G. Tully, Child Youth and Family, January 30, 2015). 
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in other ways. The Ministry of Health (2014) clarified that not being regulated under the Act did 

not imply that a profession lacked professional standards.  

Social workers were not covered by the HPCAA 2003, as it was expected health social workers 

would be accountable through the SWRA 2003. However, there was contention for social 

workers in the early days of the implementation of the HPCAA 2003, as non-registered workers 

under the HPCAA 2003 were prohibited from undertaking certain tasks, and further, not all 

health social workers registered, as the SWRA 2003 was not mandatory (Briggs & Cromie, 

2001). Processes to allow registered social workers to undertake tasks reserved for registered 

health professionals, such as mental health duly authorised officers, were quickly established. A 

small qualitative research project by McMillan (2013) explored the perspectives of health social 

workers about how registration of practitioners under both Acts affected the status and 

profession of health social work. She found that there were issues of status and territory between 

health social workers and other health practitioners and recommended both the mandatory 

registration of health social workers and a clearer definition of the roles of health social work 

(McMillan, 2011). 

NGOs were rapidly expanding during this time and banding together in umbrella agencies such 

as the New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services (NZCCSS), and New Zealand 

Federation of Voluntary Welfare organisations (NZFVWO). Other NGOs had national bodies 

and governance boards such as Barnardos, Home and Family Society, Children’s Health Camps, 

Presbyterian Support New Zealand, Open Home Foundation, and Catholic Social Services. Iwi 

social services were also rapidly developing during this time. The NGOs employed a range of 

social service workers, including social workers and workers with relevant cultural knowledge 

and expertise. While NGOs, including iwi social services, required workers to be competent, 

economic barriers and funding restrictions often meant that costs associated with professional 

membership and CPD, and the future costs of registration, would have to be met by the 

relatively low-paid practitioner themselves. 

Educators. 

Educators were at the forefront of debates considering the professionalisation of social work 

from the instigation of the first social work qualification at Victoria University of Wellington 

(Nash, 1998; Nash & Miller, 2013). They had developed kaupapa Māori streams to social work 

qualifications as well as programmes within wānanga institutions such as Te Wānanga o 

Aotearoa and Te Wānanga o Raukawa, both founded in the 1980s (Walsh-Tapiata, 2004). In 

1996, social work educators set up a body to provide a unifying voice for social work education 

called the New Zealand Association of Social Work Educators (NZASWE), later changing its 
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name to Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Work Educators (ANZASWE), and then 

the Council for Social Work Education of Aotearoa New Zealand (CSWEANZ)/Kaunihera mo 

ngā Mahi Mātauranga Toko I te Ora (CSWEANZ, 2014; see Appendix 11). Beddoe (2000) 

warned of potential pitfalls of registration and threats to social work education. She predicted 

that with registration all social work qualifications would need to meet a benchmark that met 

international standards, that is a degree-based profession, while at the same time our country 

would need to ensure there was sufficient access to social work education to provide for the 

required workforce. She stated that “we can no longer expect to have a ‘bob each way’ 

demanding professional status but being under-educated and reluctant to seek further 

professional development unless ‘mummy’ agency pays all the fees and makes it easy for us” (p. 

3). ANZASWE understood that an effective professional body that provided the approval of 

social work programmes would be required along with an increased research effort including 

further research and development of indigenous models of practice. Beddoe (2000) argued that 

registration would eventually become mandatory and that there was a need for partnerships 

between educators, and between educators and agencies, and with ANZASW. Further, there 

needed to be clear processes to integrate overseas-qualified social workers into Aotearoa New 

Zealand social work. 

Unions. 

Ross (2014) outlined that there has been no clear union for social workers in Aotearoa New 

Zealand and that those few social workers who were unionised were scattered amongst different 

unions. The largest union in Aotearoa New Zealand, the Public Service Association (PSA), was 

officially founded in 1913. The PSA, along with the majority of Aotearoa New Zealand-based 

unions, affiliates to the Council of Trade Unions (Ross, 2014). The purpose of the PSA is to 

“build a union to influence the political, economic, industrial and social environments in the 

interests of the membership of the PSA with values of solidarity, social justice, integrity and 

respect, solution focused and democratic” (PSA, 2020). The PSA has a long history of 

representing social workers in the state sector and has increasingly provided cover to social 

workers in general.11 Social workers increasingly joined a union but the Employment Contracts 

Act 1991 undermined membership growth as it removed legislative backing for the union 

movement in Aotearoa New Zealand (O’Connor, 2013). 

 
11 The PSA established the Social Workers Action Network (SWAN) within the union in the 2010s to advocate for the unique needs of social 

workers. 
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Tangata whenua.  

Parallel with the professionalisation project, and as already referred to in this thesis, the volume 

of tangata whenua social worker voices against the impact of colonisation and racism in practice 

and the profession was increasing. Ruwhiu (2002a) described the indigenous cultural awakening 

in Aotearoa New Zealand in the 1960s and 1970s, and that the following 2 decades brought with 

them a strong consolidation of iwi and Māori self-determination. There was a rapid expansion of 

the NGO social services sector, including the growth of iwi social services and services by 

Māori for Māori (Ruwhiu, 1999b, 2002a).  

Alongside this, mainstream organisations in both the NGO and state sectors began developing 

bicultural frameworks of practice referencing Te Tiriti o Waitangi as a baseline for services. 

There were growing efforts to match the social work workforce with the ethnic mix of Aotearoa 

New Zealand, particularly the communities of need (for example, Selby, English, & Bell, 2011). 

Māori activism grew through the efforts of Māori social work researchers, writers, educators, 

practitioners and leaders (for example, Benton et al., 1991; Bradley, 1995; Hunapo & Ohia, 

1986; Kiro, 2000; Pere, 1982; Rangihau, 1967, 1968; Ruwhiu,1995, 2001; Walsh-Tapiata, 1999) 

and others aligned to social work (for example, Durie, 1985, 1995a, 1995b, 1997, 1998, 1999; 

Pihama 1993, 2001; Pihama et al., 2002; L. T. Smith, 2000; R. Walker, 2000).  

Sociopolitical economic landscape during the regulation project. 

The political environment in the 1980s and 1990s was complex, with ideological views often 

mixed with pragmatism. A timeline of key political stakeholders from 1935 to the present is 

available to assist with understanding some of the underlying political drivers (Appendix 12). 

Reardon and Gray (2007) considered why the Labour Government between 1984 and 1990 

switched from “a traditional social democratic economic policy to a radical neo-liberal 

economic policy” (p. 447). They suggested it was less about structural factors forced on the 

Labour Party (including dire economic straits or being part of a global hegemonic neoliberal 

ideology), and more about a deliberate choice by certain actors who believed a policy of 

extreme neoliberalism was the best possible response to the “underlying weakness of the New 

Zealand economy” (p. 457).  

In 1998, at the ANZASW conference in Hamilton, the Labour Party spokesperson for social 

welfare argued that trends in social policy had undermined professionalism and it was time to 

advance the registration of social workers to gain the confidence of the public and fellow 

professionals, and to obtain greater control over the area of knowledge that defined social work 

along with clearly defined ethics, competence and accountability (Maharey, 1998). Ministerial 

reports that criticised statutory social work practice identified that social work was not a 
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regulated profession with minimum standards of training and practice (for example, Brown, 

2000; K. Mason, 1992; Pilalis et al., 1989). Brown (2000) called for urgent registration of the 

workforce and that the work being done by ANZASW on the registration of social workers be 

fully supported by Child Youth and Family management. He proposed that a specific and 

agreed-upon percentage of staff be registered by mid-2002, and that, following this time social 

workers should not be able to exercise statutory powers except when coworking with registered 

social workers and/or members of the police. The risks identified in such reports contributed to a 

crisis of trust in social work. In 1991, the Minister of Social Welfare, Jenny Shipley, stated in an 

address to the Department of Social Work, University of Canterbury: 

I would be misleading you if I did not say that I have a deep concern that many of our 

so-called social workers in the Department of Social Welfare and in private practice have 

insufficient academic or professional qualifications to give me absolute confidence as 

Minister that laws that protect the interests of children and their families, can be well 

carried out. (p. 15) 

Evetts (2006a) discussed the crisis of trust in professions in general, which resulted in intense 

public scrutiny of the practice of members of a profession. Social work practice failures in 

Aotearoa New Zealand were also subject to intense scrutiny.  

Regulation provides a pathway to manage risk in a crisis of trust.  

The impetus to advance political sponsorship and a state legislative response had been provided, 

and this opportunity came with the newly elected fifth Labour Government in 1999 (Maharey, 

2003). The government needed to manage political and economic risks to the state contractor of 

social work services and address the corresponding crisis of trust in social workers. It attempted 

this by implementing compliance and effectiveness monitoring, and, by being seen to be 

promoting high standards for public services, a reconsideration of professional performance 

(Beddoe, 2013b; Harington & Beddoe, 2013). Thus, while the neoliberal framework and 

managerialist agenda in Aotearoa New Zealand reduced professional autonomy, social work 

gained strategic professional space and statutory registration was back on the state agenda. 

Social worker registration became part of the government manifesto, and in 2000 a discussion 

document on the registration of social workers was circulated (Ministry of Social Policy, 2000). 

The state steps in. 

In July 2000, the Ministry of Social Policy released a discussion paper, titled Registration of 

Social Workers: Discussion Paper, inviting submissions from the sector on what they believed 

would be the best system. In the Discussion Paper’s foreword, Minister Maharey outlined that 

he was committed to establishing a social worker registration system, as vulnerable and stressed 
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children, young people, families and communities facing difficult issues needed to be able to 

access high-quality and effective services. He also stated that the government and public needed 

to be able to feel confident in the competence of social workers in all sectors in which they were 

employed. Seven key questions were canvassed, including if there should there be a registration 

system for social workers in New Zealand and, if so, what system of regulation best suited the 

social work occupation. Four types of possible registration systems were outlined in this 

document: disclosure, notification, certification, and licensing of tasks or of workers. A 

disclosure regime would require practitioners to disclose specific information such as 

qualifications, convictions and experience to clients, and assume that any risk attached to 

accepting and receiving a social work service is entered into voluntarily by the clients. A 

notification system would not restrict entry and would require practitioners to simply pay a fee 

to be listed by name, with a current address, by a registration body. A system of certification 

would empower a registration board to certify that social workers were competent to practise 

and utilise a set of requirements to assess competency. This system would assure the public that 

certified social workers met minimum competency standards and were also subject to a 

complaints and disciplinary process. A licensing system could either provide an exclusive right 

to perform certain specific tasks or provide practitioners with the exclusive right to practise 

social work. This system would require identification of a very specific lists of tasks that are 

only performed by licensed social workers or in order to license the occupation of social work, a 

specified definition of social work in the legislation.  

Stakeholders were also asked what categories of social workers should be included in the 

system; what the function, form and composition of the Registration Board should be; what the 

preferred criteria to assess a social worker’s eligibility for registration should be; how 

registration might best meet the needs of Māori and Pacific social workers and clients; and 

finally, what sanctions should be applied to social workers who were found to be in breach of 

the Code of Conduct (Ministry of Social Policy, 2000).  

Professional issues noted in the Discussion Paper included the lack of a clear Aotearoa New 

Zealand definition of social work and uncertainty regarding what body had responsibility for 

developing such a definition. That fact that social work was undertaken in a range of settings by 

more than 8,000 people who had variable standards of practice and held diverse qualifications, 

including tertiary degrees (20%), non-degree tertiary qualifications (37%), school qualifications 

(24%), with 19% with no formal qualifications at all, was outlined.  

The Discussion Paper was distributed widely in the social work sector, with submissions 

required by 15 September, 2000. The Ministry of Social Policy (2001) also held a series of focus 
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groups, hui (meetings) and fono (Pasifika meetings) around New Zealand in August and 

September 2000 to discuss registration and gain feedback from those who attended. A total of 

315 written submissions were received from people and groups, representing around 120 

organisations, with 80% of the respondents being female. Almost 70% of the respondents 

identified as New Zealand European, 21% identified as Māori, 2% as Pasifika and 7% as other 

ethnicity. Eighty percent had an academic qualification (Ministry of Social Policy, 2001).  

A consultation summary report was promulgated (Ministry of Social Policy, 2001) that 

outlined overwhelming support for some sort of registration, as respondents anticipated that this 

would result in increased safety and protection for all stakeholders (including clients and social 

workers), set and maintain high standards of professionalism and minimum standards of 

practice, and provide a formal mechanism for accountability for practice. Some respondents 

were cautious about whether registration could deliver all these benefits, arguing that 

registration on its own could not ensure safe practice, and that it was also necessary for work 

environments to provide adequate support and supervision. Fears around potential costs of 

registration, requirements for unqualified practising social workers being forced to qualify, and 

onerous registration and compliance systems were also raised (Ministry of Social Policy, 2001). 

The feedback on the Discussion Paper helped inform policy advice and the development of the 

Social Workers Registration Bill 2002. 

On 3 September 2001, the Bill was introduced in Parliament; it provided for a certification 

system of registration, and was referred to the Social Services Select Committee for hearing and 

consideration of submissions. The “Explanatory note General Policy Statement” regarding the 

Bill stated: 

This Bill establishes a regulatory framework for the registration of social workers in 

New Zealand. The framework will apply across all the sectors where social workers are 

employed in government and non-government agencies, and in private practice (para 

1). … The Bill establishes a regulatory framework for registration of all social workers 

in New Zealand based on an individual’s competence and fitness to practise. (para. 5) 

The first reading was debated in Parliament just over a month later. Member of Parliament, S. 

Bradford (2001) asked the House: 

Do we as a society want to begin the process of professionalising social work in a 

positive and empowering way, or do we want to continue to operate in the ad hoc, sloppy 

and often fairly unaccountable manner which currently prevails despite the best efforts 

of many people in the profession over generations?  
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She noted the Bill would not eliminate poor practice, but would begin the process of improving 

quality and accountability of those who chose to be registered social workers. She argued she 

was not elitist in supporting this concept; rather it was empowering to offer social workers the 

opportunity to perform to the highest standards possible.  

Thirty-seven submissions were received on the Bill from a range of submitters including social 

workers, social services, ANZASW, ANZASWE, IFSW, community members, and tangata 

whenua, with 30 of these submissions supporting the intent of the Bill (Social Services Select 

Committee, 2002). There were concerns about the Bill expressed by some submitters. 

But it isn’t mandatory: What about the shonky cowgirls or cowboys? 

Some submitters questioned if proposed legislation would be able to offer protection to the 

public if it was not mandatory. Certification was identified as the most favoured system of 

registration as “it would allow flexibility in terms of whether social workers became registered, 

and whether employers chose to employ registered or unregistered social workers” (Ministry of 

Social Policy, 2001, p. 5). However, in response to Question 3, regarding certain tasks that only 

registered social workers should do, respondents agreed that certain tasks including statutory 

social work, working in specialised high-risk practice areas, and working with particularly 

vulnerable groups should all be restricted to registered social workers, while recognising this 

would be difficult to administer. Further, all respondents felt that statutory social workers and 

those in NGOs who receive public funding should be required to be registered. A clear majority 

of respondents also felt that other categories of social worker, including NGO social workers 

(85%), privately funded NGO social workers (70%), and private practitioners (75%), should be 

required to register. There was a clear mandate from submitters for registration of most if not all 

practitioners. 

The Bill proceeded through second reading and at this stage Minister Maharey addressed the 

issue of mandatory registration, arguing that it was not viable to introduce mandatory 

registration immediately. He also asserted that mandatory registration was not consistent with 

other forms of occupational regulation in that voluntary regulation regimes were the most 

common, citing accountants as an example. He noted that the issue should be considered by the 

Board during regular reviews of the legislation. Opposition Member of Parliament, K. Rich 

informed the house that the National Party would be supporting the Bill, even though it was “a 

mere shadow of what was expected” in terms of mandatory registration, referencing the Brown 

(2000) report. She blamed the about-turn by the Labour Government on mandatory registration 

on cost and administrative hurdles. She argued in-committee that the name of the Bill was not 

accurate and would be more appropriately named the “Social Workers Voluntary Registration 
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Bill” and further “if someone happens to be one of the shonky cowboys or cowgirls of the social 

work world, would that person go the distance to register?” (New Zealand Parliament, 2003, 

para.2). Speakers representing United Future, NZ First, Green, and Act parties, similarly spoke 

in support of the intent of the Bill, in addition to other Labour Government members. J. Turner 

(United Future), argued:  

Those people who argue against the Bill because it is not mandatory need to understand 

that if social workers are to be given the chance to enjoy a professional coming-of-age, 

then time must be allowed for the current situation (in terms of qualification) to be 

addressed. The Bill includes review provisions that will mean as professional progress is 

made over time, mandatory registration could then be considered along with any other 

issues that may become apparent. (New Zealand Parliament, 2003, para, 28) 

Bradford, while supporting the Bill in general terms, argued a 10-year timeframe for 

implementing mandatory registration would be appropriate, and that the lack of specific 

reference to Te Tiriti o Waitangi and explicit acknowledgement of the obligations of the Crown 

were inappropriate (Social Services Select Committee, 2002). 

Where is Te Tiriti o Waitangi? 

There is no specific reference to Te Tiriti o Waitangi in the Bill or the SWRA 2003. This was a 

common criticism by submitters on the Bill to the Social Services Select Committee (2002). The 

Select Committee reported that: 

Submitters argued that the Treaty is the basis from which social work practice is 

developed. They say that including explicit reference to the Treaty would give 

recognition to the position of Māori as tangata whenua, and to the right that comes with 

this position for Māori to determine their own social work processes. (p. 3) 

Some submitters also suggested that the Bill could be amended to require half the Board to be 

Māori in order to recognise the partnership role Māori hold under Te Tiriti o Waitangi. The 

Select Committee responded: “The Minister must take all reasonable steps to ensure that the 

Board is representative of Māori. It is up to the Board to decide how many Māori it considers 

are representative” (p. 4). 

Simmons-Hansen (2010) explored the impact of Te Tiriti o Waitangi not being named in the 

SWRA 2003, arguing that despite 27 of the 30 submitters on the Bill asking for recognition of 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi this did not occur, which resulted in personal, professional, and collective 

silencing in terms of structural power, as well as the repositioning of the state with regard to the 
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SWRA 2003 as standard setting only. She invited social workers to “notice this absence and 

speak back against any normalization of the subjugation of submitters’ voices” (p. 80).  

However, the Select Committee’s (2002) view was: 

The Treaty establishes a relationship specifically between the Crown and Māori, while 

the Bill provides a framework for standards for all social workers. ... Instead of explicit 

mention of the Treaty, relevant clauses include specific reference to meeting the needs of 

Māori. In addition, the Board is specifically directed to be cognisant of cultural 

factors … to ensure that the aims, aspirations, appropriate involvement and employment 

requirements of Māori and Pacific people are integral and ongoing priorities; … to 

ensure the views of Māori as tangata whenua and Pacific peoples are at all times readily 

accessible to it. (pp. 3–4) 

A party vote was called for on the statement, “that the Social Workers Registration Bill be now 

read a third time,” with 100 ayes and six noes recorded. The Bill was read for the third time the 

same day (see Table 4.1). 

Table 4.3 

Social Workers Registration Act: Legislation Progress Table 

Date Process Document 

3/09/2001 Introduced Social Workers Registration Bill 

10/10/2001 First reading Social Workers Registration Bill 

10/10/2001 Referred to Social Services Select 

Committee 

Social Workers Registration Bill 

4/04/2002 Reported back Social Workers Registration Bill 

1/04/2003 Second reading Social Workers Registration Bill 

1/04/2003 Supplementary Order Paper Supplementary Order Paper 2003 No.73 

1/04/2003 Committee of the whole House Social Workers Registration Bill 

1/04/2003 Third reading Social Workers Registration Bill 

9/04/2003 Royal Assent Social Workers Registration Act 

2003 

(https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/bills-and-laws/bills-proposed-laws/document/00DBHOH_BILL4155_1/social-workers-registration-bill) 

The Social Workers Registration Act 2003 

Royal assent was granted and the SWRA 2003 passed into law on 9 April 2003. The state 

responded to the riskiness of social work and child abuse tragedies by initiating limited social 

worker regulation. However, the lack of protection of title in the SWRA 2003 meant anyone 

could still claim to be a social worker and it was up to employing bodies to determine if they 

http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I1669dfb0013411e18eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=I2c75a0b1e04011e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I1669dfb0013411e18eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=I2c75a0b1e04011e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I1669dfb0013411e18eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=I2c75a0b1e04011e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I1669dfb0013411e18eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=I2c75a0b1e04011e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I1669dfb0013411e18eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=I2c75a0b1e04011e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I3327f681036611e18eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=I226aa896e13011e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I1669dfb0013411e18eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=I2c75a0b1e04011e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I1669dfb0013411e18eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=I2c75a0b1e04011e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I090cfe4fe15911e08eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=Iba1acdb9e02711e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
http://www.westlaw.co.nz/maf/wlnz/app/document?&src=rl&docguid=I090cfe4fe15911e08eefa443f89988a0&hitguid=Iba1acdb9e02711e08eefa443f89988a0&snippets=true&startChunk=1&endChunk=1
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required only registered social workers.12 Te Tiriti o Waitangi was not included in the new 

legislation, with concerns expressed by many submitters regarding the ongoing perpetration of 

structural racism and negative impacts of colonisation (Simmons-Hansen, 2010).  

Social workers in Aotearoa New Zealand expected registration would support aspirations for 

higher levels of entry qualification and further continuing education (Beddoe, 2010). Links have 

been identified between development of professional capital through registration (Beddoe, 

2013b) and having a strong voice in public advocacy at policy and decision-making levels 

alongside disadvantaged client groups (Beddoe, 2014; O’Brien, 2005, 2011b). Regulation and 

professionalisation, therefore, did not automatically mean loss of social action and social change 

imperative. The SWRA 2003 was launched on 5 November 2003, and the inaugural Board was 

announced at the parliamentary function. The professionalisation journey and implementation of 

the SWRA 2003 from the view of the participants in this research is the subject of Chapters 5, 6 

and 7.  

Conclusion and Identification of Gaps in Knowledge and Research Around This 

Topic 

In this chapter, I have described the emergence of social work professionalisation and regulation 

in Aotearoa New Zealand, providing an overview of how these projects disrupted grassroots 

narratives of social work, and was not linear. The chapter began with the history of social work 

commencing with how Māori society provided forms of caring, social support, and welfare prior 

to the arrival of European and British explorers, sailors, and colonisers. After 1840, Māori 

whānau, hapū and iwi were increasingly separated from their land and resources through force 

and the introduction of colonial laws. The population of Māori was additionally ravaged by 

exposure to new infectious diseases introduced with the new arrivals. The resulting great 

hardship, loss and marginalisation amongst the tangata whenua, and disruption of the coherence 

of traditional Māori society, has had ongoing negative effects to the present day. From a 

structural perspective, it is clear that many social issues to which social work attempts to 

respond have roots in colonisation and oppression. Further, it is clear that social work practice 

itself has helped preserve the state agenda. The need to understand and respond to challenges of 

structural and personal racism were necessary before any developments could be made on the 

registration of social workers. 

 
12 The political commitment to mandate occupational closure for social work took a further 18 years to achieve despite almost unanimous 

critique of the newly established voluntary system with 95% of respondents to the SWRB Discussion Paper on mandatory registration in support 
of moving to mandatory registration (SWRB, 2007, 2011, 2012).The Social Workers Registration Legislation Act 2019 made it mandatory for 

all practising social workers in Aotearoa New Zealand to register by 2021. 
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The new immigrants settling in Aotearoa New Zealand, hoping they were safe in the assurance 

this was a land of opportunity, had limited social capital and support for times of hardship and 

misfortune. Social security, drawing on British systems, was haltingly introduced for “worthy” 

beneficiaries through a combination of family, employer, voluntary, and finally state 

responsibility alongside the strengthening of colonial presence and rule. Western models of 

social work began to develop and roles that were precursors to the social work role were 

established to administer charity and aid and monitor recipients’ behaviour in a range of 

agencies. 

The social work professionalisation project in Aotearoa New Zealand was then considered. 

Many forces together problematised and determined the social work professionalisation project 

in Aotearoa New Zealand. Problematising, as opposed to problem solving, is the regrading of a 

phenomenon into a problem requiring a solution and is integral to critical consciousness, 

providing sites of resistance and hope (Foucault, 2001; Giroux, 2015). Social workers 

challenged themselves to put their own house in order, demonstrating endurance and resilience 

as a maturing professional group. They sought to make the views of those groups whom they 

served, and who had been marginalised, central within the profession. The 1960s heralded the 

development of regional associations of social work which joined together to establish the 

NZASW in 1964. From the outset, questions around the definition of social work, eligibility to 

be a social worker, and accountability to ensure consistent good practice and client safety were 

contested nationally and influenced by international social work contexts. Tangata whenua 

social workers increasingly engaged in breaking the silence that existed in the profession around 

racism. The professional body had to respond to internal challenges of racism, elitism, and 

sexism and, from these turbulent times, develop innovative responses to membership criteria 

and governance, prior to being able to reconsider the concept of registration of social workers. A 

Registration Project Team was established within the Association in the late 1990s to develop 

policies and processes with the aim of achieving registration. 

Workers from a range of fields of practice in Aotearoa New Zealand began establishing and 

accessing networking and training opportunities from the 1950s, including the first tertiary 

qualification in social work at Victoria University of Wellington. Social work education and 

training opportunities gradually increased; however, access to education was not equitable 

across Aotearoa New Zealand or across different social work fields of practice. Further kaupapa 

Māori social work education developed later than Western educational approaches with the 

introduction of kaupapa Māori streams to social work qualifications and the wānanga 

institutions such as Te Wānanga o Aotearoa and Te Wānanga o Raukawa, both founded in the 
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1980s. Social work educators participated in changing processes for the accreditation of social 

work training and education in Aotearoa New Zealand through 

NZASWE/ANZASWE/CSWEANZ (see Appendix 11). 

The political environment played a huge part in problematising and determining the need for 

social worker registration. While a radical neoliberal economic policy was introduced into 

Aotearoa New Zealand in the 1980s, the government became convinced that the regulation of 

social work practice was necessary. Child abuse tragedies and resulting reports, with exposure 

of poor social work practice in a risk-averse environment, provided rationales (Brown, 2000; K. 

Mason, 1992). Funders and employers of social workers, including those in statutory, health and 

NGO social work, began considering how to ensure consistent practice standards with better 

outcomes for service users and less risk for employers and funders. Social workers including 

tangata whenua practitioners were also debating the issues. Registration of social workers was 

increasingly viewed as a pathway, albeit with reservations about state control of the profession.  

With the 1999 election of a new Labour-led Government, registration of social workers was on 

the agenda and the state stepped into the process. Feedback from the social work sector on the 

Ministry of Social Policy Discussion paper informed the Social Work Registration Bill 2002. 

The ensuing Select Committee process heard submissions concerning the proposed legislation 

but the resulting SWRA 2003 did not make registration mandatory for all social workers, nor 

did it reference Te Tiriti o Waitangi. The SWRA 2003 provided for voluntary registration, a 

unique response to regulation, and a reflection of the state’s ambivalence within a neoliberal 

political environment.  

Over the 16 years following the passing of the SWRA 2003, the impact and opportunity 

provided by registration was the subject of some consideration by a number of stakeholders 

including a special edition of the ANZASW journal (for example: Beddoe, 2009, 2013b; Beddoe 

& Duke, 2009, 2013; Duke, 2012; Gilray, 2013; Harington, 2006; Hay, O’Donoghue, & 

Blagdon, 2006; E. Henderson & Fry, 2013; R. Henderson & O’Donoghue, 2013; Hutchings, 

2008; Lonne & Duke, 2009; McKinley, 2006; McNabb, 2014; O’Brien, 2013; O’Donoghue, 

2007, 2013; Pakura, 2006; Pitt, 2005; Rennie, 2004, 2013; Sin, Fong, & Momin, 2007; P. Smith, 

2013; Staniforth, Fouche & Beddoe, 2014; van Heugten, 2011). However, the Aotearoa New 

Zealand social work professionalisation project, and critical consideration of the sociocultural, 

political, and economic dimensions of the regulation outcome, have not been researched or 

comprehensively documented. This is the gap in knowledge and research that this thesis aims to 

address. I now turn to the research findings that sit alongside the scholarship and published 
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literature on professionalisation and the Aotearoa New Zealand history of social work 

registration.  
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Chapter 5: Findings: The Perfect Storm: Disrupting Grassroots 

Social Work 

My intention was not to deal with the problem of truth, but with the problem of the truth-

teller, or of truth-telling as an activity: ... who is able to tell the truth, about what, with 

what consequences, and with what relations to power ... with the question of the 

importance of telling the truth, knowing who is able to tell the truth, and knowing why 

we should tell the truth, we have the roots of what we could call the “critical” tradition in 

the West. (Foucault, 2001 p. 5) 

In the next three chapters, I present the findings of the research into the professionalisation of 

social work in Aotearoa New Zealand, drawing upon archival data from ANZASW and the 

SWRB, registration policy data, and the words of key stakeholders from the time of the 

development and implementation of social work registration. The inaugural Board members all 

agreed to participate and consented to be identified in the writing up of this research and are thus 

named throughout the findings (Table 2.1). Transcripts of their interviews are available in an 

archive held by ANZASW.  

Other key stakeholder participants (Table 2.2) are not identified and are referred to with an 

individual letter throughout the findings. These participants were all interviewed in 2016 or 

2017. The specific date of other key stakeholder interviews is not recorded as some participants 

chose to manage their interview with a number of meetings.  

In order to enhance readability and ensure clarity of meaning, I have at times reduced a 

stakeholder’s words with ellipses or paraphrased their dialogue and noted this with square 

brackets [xxx]. I have not intentionally altered the meaning of the participants’ words. On 

occasion, where a participant has returned to a theme to elaborate on it further, I have combined 

their words into one quote using … to identify the gap, taking every care not to create a new 

interpretation in the spaces that were left out. Aspects of this chapter are drawn from 

publications resulting from this research (Hunt et al., 2019, 2020).  
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Critical voices problematised and determined the need for professionalisation of social workers 

in Aotearoa New Zealand, disrupting the grassroots narrative of social work and emphasising a 

problem that required a resolution (Foucault, 2001), leading to decades of conflict and debate 

among stakeholders (Hunt et al., 2020).  

The history of thought is the analysis of the way an unproblematic field of experience, or 

a set of practices, which were accepted without question, which were familiar and 

“silent,” out of discussion, becomes a problem, raises discussion and debate, incites new 

reactions, and induces a crisis in the previously silent behavior, habits, practices, and 

institutions. (Foucault, 2001 p. 74) 

This chapter, utilising data from the research project, expands and amplifies the story of the 

developing social work profession in Aotearoa New Zealand from the 1950s to the 2000s, 

specifically focusing on the barriers and journey towards registration. It follows the progression 

of the previous chapter, but illuminates the published literature outlined in Chapter 4, with 

detailed archival and interview data from the research project.  

The multiple drivers that promoted registration, yet changed in influence and power with time 

and circumstances, are considered. The “rangatira status” (Participant L) of the history of social 

work is framed by the key stakeholders who, without exception, were motivated to promote the 

professionalism of social work and enhance services with a professional baseline for practice, 

acknowledging “it is a kai not all people want to eat” (Participant L). The profession’s history is 

contextualised with a brief overview of developing international social work voices. Alongside 

the evolving professional body, the growth in social work education and training in Aotearoa 

New Zealand is discussed. Social work education accreditation is outlined, with linkages made 

through the voices of social work educators. The impact of political influences including the 

neoliberal environment that strengthened from the 1980s in Aotearoa New Zealand, and 

contributed to growing structural inequality and a corresponding loss of faith in social work, are 

summarised. Social work emphasises egalitarian approaches, and during the 1980s and 1990s 

some stakeholders, including tangata whenua, the professional body, employers of social 

workers, social work practitioners, and social work educators attempted to respond to challenges 

of elitism, racism and sexism within the profession. The issues of this time are further 

illuminated by stakeholder voices and archival material. A culminating perfect storm of 

coalescing forces that facilitated the professionalisation project is posited and described from the 

view of stakeholders. As the project has potential to be at odds with social justice imperatives of 

social work, progression was not smooth. The chapter concludes with the voices of the 
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participants providing an overview of the process undertaken by the state to develop and 

introduce social worker registration legislation. 

Table 5.1 summarises data from Chapters 4 and 5 thematically and within each theme, 

chronologically, the forces that contributed to the development of social work in Aotearoa New 

Zealand and the subsequent professionalisation and regulation projects. This chapter follows the 

outline provided in Table 5.1 from around the mid-1900s to discuss the forces in more detail 

utilising data from the archives and participant interviews.  

Table 5.1 

Problematising and Determining the Need for Social Worker Professionalisation in Aotearoa 

New Zealand: Brief Timeline 

Forces Timeframe Description of events 

Early days Pre-1840 

and Te 

Tiriti o 

Waitangi 

(1840) 

Māori models of welfare in context of whānau, hapū and iwi (Durie, 1997; 

Nash, 2009; Ruwhiu, 1999b) expressed in practices associated with 

tikanga and kaupapa. English and Māori language versions of Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi signed 1840, providing protection and governance but not 

(according to Māori version) ceding sovereignty (Fleras & Spoonley, 

1999). 

 Late 

1800s and 

1900s 

Developing Western models of social work in a colonial state, reflecting 

British education, policing, child welfare, criminal justice and mental 

health systems (Beddoe, 2018,; Nash, 2001; Tennant, 1989). 

Māori policy 

development 

1900s–

2000s 

Māori policy development  

1900–1950: Survival, underground, cultural rebirth (Young Māori Party, 

Ratana movement, Native Department, Māori War Effort Organisation) 

1951–1970: Māori contribution to wellbeing (Māori Women’s Welfare 

League, New Zealand Māori Council, New Zealand Māori Wardens, 

Māori Trustees, Māori Affairs Department, Ngā Tamatoa movement) 

1960s and 1970s: Indigenous cultural awakening, Māori activism 

1980s–2000s: Two decades of iwi and urban Māori consolidation and self-

determination, economic development, fiscal envelope, Māori fisheries, 

land occupations and settlements (Ruwhiu, 1999a, 1999b) 

Collective 

occupation, 

burgeoning 

profession 

1964 NZASW formed providing a collective social work professional identity 

and linking regional associations. Membership voluntary, and limited to 

those practising social work in an approved social service agency or with 

recognised professional training, consideration of who is a social worker. 

 1970s–

1980s 

Social workers’ internal ambivalence re professionalising apparent 

within NZASW. 

1976 Biennial Conference moved that the Association “accept the 

principle of registration and further investigations be carried out into this 

matter.”  

1977: The Canterbury Branch Working Party on Registration Report.  
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Forces Timeframe Description of events 

 1984–

1986 

NZASW conferences in Christchurch (1984) and Turangawaewae, 

Waikato (1986), challenges of racism leading to constitutional change. 

 1988 Professional drive for best practice and accountability, competency-

based membership and self-regulation process for members through 

formal complaints mechanism. 

 1994 NZASW reconsiders models of regulation (Blagdon et al., 1994). 

 1999 31 May: Registration Project Team Terms of Reference finalised with 

following purpose “On behalf of Aotearoa New Zealand Association of 

Social Workers (ANZASW) to develop policies on registration for social 

workers and to implement planning steps and strategies, within 

association policy, towards ultimate achievement of registration for all 

social work practitioners on Aotearoa New Zealand.” 

  

 2000 Groundswell in profession supporting registration including tangata 

whenua members (Corrigan et al., 2000).  

International 

social work 

voices 

1932 

 

 

IFSW early beginnings forming a loose international cooperation of 

national associations of social workers (https://www.ifsw.org/milestones-

in-the-early-history-of-the-ifsw/) 

1957 IFSW definition of social work  

2000 

2014 

Further definitions in 2000, 2014 (IFSW, 2000, 2014) 

Aotearoa New Zealand increasingly involved in international space 

Growth in 

education and 

training 

1949 

 

 

Education and training courses included: 

Establishment of first formal tertiary social work education and training 

in Aotearoa New Zealand at Victoria University of Wellington, School 

of Social Science. 

1963 

 

Tiromoana training centre, Porirua, commenced short courses for social 

workers without a qualification 

1974 Taranaki House, Auckland, following same short-course model as 

Tiromoana opened  

1970s 

 

Other training schemes such as Residential Staff Training School, 

Kohitere, Levin, offering short training seminars and certificated training 

course 

1976 

 

Massey University: Four-year BSW commences 

University of Canterbury: MA in sociology in social work 

1978–1980 University of Auckland: MA in sociology in social work begins and ends 

1980 University of Canterbury: BSW commences 

1982 

 

 

Auckland College of Education (ACE): Diploma in social work 

commences (later develops into a 3-year degree, then a 4-year degree 

when ACE merges with University of Auckland) 

https://www.ifsw.org/milestones-in-the-early-history-of-the-ifsw/
https://www.ifsw.org/milestones-in-the-early-history-of-the-ifsw/


 

99 

Forces Timeframe Description of events 

1980s 

 

Te Wānanga o Aotearoa and Te Wānanga o Raukawa: Kaupapa Māori 

diploma social work qualification streams and full programmes commence 

1980s 

onwards 

Polytechnic social work diploma qualification streams and full 

programmes commence 

 1973 

 

Establishment of social work training and education accreditation:  

New Zealand Social Work Training Council (NZSWTC) (est. June 1973) 

1986 

 

New Zealand Council for Education and Training in the Social Services 

(NZCETSS) (est. December 1986)  

1995 

 

ITO Te Kai Awhina Ahumahi (TKAA) for National Diploma in Social 

Services (Social Work) and National Diploma in Social Work (est. 1995) 

New Zealand Qualifications Authority (NZQA) for degree programmes 

awarded by polytechnics, colleges of education or private training 

establishments 

Committee on University Academic Programmes (CUAP): degree, and 

postgraduate and Level B diploma programmes 

2003 ANZASW course approvals process combined with CUAP or NZQA. 

2004 Social Workers Registration Board course approvals process 

 1996 Linking of social work educators: 

Establishment of New Zealand Association of Social Work Educators 

(NZASWE), later to become known as the Aotearoa New Zealand 

Association of Social Work Educators (ANZASWE), and then the Council 

for Social Work Educators Aotearoa New Zealand (CSWEANZ). 

Political 

dimensions 

 

1990 Fourth National Government elected (Appendix 12) with general anti-

profession ethos. Minister of Social Welfare, Roger Sowry, convinced 

regulation of social workers necessary and money allocated to DSW 

budget for development. 

 1991 “Mother of all budgets” result of growing neoliberal, market-driven 

environment in Aotearoa New Zealand that developed from the fourth 

Labour Government 1984–1990 (Appendix 12).  

 1990s Increasing loss of faith in social work by state and public as a result of 

growing public scrutiny of failures in child protection.  

Regulation increasingly viewed by the state as a safety net. 

 1999 Labour Party manifesto pledged to establish a system of professional 

registration for social workers (New Zealand Parliament, 2003).  

Fifth Labour Government elected (Appendix 12), political sponsorship 

for registration secured (Maharey, 1998). 
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Forces Timeframe Description of events 

Employer 

voices: 

DSW 

April 1, 

1972 

DSW13 formed from the amalgamation of the Social Security 

Department and the Child Welfare Division of the Department of 

Education. 

 1984 Berridge et al. (1984). Institutional Racism in the DSW, Tamaki 

Makaurau, Report.  

1986 The Maori Perspective Advisory Committee. (1986). Puao-te-Ata-tu: The 

Daybreak Report. Identified structural inequality and racism in DSW, 

leading to sweeping changes in child welfare and youth services and the 

Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989. 

  

 1990–

2000s 

Environment of growing aversion to risk, and corresponding growth in 

audit and control. 

 1992 Mason Report (1992) noted dangerously low levels of professionally 

trained social workers in DSW. 

 1990s Margaret Bazley (Director General DSW), facing issues of under 

competence in her organisation, promoted regulation to Minister of 

Social Welfare, Roger Sowry. 

 1990s DSW workforce professionalising policy, but targets never met.  

 1990s DSW establish an internal competency programme in lieu of registration  

 1996 New Zealand Children and Young Persons Service (CYPS) documented 

professionalisation strategic goal (New Zealand CYPS, 1996). 

 2000  Mick Brown (2000) report recommending that registration of the Child 

Youth and Family Service (CYFS) workforce be given urgency. 

Employer 

voices: 

Health 

1990s Rapid growth in health social work with drive to employ qualified staff 

and align with multidisciplinary health professionals.  

 1990s Development of Health Social Work Leaders network. 

Employer 

voices: 

NGO 

1990s–

2000s 

Rapid growth of NGO sector including Iwi Social Services and NGO 

networks. 

NGO and state sector developing bicultural frameworks for practice 

referencing Te Tiriti o Waitangi as baseline for services. 

 
13 Statutory child protection and welfare services in Aotearoa New Zealand has undergone a number of reviews, ministerial reshuffles, 

rebranding, and name changes. Since 31 October 2017, it is known as Oranga Tamariki—Ministry for Children. Previously it was known as the 

Ministry for Vulnerable Children (Oranga Tamariki) (April 2017–October 2017); Child Youth and Family (CYF) (2006–2017); Child Youth and 
Family Services (CYFS) (1999–2006); Children and Young Persons Service (CYPS) (1992–1999); Department of Social Welfare (DSW) 

(1972–1992); Social Security Department (1939–1972) and the Child Welfare Division of the Department of Education (1925–1972) 
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Forces Timeframe Description of events 

Practitioner 

voices: Unions 

1913 

onwards 

Union voices: Public Service Association (PSA), established in 1913 has 

history of being the union for state sector social workers. 

1991 

 

 

The Employment Contracts Act (1991) removed legislative backing for 

unions and resulted in decrease in wages and rates along with union 

membership (O’Connor, 2013).  

 2000s No clear union for social workers in general in Aotearoa New Zealand 

and those social workers who were unionised in 2000s are few, and 

scattered amongst different unions. Social Workers Action Network 

(SWAN) established in 2010s as formal network of PSA (Ross, 2014). 

Practitioner 

voices: Tangata 

whenua 

1980s Tangata whenua practitioners spearhead challenges of racism in practice 

and in the profession (Ohia, 1987, 1988a, 1988b). Issues of registration, 

professionalism and racism become intertwined (Fraser & Briggs, 2016). 

 1999–

2000s 

The concept of registration of social workers to embed bicultural practice 

as determined by Māori was re-introduced by tangata whenua leaders in 

the profession, while acknowledging the historical journey and hard-won 

battles (Corrigan, 2000; Ruwhiu, 2000, 2001). 

Practitioner 

voices: Pasifika 

2000s Pasifika practitioners view registration as pathway to recognise and 

embed Pasifika models of practice. 

Public voices 1990s–

2000s 

“Dark ages” of child protection: environment of growing public loss of 

confidence in social work; shaming and apportioning individual blame 

for poor practice and child abuse tragedies 

Perfect storm 1990s Profession’s push:  

Profession’s journey to date 

Registration Project Team 

Critical minds in both tangata whenua and tauiwi caucuses 

Tangata whenua voices in social work in general 

International social work professionalisation examples 

Social work education voices 

Crisis of trust in professions 

Child abuse tragedies highlight inadequate social work services 

State steps in 2000 Discussion paper on registration of social workers (Ministry of Social 

Policy, 2000, 2001). 

 2002 Social Workers Registration Bill and select committee process (Social 

Services Select Committee, 2002). 

 2003 Social Workers Registration Act 2003: providing for voluntary 

registration of social workers with purpose outlined in (s.3) to protect the 

public; create a framework for registration of social workers in NZ 

establishing a board and tribunal; promote the benefits of registration of 

social workers; enhance the professionalism of social workers. 

(Updated and reproduced from Hunt et al., 2020, with the kind permission of Aotearoa New 

Zealand Social Work).  
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A Collective Occupation and Burgeoning Profession 

Regional and fields of practice-specific networks of social workers began to be established in 

Aotearoa New Zealand from 1957 until 1964, serving as the precursor for the establishment of 

the NZASW (Luckock, 1964a). NZASW grew rapidly in the early days with around 160 people 

attending the inaugural conference in 1964 (Luckock, 1964a) and, by the end of that year, 240 

applications for membership had been approved by the Membership Committee (Hancock, 

1964).14  

Registration of social workers was discussed from the outset of the establishment of the 

professional association. Participants commented on the varying views of members of the 

Association regarding registration of social workers at different times: 

I’d just come back from overseas and I came into the Health [sector] in the late 70s … 

when the Association had a really major debate around registration, [including] that we 

would be moving away from clients, and I was really aware of the Canterbury Branch 

pushing for registration but there seemed to be a lot of difference around the country. 

(Participant A) 

Jim Murphy and Mark Flowers… were [part of] a very strong group in the Hawkes Bay 

in the 80s … that were very pro-registration… wanted qualifications, wanted 

registration … It was actually quite splitting in the Association for quite some time … 

there was a period where that was pretty intense … the pro-registration camp and the 

anti-registration camp throwing slogans across the room. (L. Beddoe) 

By the 1980s, the tensions within social work and NZASW were high. Participants reflected 

upon internal issues within the Association that required attention in order to retain and grow 

membership. Challenges of elitism due to inequitable access to training and education and 

feminist challenges around misuse of power needed to be addressed:  

The needs of the feminist movement during that time meant that registration wasn’t 

going to be a flyer … basically it was about a challenge to power systems within the 

profession and elitism … there were only one or two women who were in senior 

positions in social work around the country … like Ruth Manchester and June Kendrick 

who were tremendously influential in teaching and learning. (B. Curson) 

The Association had a strong core of active critical thinkers grappling with the presenting issues. 

Curson reflected “the Association was reasonably strong in the 1980s with active influential 

 
14 It had been agreed in the new constitution that full and associate membership of NZASW would be restricted to people actively engaged in the 
practice of social work in an approved agency or who had recognised training qualifications even if they ceased to practise. A register of 

approved agencies and categories of employment was developed by the Membership Committee (Luckock, 1964b). 
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people like Jim Murphy, Lynne Briggs, Mark Flowers, Ken Daniels, and Mike O’Brien and 

others.”  

Another major challenge for the profession was around racism, including recognition of the 

profession’s colonising role. Participants recalled the impact of monocultural systems on their 

practice: 

[In] 1985 I left university and I needed to work. I really struggled initially [although] it 

was really good grounding to see the social work profession as a significant part within a 

hospital setting, and yet there was very little in the way of Māori voice in that space. My 

supervisor at the time just said to me “you know, I can provide you with the supervision 

required to be able to meet the requirements inside this space, but you need to actually 

look at [seeking] some cultural supervision.” (Participant L) 

Fraser and Briggs (2016) reported turbulent times in the profession in the 1980s, culminating in 

conflict in 1986 at the NZASW conference at Turangawaewae Marae, Waikato. One participant 

reflected on robust debates amongst tangata whenua members: 

John [Bradley] presented [at the conference at Turangawaewae] and said, … we do not 

want to split from the Association … because we are working not just for Māori children 

but for any children … see John Bradley was that type of guy. But he wanted to do it our 

way. … The next day we saw in the papers that Māori split from non-Māori in social 

work. Oh, we had a big meeting, because our group … were the ones that didn’t want to 

split … and then we had the big wind-up … well we had people crying … we argued for 

hours there. (Participant D) 

Later, this participant joined the Association Branch in the area where they lived:  

I just went back to work for a few years … and then I said [to the Branch chairperson], 

I’m a social worker but there’s no Māori rōpū [group]. Can I join the Branch and they 

put me in the Branch … so that was the beginning of my belief in my strength, and that 

as social workers, we needed to be together. (Participant D) 

In response to the challenges of racism, NZASW began to develop a bicultural structure that 

demanded ongoing effort from the members to implement. After the tangata whenua social 

workers voted to return to the Association in 1989, the Māori caucus was formally established 

and chose a name: Te Tangata Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa. The caucus was 

constitutionally responsible for decision making alongside the tauiwi (non-Māori) caucus. 

Participants reflected on the impact on Te Tangata Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa of the 

tauiwi caucus not choosing to name themselves, and the issue remains outstanding:  
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Another mistake was the Māori social workers developed a name [for our caucus], the 

Pākehā social workers didn’t; they took their name as ANZASW. We said “no, you can’t 

do that because that’s us collectively.” They never [came up with a name for their 

Pākehā caucus] so in actual fact, [it] singled us out [as] different, [like a subgroup], but 

anyway we stopped arguing about it and just carried on. (Participant D) 

The two came back together just a year or two later and the Association consisted of the 

Māori caucus and ANZASW … we agreed that we would always be equal … and the 

president would alternate … we would start off with a Pākehā president and we would 

have a Māori one as vice-president so that the Māori one could learn what they have to 

do when they became president. (Participant D) 

The Association also changed its name from NZASW to reflect its bicultural imperative: 

[Initially] we just simply changed… we didn’t do it constitutionally, and this was in 

discussion essentially with Turoa [Haronga] and a number of tangata whenua including 

Taotahi Pihama and John Bradley … we were told to just get on and do it … stop 

stuffing around … and so we began to introduce that, [and] later it became a 

constitutional change to the way it is now. The name used to be New Zealand 

Association of Social Workers Aotearoa [NZASWA]. The Aotearoa was at the end at 

one point, … it was a serious attempt to begin addressing what needed to be the 

bicultural journey. (B. Curson) 

Māori membership of ANZASW steadily grew and by 2000, Baucke, in her president’s report to 

the ANZASW AGM in November advised there were 200 Māori members with rōpū established 

around the country. Full membership of the Association required assessment of competence to 

practise and not qualification (Beddoe & Randal, 1994) and tangata whenua members developed 

a parallel process of competence assessment available for Māori members only, which they 

named the Niho Taniwha process: 

[we] had already discussed the name of it with John Bradley, and he said, Niho 

Taniwha ... he said it’s about the teeth … Niho Taniwha was given to ANZASW so that 

Māori could use it, to use their own culture when they look at the 10 standards and that 

was the strength of it. (Participant D) 

Participants recalled the strength of the tangata whenua caucus at this time: 

[In the 1990s, Te Tangata Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa] … had started 

implementing quite strong tangata whenua processes within the organisation … we had 

that first hui in Whangarei on a marae at Ngunguru ... about the bicultural code of ethics. 

The Association was probably at its strongest then because of the membership and we 
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had the rōpū up and running, which was fantastic because you just dealt with one [group 

of] people. (Participant J) 

There was a huge development around Māori contribution inside this professional space 

to do with tikanga, developing competency, dealing with conflict of interest, ethics ... 

there was a whole body of knowledge worldwide, research that was being done ... we 

also did the development of the Te Ahi Kaa15 days and I think the Association took on 

board that concept and our national social workers’ day is a result of it. (Participant L) 

The competency processes depended on voluntary contribution from members as panellists: 

There was a concern about the capability of the workforce. A lot of people did do 

competency; in fact, it was very good for, and built the Association. But competency 

wasn’t without its problems. It depended on goodwill and voluntary effort that at times 

proved to be unsustainable, because that required huge voluntary effort. (L. Beddoe) 

Further, this method of professional accountability only applied to members of the Association: 

The focus of the Association was on competency to become a member and thus through 

that competency process providing accountability to the public for members. But only a 

small percentage of social workers were in fact members [of ANZASW], so there were 

many people practising social work [for whom] there was no professional accountability. 

(S. Hunt) 

International influences.  

Professionalisation developments within the professional body were linked to developments in 

international social work bodies including IFSW and IASSW, recognising social work is 

practised in a global context and that local problems are impacted by global events. Board 

members reflected on the growing international respect for and recognition of social work in 

Aotearoa New Zealand at the time of problematising and determining social worker registration 

in this country: 

The international context was important because we were well regarded … the IFSW 

portfolio was a formal role with the Association. … There was international recognition 

of the Family Group Conference [FGC] process, and people saw social work practice 

here as being advanced, at least in some respects. [We had] confirmed and developed the 

Code of Ethics and that had an international validity, so when we came to formulate the 

[Registration] Act, it was unquestioned. (B. Curson) 

 
15 Te Ahi Kaa (To keep the home fires burning). “Kia muri tonu nga ahi kaa, more te matemateone: Keep the home fires burning so loved ones 
will always return.” Developed 2000–2001, and described as a significant day of celebration, and a time set aside annually for tangata whenua 

members to celebrate social work, kōrero together, and whakawhanaungatanga with one another in a meaningful way (Ruwhiu, 2000, 2002b).  
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Alignment with international social work professionalisation developments was recognised as 

an advantage for Aotearoa New Zealand social workers, for example one participant commented 

that “a secondary driver was about making sure that New Zealand social workers were attractive 

in other Western jurisdictions, who had registration” (S. Pakura).  

The Profession’s Voice: Registration Back on Their Agenda 

Registration to enhance the safety of the public, increase the status of the profession and 

promote accountability for all social workers, whether they were members of the Association or 

not, was again ready for reconsideration by the (A)NZASW and social work sector. Active 

members of the Association began lobbying: 

ANZASW had been lobbying for quite some time for social work registration, and the 

impetus back in the early 90s and late 80s, was about client protection and 

professionalising social work. … There had been a number of appearances before select 

committees in respect of registration. ANZASW had strong leadership at that time, and 

was an influential professional body, and individuals were active and able to engage, talk 

articulately, and be able to assess what the political interests were, so were able to put 

across the underlying drive for social workers registration. (S. Pakura) 

However, concern and feelings of unease remained regarding the potential for qualification-

based registration to undermine the best of grassroots social work as the following quotes 

highlight: 

The profession was firing it up because we were a profession and we had cowboys 

coming in and doing shoddy practice, but we were also saying what does that mean to 

our nanas who have been working in the social services? (Participant L) 

What they did—these men and women—they worked Monday to Thursday with the 

schools [and students]. On Friday, they went out and visited the parents of all these kids 

and they connected the parents into what the kids were doing and they took that back 

into the schools. It was brilliant, brilliant social work, from guys and women who had no 

training. (Participant C) 

The head nurse in the mental health unit where I was working kept saying to me “when 

are you going to get qualified?” and I said, “what do you mean qualified? I’m already 

qualified, I can talk Māori, what are you on about?” ... and he was saying “no, you’ve 

got to go to [university] to be qualified.” So, one day I said “I will do it,” and Mason 

[Durie] was our teacher and everyone [on the course] finished up [qualified] social 

workers. (Participant D) 
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ANZASW Registration Special Project Team. 

The ANZASW Registration Special Project Team asserted that statutory regulation was the 

preferred option of regulation as it would include all practising social workers, enhance the 

safety of clients, and reduce the risk to the professional body, as the accountability of its 

members would be removed from the Association’s mandate (Corrigan et al., 2000). Participants 

provided their views regarding the groundswell for supporting registration at this time. Drivers 

supporting the progression of registration included that earlier micro, meso, and macro social 

justice issues concerning the social work sector of elitism, sexism and racism, had been 

identified and problematised, with agreed-upon strategies implemented in order to address the 

issues. This cleared the way for support for registration to surface. New drivers included a desire 

to reinforce that social work was a valued profession, an aspiration to align social work with 

other regulated professions particularly in health, and finally, a wish for accountability for the 

practice of all social workers in order to enhance practice and protection for consumers and 

employers. Corrigan identified the divergent priorities:  

The purpose, from the Association’s point of view, was to align social work as a 

profession with other regulated professions, predominantly in the health sector. … I’m 

not sure that the safety of the public was the prime driver at that time. That’s the intent 

and purpose of the legislation now.  

Curson also argued it was about enhancing the profession of social work: 

To validate the status of the profession, [provide] equality with other professions … and 

about public reassurance. All the issues about public safety and mechanisms for public 

accountability are exactly the same as they are for any other group and all the public 

mechanisms that are available so I don’t think from a professional point of view 

accountability was a prime driver … it was driven by the profession and their driver was 

more about validation than protection.  

Curry, however, felt that social workers advocating for safety of the public was the primary 

driver: 

It was mostly driven from social workers themselves who were keen to see a more 

professional approach to their occupation and … become a profession and have 

standards … I think they were concerned [practice] was being watered down by any 

cowboy coming and doing their thing. I never saw any real consumer demand for 

[registration] but I saw the [ones who loved the] profession … [they] didn’t just do it for 

income … [they] also wanted to make sure that consumers were protected.  

Participants spoke of the misinformation about registration amongst members at the time, and 

the work involved in providing correct information: 
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There was a lot of misunderstanding about why we should have a Registration Board and 

that was particularly huge for a lot of the tangata whenua members in that it was like 

“now they’re watching over us” … after hours of work, days of meetings, 

teleconferences, everything, it was about our profession being recognised: and that’s the 

message that I took back to the tangata whenua caucus. (Participant J) 

Social Work Education and Training Voices 

Education and training are core requirements of a profession; “the core of a profession … [is] 

the application of some body of knowledge to some purpose which will further the social rather 

than the personal good” (Ritchie, 1967, p. 5). As briefly outlined in Chapter 4, social work 

education and training developed in Aotearoa New Zealand from the first social work 

qualification established in 1950. Educators participated in changing processes for social work 

training and education accreditation, and strengthening the view of social work as an occupation 

(Beddoe, 2014; Hunt et al., 2020; Nash, 1998). 

At the same time ANZASW was becoming stronger, Te Kai Awhina Ahumahi … linked 

alongside, and social work became to be seen as something that was generic because 

Presbyterian social workers were no longer seen as completely different from 

departmental social workers; if they were doing their job well. Yes, so that is where 

registration came [from]. It is a natural development isn’t it? (Participant F) 

The educators were a diverse group with representatives from the university, wānanga, 

polytechnic, and ITO sectors meeting regularly at the NZASWE/ANZASWE/CSWEANZ tri-

annual meetings (Hunt, 2017; Hunt et al., 2019). Registration and the processes for this were 

regular agenda items at the meetings: 

It raised challenges for educators of social workers to buy into the notion of 

professionalisation … what is an initial social work training? Where does that lead to? 

What is an adequate body of knowledge? That was a big problem for educators … 

because when you’ve got a semi-profession you have a wildly different approach to what 

constitutes a fully trained person. (Participant G) 

Educators debated if the profession would be better positioned to be the regulator of social work 

to reduce the risk of state control undermining the profession and professional autonomy, with 

Australia providing an example of this model: 

We also had a discussion about whether it should have been ANZASW who were 

mandated by government to form the Registration Board ... because [we] had experience 

with the Australian scene where it was the profession who did the approvals [of 

programmes]. (Participant K) 
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The educators were generally supportive of a measured introduction to mandatory registration 

recognising that many practising social workers did not have formal social work qualifications: 

In general, the educators were in favour of registration ... we had discussions with senior 

[Ministry] people [who] were anxious about registration because [there were] so many 

people who were unqualified ... so we were for a slow implementation and for that 

special clause [section 13] where … people who had other qualifications plus experience 

and references, could get [registered]. Underlying our comments was, “let us try and find 

a way of making this mandatory, but not instantly mandatory.” (Participant K) 

Political Dimensions: State Voice  

By the late 1990s, social work in Aotearoa New Zealand had developed many of the traits and 

characteristics of a profession with use of theory and bodies of knowledge, the expansion and 

availability of training and education, the development of a code of ethics, the progress of social 

work research in Aotearoa New Zealand, a commitment to service and altruism, the evidencing 

of some autonomy of action, as well as some control over entry to the profession (Flexner, 

1915/2001; Greenwood, 1957). However, some traits had not been fully established such as 

prestige or remuneration for services, or social workers having a professional authority over 

clientele, or community sanction across all fields of practice. To professionalise further, an 

uneasy alliance with the state was instigated as reflected upon here: “we needed to create an 

alliance with the state yet at the same time we had to challenge dominant state views and 

interests and so that impacted on our ability to professionalise” (S. Hunt). 

In 1990, the fourth National Government was elected and built on the neoliberal agenda already 

in place (Kelsey, 1993). However, the Minister of Social Welfare at that time, Minister Sowry 

(see Appendix 12), was convinced by the DSW that regulation of social workers was necessary: 

while [the National Government] had … an anti-registration ethos ... Roger Sowry got 

money for [social worker registration] and it would be in the budget of that following 

year. [Minister] Maharey [Labour] gets a lot of the credit ... he [should] for the law, 

because he was the Minister [of Social Services 1999–2005] when the law was passed, 

but ... he shouldn’t get the credit for accepting that this was the right thing to do in the 

face of National’s own [anti-registration] policy. I think you can put a lot of the credit on 

Margaret Bazley [Director General, DSW] and her persuasive powers. (Participant C) 

The opposition Labour Party supported social worker registration as part of its manifesto: 

Social work was pretty much a battered child during the 1990s in the sense that [DSW] 

became a football and was rundown and underfunded and became a very difficult place 

for people to work. [There were] lots of discussions [between] Michael [Cullen] and 
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others, … one of the things [the Labour Party] talked a lot about was it would be really 

good if this turned into a proper profession, that had a proper status, with properly 

trained people. (Participant G) 

Participants described the role the profession played in connecting the state to the social work 

registration journey:  

It definitely came out of the profession, nowhere else ... and the profession went looking 

for parliamentary support. A lot of that was about people’s personal relationships with 

[Minister] Maharey at the time including Buster [Curson] and [others] promoting the 

idea to a Member of Parliament, who was then in opposition ... but definitely, an 

advantage for the Association was the relationship with the Minister who ended up 

introducing the legislation. (R. Corrigan) 

So, the [ANZASW Registration Project Team] developed the report and this led to 

[Minister] Maharey taking it to the Labour Party for agreement to adopt … and the 

development of a Cabinet paper. That began the political process. We were still pretty 

naïve then, because we anticipated … because of the relationship that we had [with 

Minister Maharey] … if the Labour Party [got into government], then they would pass 

the law and [the Association] would tell them what they need to put into the legislation. 

Whilst to some extent that turned out to be true, what we didn’t appreciate was that it 

was only going to be enacted in legislation if it could be proven that it was necessary in 

the public forum. (B. Curson) 

Child abuse tragedies, in particular, provided the rationale for the state to become involved in 

registration legislation, as it was clear that poor practice could result in serious harm for social 

work service users (Hunt et al., 2020). Reports that criticised social work practice (for example, 

Brown, 2000; K. Mason, 1992) created a growing awareness by the state, employers and public 

that social work was not a regulated profession with expected minimum standards (Hunt, 2017; 

Hunt et al., 2020). Participants remarked upon this: 

There was an increasing political and community awareness that the profession of social 

work was completely unregulated [yet] was involved with the most vulnerable people in 

our community, not to suggest that it was social workers that were at fault for these 

deaths. So those are contributing factors to political energy and interest in putting 

together the legislation and supporting it through the parliamentary processes. 

(Participant E) 

One of the purposes and justifications for the SWRA 2003 is that it provides a bullet 

proof vest for the government. When tragedies occur … and social workers are at the 
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heart of what’s been happening, whether their practice is exemplary or not, the social 

workers are registered ... [and that would] provide Ministers with a “get out of jail” card. 

(S. Pakura) 

In 1999, when Labour became the government, Minister Maharey, the newly appointed Minister 

of Social Services (see Appendix 12), began the legislative process for social worker 

registration. Commenting on his multiple motivations, Pakura reflected “I think his interest was 

not necessarily about the wellbeing of the profession, [rather] as being his legacy, [and] about 

the political benefits of registration” (S. Pakura). 

Some participants also spoke about other advantages of state registration of social workers 

including providing a pathway for rationalising NGO social service provision and standardising 

social work education programmes:  

There was a menagerie of NGOs that were being funded and registration [would] 

provide a mechanism to be able to downsize the sector because you [would] need to have 

registered social workers … to access taxpayer funding. So externally it was all about the 

profession, covertly there were other priorities. … There [were also concerns about] 

social work education programmes; so, one of the [anticipated] outcomes from the 

Registration Act was a stabilising of the sector and the sector having some standards that 

they would have to adhere to. (S. Pakura) 

Employer Voices 

Different employers, including statutory child welfare, health, and those in the NGO sector, 

were also considering the need for raising social work standards. Professionalising social work 

with state registration was viewed as a potential pathway.  

Statutory child welfare voices. 

CYPS increasingly played a key role in problematising the need for registration (for example, 

New Zealand CYPS, 1996). Key stakeholders described the state driven strategy that they 

believed was required: 

[CYPS had a] policy of workforce professionalising ... [CYPS] would lose qualified 

people, particularly to the health sector who had an absolute ban on appointing anybody 

who wasn’t qualified. ...  What emerged … was that [CYPS] would never 

professionalise until social work in New Zealand professionalised. (Participant C) 

[Registration] never got into the formal system until [it] got into [the DSW] business 

plan, and then it took off … I’m absolutely sure that had DSW not done that work, the 

Association would not have been able to effect registration. [The Association] had been 
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trying for years without any inroad, and it wasn’t until DSW got a Minister to say “yes, 

this will be government policy, and yes we will fund it,” that it began to move. 

(Participant C) 

Health sector voices. 

Social work practice in health care had been developing since the 1940s. By the 1990s, health 

social workers were seeking alignment with other allied health professions, including 

developing tangata whenua health services, in the multidisciplinary context to strengthen their 

position in relation to medical and nursing professions (Beddoe & Deeney, 2012; Hunt & King, 

2000). Curson commented “it was about strengthening the position of the profession to try and 

align more closely with other professions … and to maintain that whole credibility in the multi-

disciplinary context of the health service.” Professional leaders were being appointed to support 

allied health workers in the sector, including social work, and they became advocates of 

professionalisation: 

Around that time [mid-1990s], other DHBs [district health boards] appointed 

professional leaders and we had a first DHB social work network meeting chaired by 

David McNabb. … There were pockets of the health sector that were leaders in the 

professionalisation journey at that point. … [Also], the health professional advisory 

group: nursing, social work, occupational therapy, dieticians, physio, were a very strong 

group that discussed what each profession was doing so it was a good network. 

(Participant A) 

While there was a general expectation that social workers employed in the health sector should 

hold a minimum Level B diploma16 qualification in social work (Beddoe, 2013a, 2017; Hunt, 

2016), gaps in professional accountability mechanisms became apparent:  

The [Health and Disability Commissioner, 2002] Inquiry Report into the Southland 

District Health Board Mental Health Services identified systemic problems … [and] 

included the practice of a social worker. His practice was looked at against ANZASW 

standards and many knew, that [these standards] weren’t recognised or mandatory as for 

the other professions, and yet what else could you judge someone’s practice against? 

(Participant A) 

Health social workers and the profession were determined that the proposed SWRA 2003 

aligned with the HPCAA 2003, and health social work roles would not be sidelined. However, 

 
16 Diploma with equivalent of 2 year’s fulltime study 
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as registration under the SWRA 2003 was not mandatory, health social worker status alongside 

their allied health peers was again under question (Briggs & Cromie, 2001): 

So certainly, being part of the health environment and seeing the invisibility of health 

[social work] systemically, when you looked at the Department of Health, workforce 

development was a major concern … the relationship between the potential SWRA and 

the HPCAA was definitely on the agenda. The two Acts were in some ways parallel, and 

[social workers] didn’t want to be discriminated [against] around particular things like 

being duly authorised officers, and certain tasks that only [registered] health 

professionals could do. [There were] quite heated debates, it was very political, not your 

normal frontline social work job. [There] ended up [being] a link through the Health and 

Disability Commission, so that health social workers could be registered health 

practitioners under the SWRA. (Participant A) 

I remember talking to our local MPs about it and advocating for the registration of social 

workers. Alignment with the other health professions was really important, otherwise 

social work would be sidelined and we would have had to work under [HPCAA] 

registered staff. Taking credentialing out of the employers’ hands and in[to] the hands of 

the profession [via the regulator] was what I wanted through strong professional people 

on the Social Workers Registration Board. (Participant A) 

Non-government organisation voices. 

The larger NGOs were well placed to add their voices into the social work professionalisation 

debates and some NGOs added to the problematising and determining of the need for 

registration, recognising the value of registration to their services despite the financial cost: 

The [state employers] and the profession would say that they were the main drivers [of 

registration], [but] some really brave employers from the NGO sector that championed 

registration and saw the benefit, [they] led the way and made some big sacrifices: Stand, 

Barnardos, Family Works. And even some of the smaller NGOs that really couldn’t 

afford it but saw it more as an investment … they played the long game. (Participant H) 

Joining of Practitioner Voices: Union and Practitioner Groups 

One participant reflected on their experiences practising social work in the health sector, 

belonging to the union, and their baseline professional knowledge: 

As a working-class Māori ... I’ve always believed in unions ... We were really good at 

advocating for individual needs of our clients [yet] we couldn’t do that as a body [for 

ourselves], … you had social workers inside the health sector doubt that they belonged 

inside that [professional social work] space. (Participant L) 
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The PSA specifically focused on fair treatment for all social workers in the determining of 

registration working to: 

make sure that its members would be treated fairly … [while remaining] aware that 

[registration] could intensify … differences in the workforce where you had a 

considerable proportion of the workforce [not] qualified … and the legislation that was 

coming was going to require some kind of qualification. (L. Beddoe) 

Social workers around the country were debating the issue:  

As with many other social workers who had long history prior to registration, I had been 

part of earlier discussions about professionalisation and whether this is a good thing, 

whether it’s culturally relevant, whether it’s elitist, and of course in Aotearoa the very 

strong emphasis on de-colonising practices. ... I’ve always had a conflicted view [about] 

registration, mainly because it has the potential to constrain rather than enable innovation 

[in] practice. [There] has always be a tension for me around the introduction of 

registration and who does it best suit? Does it do what we hoped it would do? As 

professionals, we are constantly having to wrestle with those kinds of ideas, because 

clearly, we need levels of competence and I think qualification to practise. (Participant 

B) 

Some social workers urged one another to professionalise, as this quote in an on-line blog by 

O’Donoghue during the time of the development of social work registration demonstrates: 

“Social workers, the time has come to stand up and advocate for our clients and our profession. 

If we do not do it now for ourselves, we will be de-professionalised into extinction” (K. 

O’Donoghue, personal communication March 27, 2001).  

Tangata whenua practitioners. 

Participants spoke about the influence and impact of critical Māori voices within and outside of 

NZASW adding to the disruption of grassroots social work: “There was something that did 

happen in the 80s and 90s. … It was like a huge indigenous revolution in the social work 

profession” (Participant L). The concept of registration of social workers to embed bicultural 

practice, as determined by Māori, was re-introduced by tangata whenua leaders in the 

profession, while acknowledging the historical journey: 

In the late 1990s, and the new millennium, … we’d had a decade in social work with the 

new Children, Young Persons and their Families Act 1989, … also at that time, there had 

been 10 years of the growth of iwi social services and Māori social service delivery and 

organisations promoting “by Māori, for Māori” practices and processes, … and the idea 

of registration was introduced into that particular... [growing] group of organisations. (R. 

Corrigan) 
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I have some really positive feelings around how we caucused as a committee with our 

key stakeholders being our membership. … It was on our agenda early on in the piece. 

There was a lot of fear in the rōpū Māori, but part of the task was to say to them that we 

could contribute to how this might develop, and anything that would strengthen our 

ability to be able to give best service to our communities was always in our minds. We 

wanted to make sure there was āhua Māori laid down in that whāriki when we did it. ... 

We always caucused, always had dialogue back, we had those information loops. 

(Participant L) 

The tangata whenua practitioners began reconsidering if registration was a useful pathway to 

ensure better services and professional accountability for all social work practitioners. Some 

high-profile complaints led to discussion in the caucus, as reflected upon here: “There were 

complaints … that highlighted we’ve got social workers who didn’t even belong to a 

professional body, which was ludicrous as you couldn’t do anything [about them] because they 

weren’t members” (Participant J). 

We had a Māori [practitioner] who went to court and she said she was a social worker 

and created a hell of a problem to our own people. We said, “is she a social worker? No, 

she’s not.” But [we realised] nothing was stopping her from being a social worker, if 

she’s saying she’s a social worker ... so this is where we started thinking that Māori and 

Pākehā social workers could be registered. (Participant D)  

It was identified that registration could also provide practitioners as well as the public with 

protection: 

Another social worker who was Māori had this Māori family up in court and the judge 

said “Are you qualified?” ... she said “qualified in what? I’m a qualified social 

worker” ... and he said “have you got [a qualification]?” ... she said “I don’t need it; I’ve 

got seven kids” ... so then it became an argument of Māori culture and it advertised to 

me that we need to be registered to protect our [people]. … And that individual workers 

were very vulnerable as well as clients, and also needed protection ... she needed 

protecting from herself. (Participant D) 

Tangata whenua social work voices were broader than the professional Association and the 

forming of a Tangata Whenua Association of Social Workers was canvassed at different times 

(for example: Ruwhiu, 2002a)17: This participant commented on the value of an independent 

Māori association: 

 
17 In 2009, the Tangata Whenua Association of Social Workers Aotearoa (TWASWA) was formed 
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Even though I’ve always maintained my membership of ANZASW, I also valued the 

development of a Māori caucus, specifically the Tangata Whenua Social Workers 

Association, to provide a Māori voice. In ANZASW, one of the things I noticed was 

that ... we had to take account of all our membership, which was fine and you could see 

the value of it because it would have a strength. But there were times when we needed a 

specific Māori voice on issues. We wanted government to know that they had Māori that 

they could speak to directly. That couldn’t be the case when we were working inside a 

bicultural organisation because we had to make sure we had a voice that reflected all of 

our members. (Participant L) 

Other voices. 

Pasifika voices also contributed to the problematising of social work registration (Pacific Island 

Community and Social Workers Auckland, 1986) and these voices were also intensifying as 

Crichton Hill commented: “There was more of a Pacific group voice growing. We had a growth 

in ethnic Pacific agencies and health provision, we had a growth in new ethnic specific NGOs.” 

Pasifika social workers were also reflecting upon competence to practise social work within 

their communities: 

We wanted our knowledge to be recognised in terms of frameworks of practice ... there 

were Pacific models of practice, but in some way, we saw a standardisation of the social 

work profession as a way to ensure that those who were working with our Pasifika 

communities had a comprehensive enough understanding, … because everybody went to 

different [education] institutes, ... and the knowledge was different, but it was a way for 

us as Pacific graduates, of protecting and acknowledging the place of Pacific 

practitioners and our expertise and skills. (Participant I) 

Public Voices 

Users of social work services and the public, particularly by way of media attention, were 

becoming more aware of practice failures: 

People started to recognise that just because you’re helping out at the soup kitchen you 

can’t just say you’re a social worker, but also people want to know that when they’re 

being met by a social worker that there’s ... so much has been invested in them already 

and they know what they’re doing. (Participant I) 

I call it the “dark ages of child protection”; the 1990s and the early 2000s, where we 

would see the questions of social work competency very much first and foremost in the 

press. We would see high-profile cases that were absolutely challenging for anybody, we 

would see photographs of dead children in the media. So, there was an exposure of 
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practice and probably an exposure of poor practice, that erodes the confidence of the 

profession in New Zealand. … The strengths of the profession were never adequately 

illuminated, [yet] these scandals were a small fraction of practice. (Participant B) 

Perfect Storm 

Critical voices joined to help determine the Aotearoa New Zealand response to social worker 

registration. These included ANZASW and groups within the Association such as the 

Registration Special Project Team and Te Tangata Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa, 

international social work organisations, social work educators, employers of social workers, 

social work practitioners supported by union voices, tangata whenua, Pasifika social workers, 

and the public. These forces combined with a growing state aversion to risk and need for the 

state to be seen to be responding to child abuse tragedies and practice issues. The stakeholders 

worked independently, and at times together, to determine the type of regulatory framework that 

was responsive to the political, sociocultural and economic drivers in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

Social work in Aotearoa New Zealand met many of the key characteristics in order to be 

considered a profession. The participants referred to multiple drivers aligning to provide the 

opportunity for registration to occur at this time, with many using the analogy of a perfect storm: 

The aims of our professional bodies were pretty well aligned with what government 

wanted. The leadership in the Association worked with [Minister Maharey,] and the 

Ministry [of Social Policy], it was an effective piece of political work. 

[Professionalisation] would have just … wandered along like a lost dog. But there was 

such powerful political sponsorship and someone like [Minister] Maharey, had the 

personality and the social sector skills to actually make it happen. He was very 

compelling when he spoke about [registration] … the NGOs liked him ... and he had 

good relationships with people like Merv [Hancock]. (L. Beddoe) 

I think in some ways there was a political push, but also it was a perfect storm: things 

were happening in DSW, things were being pushed by service users ... the registration 

component gave [practice] more oomph. (Participant I) 

A perfect storm in a way; you had this risk-averse political environment where 

everybody’s neck was on the line very publicly, a profession that had moved through a 

whole lot of issues such as access to training, equity issues around feminism, working 

with Māori, tangata whenua rights and position, the Pūao-te-Āta-tū report, strengthening 

of Māori practice issues and growing understanding of Māori world views … so the idea 

for registration was perhaps always there but [in this  environment stakeholders] were 

open to the concept. (Participant B) 
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I think it was a kind of a perfect storm, both negative and positive … poor practice from 

unskilled social workers … and the positive side … the ANZASW, practitioners, and 

government could see the benefit of regulation in terms of protecting the public and 

ensuring that social workers were competent to practise. (Participant H) 

Tangata whenua social workers within ANZASW actively considered registration and 

contributed to the perfect storm: 

I remember in the first hui [discussing] that our profession was often seen as a pseudo-

profession, and yet some of us went through a 4-year degree programme, with 

practicums ... there was a whole world body of knowledge, research... [albeit] a gap in 

Aotearoa New Zealand-based research. ... We as a professional body for Te Tangata 

Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa group were trying, first of all, to get a contribution in 

that space as indigenous people in our profession, and then be seen as not just a fledgling 

profession but a profession that was of worth, that contributed….But a lot of our 

indigenous people weren’t fully trained at the time ... or they were going through 

indigenous training spaces. We had a few hui right around the country where we were 

just putting our minds together and working out what registration would look like and 

how that would feel and what that would mean. I was clear that the Registration Board 

was more around public safety and not so much around determining what the profession 

itself would see as its competency and things like that. (Participant L) 

International social work developments also influenced regulation developments in Aotearoa 

New Zealand. While there was no international consensus on the issue of social work 

registration, there was consensus that effective monitoring and accountability mechanisms 

should be put in place to protect clients. The Ministry of Social Policy’s (2000) Registration of 

Social Workers: Discussion Paper outlined the countries that had statutory regulation of social 

work included the US, Canada, Japan, Hong Kong, South Africa, Germany, Israel, France and 

the Netherlands. England, Wales and Scotland were listed as proposing statutory regulation 

while Australia, the Scandinavian countries and Finland were identified as having self-

regulating systems. 

The stakeholders understood they needed the state to further the professionalisation process: 

ANZASW had probably gone about as far as it could in getting its own voluntary 

membership basis operating [and] it probably saw the need to get some legislative grunt 

behind it ... it actually takes a bit of guts to be able to say we want to have our game 

lifted ... wanting to cut out the cowboys. (P. Curry) 
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I always felt registration would happen when a politician wanted it to and when the 

profession was genuinely ready for it. That is what happened. [Minister] Maharey was 

very kindly disposed towards social work and he was very aware of the constant 

criticism [about] social work. … [He] was a Minister who just said “come on let’s just 

roll up our sleeves and get this legislation in place.” To some extent I think there was a 

hope that somehow with registration all the other problems would go away, which I 

think was a bit naïve. (L. Beddoe) 

The State Steps In 

In December 1999, a new Labour-led Government came into office in coalition with the 

Alliance Party (later the Progressive Party) and New Zealand First Party (see Appendix 12). 

Professionalisation was on Labour’s agenda and the political dimensions gained momentum:  

[Labour was] keen on re-professionalisation in a range of what sociologists call semi-

professions; those ones that tumble along and call themselves professions but actually 

don’t control a body of knowledge, don’t have a rigorous ethical framework, don’t have 

accountabilities that could strike people off or put them in, don’t have a clear sense of 

who should be in, don’t have a relationship with training bodies that they can work with, 

and don’t tell a story about themselves that attracts the right kind of people as doctors or 

engineers try to do. (Participant G) 

There was a real sense amongst that [Labour] Government, and certainly Helen [Clark, 

Prime Minister], that you had to do things that would be helpful, and one of them was to 

have good, properly trained people working in these kinds of areas that would make a 

real difference … [However], the Alliance … saw this as elitist crap that you don’t need, 

because “we know people who work with Māori communities and they’re really good.” 

(Participant G) 

Minister Maharey was appointed as Minister for Social Services (see Appendix 12). A Cabinet 

paper was circulated on developing registration: “So, Cabinet agreed … and that was a real 

wake-up call regarding the enormity of what it was that was being undertaken” (B. Curson). 

Consultation and the Social Workers Registration Bill 2002. 

Later in 2000, the Discussion Paper on the registration of social workers was circulated, calling 

for submissions to inform the “best system for the registration of social workers in New 

Zealand” (Ministry of Social Policy, 2000, p. ii). The first issue for consideration in the 

Discussion Paper was if there should be a registration system for social workers in New 

Zealand. All respondents were in favour. Beddoe recalled the historical resistance to the 

concept: 
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There was always some opposition to registration on the grounds that it was elitist … as 

a project of occupational closure it would potentially exclude people from the profession, 

particularly Māori, particularly rural women, women from… not just women, but 

particularly the criticism was concerned with the fact that women would be particularly 

disadvantaged in terms of accessing formal education because of parenting 

responsibilities and financial stresses. (L. Beddoe) 

Registration for whom? Voluntary registration. 

The Discussion Paper (Ministry of Social Policy, 2000) sought the sector’s view on what 

categories of social worker the system should include. The Discussion Paper noted that 

Certification could be compulsory for some social workers (for example, those 

performing statutory functions) and voluntary for others. Employers could adopt a policy 

of only employing certified social workers. Alternatively, legislation could be amended 

to ensure that statutory social work functions were carried out only by certified social 

workers. (Ministry of Social Policy, 2000, p. 9) 

Some participants commented on the unwelcome surprise they received when the SWRA 2003 

was passed, as it provided for the voluntary registration of social workers, which was not what 

they were expecting: 

In the Bill, ... it was going to be registration ... mandatory wasn’t a word, nor was 

voluntary ... this was for the registration of social workers. It wasn’t until the Act came 

out later that it became apparent that it wasn’t going to be mandatory, but in the Bill, the 

wording didn’t indicate that. (R. Corrigan)  

When we were making submissions on the Bill, we assumed it was mandatory, so we 

didn’t think that we needed to be submitting a date for it not to be. It wasn’t until [the 

Act was passed] that we realised that actually this wasn’t going to happen. So, we’d 

either missed something in the small print or we had not picked up the now obvious gaff. 

(Participant E) 

However, others did identify this as a possibility and there were submissions to the Social 

Services Select Committee recommending that the Bill be amended to make registration 

mandatory, including from NZASWE (2002) which stated: 

It is our position that registration should be mandatory for all social workers. We argue 

that the responses to question four of the Ministry of Social Policy’s consultation 

summary report convey public support for this and that without compulsory registration 

little protection will be afforded to the public. (p. 2) 

However, the Social Services Select Committee (2002) noted:  
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the intent that this will occur over time; and that in comparable situations where 

registration of occupations has been voluntary, employers, clients and funders have seen 

the value in registration and it has subsequently become difficult to obtain work in those 

professions without being registered. We do not consider it viable to introduce 

immediate mandatory registration. (p. 2) 

The Select Committee argued that it was likely a significant proportion of currently employed 

social workers would not meet criteria for mandatory registration, and it would be unrealistic 

that employers or social workers would expend the cost and time needed to meet the criteria. 

They also argued that for registration to be mandatory, the term social worker would require 

defining. They further recommended that the section on the review of operation of the Act 

include consideration of the voluntary system of registration that the Bill provided. This was 

subsequently included in the SWRA 2003 s.104 (1(b)(1)). However, comment was made by 

participants about this, including: 

I think [a timeframe for the legislation to become mandatory] could have been useful in 

hindsight, and we were led to believe that it wouldn’t be mandatory at the start but that 

the Act would be reviewed in 3-years’ time, and the implication was, that it would 

change and it would be mandatory and that will be sorted. Never in my wildest fears, did 

I imagine that that would drift on. (Participant E) 

In addition to the issue of voluntary registration with no clearly signposted end date, the 

omission of Te Tiriti o Waitangi from the Bill caused much dismay in the social work sector and 

this is discussed in the next section.  

Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 

Corrigan recalled: “Once the Bill was introduced it was then right, what’s our response and the 

big one of course was there was no reference to the Treaty, which was what everybody focused 

on in terms of submissions.” Participants spoke of their dismay: “I can remember when [the 

Bill] came out … we had a huge discussion [about] how did that cover us as tangata whenua … 

I don’t believe that the tangata whenua caucus was at ease at all” (Participant J). 

Participant L recalled: 

When they sent out information, we gave feedback right throughout and our feedback 

was basically around making sure that Māori had a voice. I remember parts of it that we 

contested because there was very little in the way of acknowledging The Treaty of 

Waitangi. … We really challenged whānau to … [have] a voice at various levels of 

influence … and that wasn’t easy because ... we had a lot of people that were really 
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concerned that a predominately white government would determine the voice of reason 

around a lot of our people who were doing some really marvellous work at the coalface 

[yet who were not formally qualified].  

The NZASWE submission documented in p. 2 of the Select Committee report stated “[The Bill] 

does not include Te Tiriti o Waitangi and thereby betrays the indigenous social work tradition 

that is present in Puao Te Ata Tu.”  

Participants reflected on political drivers for omitting this wording: 

I don’t think they had a huge handle on engaging with Māori and they had very little 

interest in it and part of that was to do with the politics, the political environment of the 

time. … You have got to remember that the Labour Party had just lost all the Māori 

seats. (Participant L) 

There was this whole thing politically and nationally, about removing the Treaty 

wording. … And now they’re trying to settle historical land whenua claims and more; 

they want to hurry up and get us off the face of the earth ... they don’t want to deal with 

the Treaty stuff ... there was a bigger picture. (Participant J) 

Other misgivings. 

Stakeholders encouraged one another to have their voices heard despite misgivings and fears: 

The resistance to [registration] was not from “lead” social workers … [but others] 

because of the fear of “can I get professionalisation? How much will it cost me? Why do 

I need this?” … they had no training and they didn’t want to go to university or 

whatever, so their argument was “well, what are we, chopped liver?” (Participant G) 

It was shaky times for the Child Youth and Family, [resulting from multiple reviews and 

challenges to practice: see Appendix 10], and then right in the middle of that the Social 

Workers Registration Act was being shepherded through Parliament and that had the 

ability to destabilise everybody again because the majority of social workers in the 

organisation were probably not qualified. (S. Pakura) 

NZASWE (2002) also argued in their submission that the Bill focused on individual practice, 

was not representative of social work as it did not refer to ANZASW, made no reference to 

social work ethics, or continuing professional education, and provided one limited reference to 

supervision. Their submission stated that: 

For this Bill to be effective in delivering what it espouses it must focus wider than purely 

the person of the social worker, and take cognizance of the social environment in which 

social work occurs. A focus purely on the social worker without addressing the 
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resourcing of social work and the education, training and supervision of social workers is 

nothing short of social policing. (p. 2)  

ANZASW and the Registration Project Team were active in considering the draft legislation and 

trying to influence and shape the final Act, however: 

I’d always had it in my head that we were a profession of value so when it came to some 

of the initial discussions, I also knew that we should be at the table; that we should be 

providing a contribution as a professional body around what this would look like. … I 

always saw the state’s role in this, was not to determine the elements that make up our 

profession as a whole, but to provide that public safety net, and also reinforce the fact 

that this was a valued profession. (Participant L) 

When the Ministry went out to do the public consultation there was a lot of difficulty for 

us within the Association then, and I’m generalising when I say that we then lost control 

of it … no longer was it something that we were driving. (B. Curson) 

So [as a result of] feedback; [the legislation was] watered down ... which is why it never 

became mandatory and had the 6 year lead-in period [for qualification] … the 

timeframes were put in there to try and let the opposition drain away and then bang, it 

would happen, but it hasn’t banged, that’s the problem. (Participant G) 

Legislation. 

In April 2003, the SWRA was passed. Stakeholders again recalled conflicted views on the 

legislation and believed there were significant gaps that undermined its purposes: 

When we saw the Act, we felt reasonably assured that it was founded on similar 

principles to much of what the Association had held as high value, apart from the lack of 

overt bicultural perspectives through the Act, and I think that was a significant gap. 

(Participant E) 

The protection of the public rationale for the Act wasn’t fully accomplished [as 

registration was not mandatory]. People were [still] able to use the title social worker 

who were not registered and who were not engaged in any kind of accountability 

framework. (B. Curson)  

Once you’ve got …  an arm of the state, you’re going to have the whole apparatus of the 

state imposing on you [so to the social work sector, which had to] give up power to this 

process. With registration you’re going to get the “grey suited bureaucrats in 

Wellington” I never thought it would be me, but in a sense, I don’t disagree with myself. 

(L. Beddoe) 
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However, there was also relief that after all the years of professionalisation, that finally the 

registration of social workers was determined, and one participant recalled: 

I remember getting the phone call: “Yes it’s passed” and it was like “yay, after all these 

years, this is fantastic, we’ve got it over the hurdle,” and so there was the euphoria at that 

time, and a huge milestone in our profession. … Also, a great celebration knowing the 

strong link from stalwarts of the Association going onto the inaugural Board. 

(Participant E) 

Conclusion 

Many challenges had to be attended to prior to the need for registration being fully 

problematised and determined, involving numerous stakeholders and changing sociocultural, 

political, and economic forces. Drawing on participant comments, the perfect storm analogy has 

been utilised to describe the coalescing forces that enabled the development of social worker 

registration legislation. Stakeholders got what they had fought for, regulation. However, they 

each had to compromise to accept the unique Aotearoa New Zealand registration legislation 

outcome. The unintended and unexpected constraints within the enabling legislation resulted in 

more stormy times and conflict for the social work sector and the inaugural Board, and this is 

the focus of the next two chapters.  
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Chapter 6: The People 

The story of the inaugural Board, the initial secretariat, and their combined representation and 

experience, and processes of appointment are briefly documented in this chapter.  

The Inaugural Social Workers Registration Board 

Part 6 of the SWRA 2003 outlined the establishment of the Social Workers Registration 

Board (the Board) requiring it to be comprised of six registered social workers and four other 

people. The functions of the Board were outlined in s.99, and the Board’s obligations in relation 

to Māori spelled out in s.100, as well as detailing requirements to obtain the views of ethnic and 

cultural groups in s.101.  

Processes of appointment to the inaugural Board. 

Following the receipt of royal assent of the SWRA 2003 on 9 April 2003, the Ministry of Social 

Policy called for nominations for the 10 inaugural Board positions, providing a nomination 

information pack (ANZASW Social Work Notice Board, August 2003). Board members were 

appointed “after consultation with organisations and individuals that, in the Minister’s opinion, 

represented various sectors of the social work (SWRA 2003, Schedule 1 (2.1)).While the 

process of appointment to the inaugural SWRB was an open process including self-nomination, 

some organisations and bodies in the social services sector nominated people for consideration, 

understanding anyone appointed would be required to be independent of the group that 

nominated them. Respondents to the Discussion Paper on the registration of social workers 

outlined skills, perspectives, and experience they thought would be useful on the Board. These 

included having legal knowledge, administrative abilities, management and business skills, 

being representative of a range of ethnic groups including tangata whenua, and having 

experience in a variety of fields in government and NGO sectors, and the ability to make 

decisions, be objective, provide leadership, as well as being knowledgeable of social work 

theory and practice (Ministry of Social Policy, 2001). The SWRA 2003 required that the 

Minister must take all reasonable steps to ensure the Board would be representative of the social 

work profession including social workers employed by government and NGOs, advocates for 

consumers of services provided by social workers, social work educators, Māori, and different 

ethnic and cultural groups in New Zealand (SWRA 2003, Schedule 1 (2)). 

A range of people were nominated for appointment: “that process was quite good in terms of the 

sector identifying who they had some level of trust in, [and nominating them] to take on those 

positions of responsibility” (S. Hunt).  
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ANZASW called for nominations from its members, and a list of 20 nominees was published in 

the ANZASW Social Work Notice Board (May and June 2003, p. 4). Ultimately, four of the 

ANZASW nominees were appointed to the inaugural Board: Corrigan, Curson, Dunlop, and 

Hunt. 

Tangata whenua supported [Corrigan] in going on [the SWRB], because I remember 

talking to Robyn and saying I think that’s the best move you’ve made … because the 

tangata whenua members will … see a different picture in terms of the SWRB, and 

eventually a good percentage of them did. (Participant J) 

Crichton Hill and Beddoe were nominated or supported in their expression of interest in being 

considered for the Board by ANZASWE. Others were encouraged to express their interest by 

employers, colleagues or people from the Ministry who felt they had specific skills for the role 

including Pakura, Duke, Curry, and Calder. Curry was nominated after the Board was formed 

and commenced his position on July 7, 2004.  

Some of the nominees for the Board were shortlisted and underwent an interview process with a 

panel in Wellington that included people from MSD and was chaired by M. Doolan (previous 

chief social worker, CYF). Some participants in this research discussed their experiences of the 

process: 

They interviewed about 15 people and were looking for eight or 10. … I raised serious 

questions about the implications of the [SWRB] needing to become self-funding, and 

[that] some agencies, NGOs particularly, or for people who were working on their own, 

the cost [could] become prohibitive, and this could be self-defeating. I don’t think that 

got me many marks from whoever it was that was interviewing me and I wasn’t 

appointed. (Participant K) 

Other experiences of nomination and appointment were discussed by the Board member 

participants: 

I was contacted by somebody in Australia who had been watching the developments and 

suggested it might be interesting, given that I had been on a regulatory authority or two 

in Australia they thought that I might be able to [add] some regulatory knowledge into 

the Board. I had been chief executive of the Australian Nursing and Midwifery Council 

before I came to New Zealand … I guess I was so much from outside that it was obvious 

I wasn’t going to have any conflict of interest with almost anything because I wasn’t a 

member of the Association, I wasn’t practising as a social worker, and I’d had no input 

into the development of the legislation. (J. Duke) 
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I was the chief social worker at the time of my appointment. … When I was approached 

to think about being a Board member, one of the reasons that I thought it would be a 

good idea was I knew the social workers in CYF, [and] that it would be a journey where 

the chief executive was going to be able to say that she had a registered workforce. My 

appointment from my perspective, was about making sure that the processes took into 

account the 3,000 social workers in CYF and [to manage] the organisational barriers that 

CYF had to face at that time. I had a strong commitment to the Minister at the time [and] 

I wanted to make sure that the CYF didn’t embarrass him, given he was the person who 

shepherded the Act through. But also, I thought that registration was good for my 

profession, so I came to the Board with a two-edged lens. (S. Pakura) 

While the Act specified that there should be six registered social workers and four other 

members on the Board, of the 10 initial Board members, nine were, or had been, practising 

social workers and seven could have been registered, depending on how “practising social 

work” was interpreted (see Table 2.1). MSD notified the Board regarding who had been 

appointed as the “registered social worker members” and who the “other members” on the 

Board were. The registered social worker appointees were required under s.106 to be registered 

by transition day, which was the day 6 months after the commencement of Parts 2 to 4 of the 

SWRA 2003, that is 6 months after October 1, 2004. 

Board members’ involvement in social work professionalisation and the development of 

registration. 

Many of the inaugural SWRB members had extensive experience in social work with in-depth 

understandings of social work professionalisation (see Table 2.1). They spoke briefly about 

aspects of their professional backgrounds in their interviews for this research. 

Corrigan joined the Association in the mid-1990s: “I joined the Association when I was working 

at Auckland College of Education as a lecturer, and I only joined because they had developed a 

tangata whenua caucus.” In November 1998, Corrigan was elected as vice-president of the 

Association and 2 years later became president, replacing Harata Baucke who commented about 

this in her final report as president to the ANZASW AGM in November 2000. In 1999, Corrigan 

was appointed to the ANZASW Registration Project Team (ANZASW AGM minutes, October 

16, 1999), becoming the chair of the committee that considered different models of regulation 

and established what model would best suit the Aotearoa New Zealand environment (see 

Appendix 9). Corrigan reflected on the significance of growing political support for regulation 

of social workers:  
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The prime mover in terms of the legislative process was [Minister] Maharey, and there 

were a number of [smaller] meetings between ANZASW and [him], not necessarily big 

formal meetings … there was a lot of bouncing around of ideas of getting him to be the 

person who was actually going to introduce the Bill into the House [of Parliament].  

and the loss of ownership of the resulting legislation: 

The Ministry developed it and like all legislation, it’s usually constructed by people who 

have no idea about practice … but the Ministry was informed by the profession and they 

gathered ideas … from the wider sector. [It] is all done outside of anybody’s control, it 

becomes a process inside government. (R. Corrigan) 

Corrigan stood down as president of ANZASW prior to the announcement of her appointment to 

the Board (Minutes ANZASW AGM, November 15, 2003). 

Curson was also nominated by ANZASW for consideration for appointment to the inaugural 

Board (ANZASW Social Work Notice Board, August 2003). He described his early days in 

practice and meeting key people who introduced him to the idea of professional accountability 

through a professional framework external to one’s place of work: 

Registration has always been on the cards. In 1972, when I first met Merv Hancock, he 

was talking about registration. In 1976, Neville Bird who was the chief social worker at 

the hospital, and was from South Africa, was one of the few degree qualified social 

workers around. … [He] was also talking about registration and he insisted that we 

belong to the Association. For him it was professional standards and ethical 

accountability and an externalised frame of reference for professional practice.  

Curson’s involvement in the Association continued from the 1970s and in the 1990s he served 

as president of NZASW and later was also part of the ANZASW Registration Project Team (see 

Appendix 9). The Association operated with a well-established National Council made up of 

branch and rōpū representatives that ensured decision making reflected the views of the wider 

membership, and Curson promoted registration through these avenues: 

Towards the latter part of my term as president there was a lot more discussion around 

proceeding towards formal registration and … [the future Minister] Maharey … 

expressed his support … there was awareness about the status of the profession and also 

the issue of harm that was being generated by the profession, … and so [it] gathered 

enough momentum for us to set up the [ANZASW Registration] Project Team.  

[When Rose Henderson] became president … I remained involved, and the [ANZASW 

Registration] Project Team people continued to have meetings until the Bill was finally 

drafted and we … provided our comment on it. ... It became a completely public process 
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then, and we were simply one of the participants in it rather than the drivers of it. (B. 

Curson) 

Pakura was also a member of ANZASW at the time of appointment to the Board. She explained 

her connection to registration was both personal and political: 

I was connected [to ANZASW] as a member. I had a strong relationship with the 

president [Corrigan]. … We worked out early, that if CYF and ANZASW walked side 

by side, that quite a number of achievements could happen.  

Much of [my involvement] was in the mechanics … getting it through the system; 

providing some comment from my social work perspective; providing some 

understanding to the Ministers of the day; ... I had a direct link to both Ministers 

[Ministers Maharey and Turia]. My role was hugely influential … I was privileged to be 

able to talk to different Ministers and chief executives. (S. Pakura) 

Pakura later became president of ANZASW, and has been re-appointed to the SWRB and is 

currently is serving as chairperson. 

Crichton Hill was a social work lecturer at the University of Canterbury Social Work 

Programme when the SWRA 2003 was implemented. Her early background in social work 

included practice in the Pacific NGO sector in Aotearoa New Zealand. She commented that she 

watched the registration regulation development as “an interested observer,” noting the 

influence of the international social work scene, and the impact of gender and class on social 

work professionalisation:  

There was an international context. … social work struggled to be on an equal footing 

with other professions. Social work is one of those professions that has been dominated 

by women, ... we can apply a gender analysis to whether [an occupation] is taken 

seriously enough to warrant mandatory registration. And a class analysis. The 

marginalised [client group] are the most vulnerable population but also the class 

grouping in terms of where social workers came from. … Doctors and associated 

medical professions require degree programmes … so qualifications were only 

accessible to a certain class of people who could afford it. Social work had no 

requirement for qualification so we had no need for anyone to have access to education.  

Crichton Hill’s analysis of and commitment to quality social work services was clear: 

I met three children who have all come through CYF and have torturous backgrounds 

and they’re amazing. I look at what their [foster] parents have done with these children, 

keeping them connected with their original families. That is the good work of social 

workers. ... Those three children, quite potentially, … may not have life. … That’s … 
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incredible, precious work. So that’s important enough for registration damn it! … And 

the SWRA 2003 acknowledges who can do that work and what you need in order to be 

able to do that work … It’s a message that says “we value people who are going through 

a hard time so much, that we want to make sure that the people that work with those 

communities and families know what they are doing.” (Y. Crichton Hill) 

Dunlop was involved in the registration debates and the development of the regulatory 

environment. He had many years employed as a youth worker and social worker under his belt 

by 2003, and was a long-time member of ANZASW. He held leadership roles within the 

Association including as an assessor of the competency programme, and at different times acted 

as the executive officer of the Association (see Appendix 9). ANZASW nominated Dunlop for 

the Board (ANZASW Social Work Notice Board, August 2003) and he accepted the role with 

some misgivings: 

From the beginning I was not a supporter of mandatory registration and still am 

ambivalent ... on the basis of the ability for the NGO community and people from 

community and self-help organisations who I saw as doing the best frontline work, not 

[being] in a position to be able to meet regulatory compliance. I had concerns that the 

minimum social work qualification was going to be a barrier for too many people and 

that it didn’t recognise their [historical] work, even though section 13 [provided] a way 

for that to occur, it was a difficult way.  

Hunt traced her background in considering social work professionalisation from her time as a 

student social worker: 

I completed my BSW at the end of 1978 [with] the first cohort of [social work] graduates 

from Massey. When I was a student, Merv [Hancock] spoke of social work becoming a 

profession. He told us [that] NZASW had been established in 1964, 14 years earlier. I 

felt surprised that social work wasn’t considered a profession already, and thought “well 

heck, I’m doing a 4-year Bachelor of Social Work … how can I do all this study and 

what I end up with, not be a profession?” When I started practice, I could see that there 

were huge variations in different practitioners’ knowledge, skills, and approaches to 

social work practice and I could see that this also influenced public perceptions of social 

work. And I also began to understand factors such as a lack of availability of social work 

training and education and the importance of having social workers who were from 

specific communities and with specific knowledge. I started to understand that the whole 

scene was … complex.  

By the 1990s, Hunt was employed in the health sector and joined the Association: 



 

131 

It was here that the professionalisation issue really became apparent to me. Our whole 

team became full members of ANZASW so that we had some professional 

accountability, as well as workplace accountability. I felt that social work was in a very 

vulnerable position in health … which was in a constant state of flux … we were also at 

the mercy of our multidisciplinary colleagues who pretty much viewed social work as at 

the bottom of the medical model hierarchy.  

Hunt’s involvement with the profession grew, and from 1999 she served as a national assessor 

for the competency programme, and in 2001 she became the executive chair of the Board of 

Competency (see Appendix 9). ANZASW nominated Hunt for the inaugural Board (ANZASW 

Social Work Notice Board, August 2003). 

Beddoe joined the Association in 1978, almost as soon as she began practising social 

work, and recalls registration being a matter for debate then: 

There was a committee in the Association, … their aim was to work towards registration, 

but in social work it was always, and still is, a contested idea. That registration 

[committee] worked quietly in the background and would put up a paper at conferences 

and often there was opposition to registration because it was seen as being around 

qualifications and this was still disputed in social work broadly, so the situation went on 

for the next 12 years or so.  

By the 1990s, Beddoe served as the executive officer of the Association. In 1994, she began her 

academic social work career at ACE and later, in 2008, established the School of Counselling, 

Human Services and Social Work at the University of Auckland. She was involved in the 

consultation process about registration during the 1990s and 2000s and was active in 

ANZASWE, which nominated her for the Board. 

Calder undertook the only available university social work qualification in New Zealand in the 

1960s at Victoria University of Wellington and subsequently became involved with social work 

course accreditation: 

In 1966/67, … [the Diploma in Social Services] was the only social work course in New 

Zealand. It was mostly for public servants; child welfare, probation, and a few other 

government agencies, which sent some of their more senior staff to get social work 

training. I was the only private student at that stage. In August 1980, the government set 

up the NZSWTC and I was on that board from August 1980 for a number of years. That 

was my first involvement with … the professionalisation of social workers. The 

NZSWTC had responsibility to increase the number of social work courses throughout 
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New Zealand and to improve the level of training of social workers, youth workers, and 

community workers.  

By the 1990s, when the registration project was approaching the perfect storm described in 

previous chapters, Calder was chief executive of Barnardos. He retired from this position prior 

to the legislation being implemented and was approached by the Ministry of Social Policy to 

consider being on the inaugural Board. 

Duke held qualifications in social work and nursing and midwifery. Much of her career had 

been in nursing and midwifery in Australia. Duke was not involved in the development of social 

work registration legislation in Aotearoa New Zealand. However, around the same time as this 

development, in her position as head of school at Victoria University’s Graduate School of 

Nursing and Midwifery, she was involved in establishing a New Zealand postgraduate 

certificate for allied health workers, including social workers who were new to mental health. 

Because of her background, she was familiar with regulation of health professionals including 

the development and implementation of the HPCAA 2003. 

While Curry was not a social worker, he was involved in NZCETSS and the external 

examination of social work students from Massey and saw “the passion and commitment of 

certain people around making social work a profession” (P. Curry). His experience in the social 

service and health sectors was at a leadership level including being the national manager 

Disability Services New Zealand for the Ministry of Health; director of advocacy, Health and 

Disability Commissioner’s Office; and in 2005 was appointed as CEO Families Commission, as 

well as managing his own consultancy. He was appointed to the Board later in 2004, with the 

view that his governance expertise and consumer advocacy would add value and understanding 

to the Board. He recognised that gaining a political champion was critical to the development of 

registration:  

[Minister] Maharey was very strategic, I think he knew where social workers fitted in the 

big scheme of the community social work industry. He knew that consumers needed to 

have some form of protection. And social workers at the time engaged with him and that 

was the opportunity.  

The new Board was announced on November 5, 2003 at a special function at Parliament 

attended by Minister Maharey, I. Dodds (president IFSW), Hancock and other stakeholders, 

along with the nine inaugural Board members (Dodds, 2004; Hunt, 2017). In a press release that 

day Minister Maharey (2003b) stated: 

The Social Workers Registration Board, formally launched at Parliament this evening, 

will play a critical role in setting the bar for acceptable social work standards. … 



 

133 

Registration will provide protection for clients from poor social work practice and make 

social work a more attractive career option. Establishing a system of professional 

registration fulfils a key Labour manifesto commitment … and brings the profession into 

line with others, such as, nurses, teachers, lawyers and psychologists. Nine members are 

being appointed at this time, with one position being held open to enable a further 

appointee to come forward should the Board determine it lacks a particular set of skills. 

(pp.1-2) 

The Board formally met together for the first time at Turnbull House, Wellington, prior to 

meeting the Minister in his office in Parliament (see Appendix 13) and then attending the 

launch. 

I remember vividly the day that we assembled in Wellington and we went to the 

Minister’s office [recognising] that we were going to be the inaugural Board and to have 

a discussion. Then we had the formal launch of the Board in Parliament; and because it 

happened to be Guy Fawkes day, we went and watched the fireworks on the Wellington 

waterfront. I think it was such a fitting start to our term as members of the first Board 

because it was certainly a sign of things to come and some of the dramas that would 

unfold. (L. Beddoe) 

Implementation of the SWRA 2003 

The Board had an influential role in the continued problematising, determining, coordinating, 

governing, administering and managing of the need for the registration of social workers as 

noted in the following quote:  

The process of implementation of the Act was undertaken by the initial Board, so [we] 

operationalised the legislation ... tried to make some sense of it because it was a blank 

sheet of paper with a bit of a framework that the Board was required to fill in … [in] that 

first 12 month period. (R. Corrigan) 

Stakeholders also noted: 

After it became legislation, [the Board] took on a huge responsibility to navigate and 

explore what [registration] might look like, and had to do it in a political environment 

and a contestable space taking into account the profession’s advocacy, and also that of 

all the other stakeholders. (Participant L) 

There were limitations and constraints on the actions of the Board. Annual statements of intent 

within the parameters of the SWRA 2003 were agreed with the Minister of Social Development. 

The goals set, focused the work of the SWRB, with quarterly progress reports tabled to the 

Ministry.  
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MSD managed the transition from there being no Board to being a fully functioning 

Board … I don’t think social workers would understand that relationship generally; the 

to-ing and fro-ing between the Ministry and the Minister’s office, which is highly 

political; the Crown Law Office, which is totally politically neutral in theory, and which 

has to give absolutely watertight advice. … There was a strong sense that at one level we 

were being managed by the Ministry of Social Development, and they certainly acted as 

if they were managing us in the first year, a bit of finger waving that went on. (L. 

Beddoe) 

The Board began meeting often, initially twice monthly, because of workload (see Appendix 

14).  

Appointment within the Board. 

Schedule 1 (s.14.1&2) of the SWRA 2003 outlined the process for the election of the 

chairperson and deputy chairperson, requiring the Board to “elect two members for these roles at 

its first meeting every year, or at the next meeting after the holder of that office is removed, 

resigns or ceases to be a member.” Minutes of the Board meeting dated December 17, 2003, 

record the election of Corrigan as chairperson and Curson as deputy chairperson for 2003–2004. 

Corrigan spoke about her role: 

Robyn and her band of merry folks ... do I remember feeling pressure? I’m not too sure 

that I felt pressured per se, I think it was more about “we just had to do it.” I think that as 

a group, everyone was professional and everybody had their roles and responsibilities 

and everybody just stepped up. 

On 18 December 2003, Minister Maharey released a media statement announcing the 

appointments, noting that professional leadership was necessary to establish and govern 

registration of social workers: 

Northland-based past-President of the Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social 

Workers and General Manager of Ngati Kahu Social Services, Robyn Corrigan, has 

today been appointed as chairperson of the Social Workers Registration Board. 

Palmerston North clinical social worker, counsellor and social services consultant Buster 

Curson has been appointed as deputy chairperson. Board members voted on the 

appointments today. … Robyn Corrigan and Buster Curson have long standing 

involvements in the social work profession and, in particular, in the development of 

professional standards for social work practice. ... “The leadership roles assigned to 

Robyn Corrigan and Buster Curson ensure the Board will be able to exercise the 
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necessary professional leadership to establish and govern the registration process” Steve 

Maharey said [end of press release]. (Maharey, 2003c) 

The initial portfolios were discussed at the December 2003 meetings and four subcommittees of 

the Board were agreed amongst the Board members, with the chair of the Board as an ex-officio 

member of all subcommittees. The subcommittees are recorded as Finance, Administration and 

Audit (FAC) (Chair Calder); Planning, Policy, Rules and Charter (Chair Hunt); Communication 

(Chair Pakura), and Registration and Professional Accountabilities (Chair Curson) (Minutes of 

Board meeting December 17, 2003). Work priorities were identified and became subcommittee 

responsibilities: 

The subcommittees were chosen, based on areas of expertise, because the Board at that 

time was quite strong ... there was a broad range of skills. You were put into a 

subcommittee where the chairperson, or the deputy-chair, thought that your expertise 

would be most useful. So [work] would go to the subcommittee, [which] would discuss 

it and then it would come back to the Board for debate. Those subcommittees would 

meet outside Board times. Every member of that Board had day jobs and this work was 

over and above usual employment. (S. Pakura) 

The subcommittees were revisited as requirements were clarified and the minutes of the Board 

meetings dated August 12 and 13, 2004, and September 9 and 10, 2004, identify membership of 

four standing committees: Registration (Dunlop, Crichton Hill, Hunt, and Duke); Finance audit 

and reporting (FAR) (Calder, Curry, and Pakura); Education and practice standards (Beddoe, 

Duke and Dunlop); Promotion and consultation (Pakura, Curry and Hunt).  

Appointment of a project officer, other contractors and the registrar (s.18, Part 7).  

The size and complexity of the challenge ahead came into focus for the Board and it was 

resolved at the January 13, 2004, Board meeting that the FAC subcommittee proceed with 

interviewing and appointing a project manager/officer to assist the Board until the appointment 

of a registrar/chief executive (Minutes of the Board January 13, 2004). By the February 4, 2004, 

meeting of the Board, the project manager (B. Lineham) provided his first report focusing on 

possible administrative options to carry out the Board’s functions under s.99 of the Act. The two 

options were whether the Board should develop its own administrative capacity or contract the 

Registration Board’s secretariat (that already provided administrative services for eight health-

related registration boards) for the supply of most administrative services. The former pathway 

was approved by the Board. It was clear following this decision that the urgent appointment of a 

SWRB secretariat was imperative. At the February 4, 2004, meeting the Board prioritised 

progressing appointments of a registrar and a fixed-term office administrator/manager (in order 
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for the registrar/chief executive to confirm their own staffing in due course). By the March 26, 

2004, Board teleconference, an office manager (D. Menzies) had been appointed. She 

commenced her role on April 5, 2004, and her first tasks included the fit-out of the newly 

acquired SWRB office on The Terrace, subleased from the Physiotherapy Board.  

A registrar was required to appoint a secretariat that would operationalise the work of the Board 

and to meet s.18 and Part 7 of the Act, and register successful applicants for registration. The 

shortlisting for the registrar/CEO was undertaken in early April 2004, and interviews were held 

the following month with the preferred candidate noted in the minutes of the May 13 and 14, 

2004, Board meeting. The State Services Commission advised that the appointee’s title was to 

be secretary and registrar, and the FAC committee chair was authorised to complete the 

negotiations and contract. When the Board meeting resumed on Friday May 14, 2004, it was 

announced that Sean McKinley had accepted position of secretary/registrar (see Appendix 13). 

He subsequently held this position until 2017. The secretariat continued to expand, with 

additional appointments made, which supported the work of Board committees. While 

appointing the secretariat and allowing time for new employees to get up to speed, the Board felt 

obligated to continue to undertake operational work alongside their governance role. 

Conclusion 

While the professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand took many decades, with 

many actors, and many compromises that never-the-less were in the main accepted by the social 

work sector, once the state stepped in, its political, sociocultural, and economic agendas came to 

bear on the legislative outcome. The resulting legislation was not perfect, and could not fully 

meet its stated purposes, yet a group of social service and social work individuals were 

appointed to implement it, and to ensure that the social work sector remained connected to the 

developments. The story of this group is now recorded with their interviews archived and 

available for future research. The process of implementing the legislation is the subject of 

Chapter 7 which follows next.  
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Chapter 7: The Policies and Procedures: More Stormy Times 

In this chapter, I focus on the initial implementation of the SWRA 2003 until the end of 2004, 

some 3 months after the process of registration had to be available. I consider the overlooked 

interests and the beneficiaries of both the legislation and the criteria set to implement the SWRA 

2003. Data used for this chapter has been gathered from the SWRB archives (see detailed index 

in Appendix 14), ANZASW archives, as well as participant interviews. Space in this thesis has 

not allowed the full inclusion of all of this data, but publications including Hunt et al. (2019, 

2020) and other planned forthcoming publications have and will more fully utilise this rich data 

set. 

Development of the Policies: Conflict and Compromise 

While many of the administrative developments were led by the FAC committee and 

operationalised by the project officer during the first half of 2004, Board members were obliged 

to develop the initial policies for registration in consultation with the sector because of limited 

resources and short legislative timeframes: 

Most of us were pretty sort of hands-on buggers who liked to poke our fingers in to see 

how things went, but if you’re on a Board your job is really to set the strategy, approve a 

business plan, the budget, and then supervise that, and appoint a chief executive. … But 

when you looked at the members of the Board, you had a fair few people there who were 

probably the best at their trade at the time, so we [utilised] their knowledge and 

expertise. If you were going to go outside and [contracting for] it, it would have cost an 

arm and a leg. I think we did pretty well managing the governance operational divide at 

that time, because we were almost pushed into being an operational Board for a while. 

(P. Curry)  

At its beginning we were both governance and operations, which according to academic 

literature, need to be separated, but that’s not how it was … [but we had] to very quickly, 

individually and as a Board, be totally committed. Having that job and responsibility 

meant you dived in headfirst, boots and all, and you swam amongst the sharks and 

maybe you were more rigid at the beginning than perhaps was warranted. (Y. Crichton 

Hill) 

In the next section, utilising three main headings, I provide a critical examination of some of the 

agendas at play during this period and their impact on the establishment of the main criteria for 

registration under s.6, 7, and 13 of the SWRA 2003. These headings are: The Impact of the 

Legislative Framework, The Complexity of the Professionalisation History and Corresponding 
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Complex Matrix of Current Stakeholder Needs, and Complex Decision Making in Order to 

Ensure Responsiveness to Stakeholders and Meet the Purposes of the SWRA 2003.  

The impact of the legislative framework.  

Some of the Board members and key stakeholders had been involved throughout the regulation 

project development, with Curson commenting “I thought that [the SWRA 2003] was pretty 

good and it had been developed listening to the profession and the public, and through public 

consultation.” However, aspects of the legislation made for challenging implementation of 

registration in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

Challenges inherent in the Act. 

Processes for the regular review of  the Act were legislated for in s.104, which stipulated that the 

Board was required to review the Act, its own operations, and consider the extent to which the 

Act, and the system of voluntary registration, were achieving the purposes stated in paragraphs 

(a) and (d) of section 3, and whether any amendments to this Act were necessary or desirable; 

and report its findings to the Minister. Thus, it was during these mandated processes of review 

that legislative challenges could be raised by the Board. Legislative challenges were discussed 

by the participants and included the issues and difficulties that the omission of Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi in the legislation caused, that registration was voluntary and the corresponding funding 

issues of a voluntary system, the uneasy place of competence in a qualification-based 

registration system, the focus of regulation on practice issues and not organisational or systemic 

issues, the political process of appointments to the Board, and linkages to other legislation that 

impacted on social workers.  

Te Tiriti o Waitangi.  

Participants detailed how the omission of Te Tiriti o Waitangi from the legislation created 

distrust in the sector and individualised the obligation to be competent to practise social work 

with Māori to social work practitioners, removing meso and macro systemic obligations to Te 

Tiriti o Waitangi from the process of regulation: 

The omission of reference to the Treaty created a diversion and became the focus of a lot 

of attention, dismay, and distrust. Because it wasn’t there, a lot of Māori organisations 

felt that they were excluded. It became a tauiwi document, it became a Pākehā frame. … 

The people who wrote the Act believed that including competence to practise with Māori 

was somehow a substitute for not including the Treaty anywhere in the legislation, but 

this created even more difficulty, and made it harder for the Board to engage when we 

went around the country to talk to people about the Act and getting registered. (R. 

Corrigan)  
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I think [while] the legislation tried to be inclusive of tangata whenua in terms of the 

specific competence to practise social work with Māori, and section 100 about 

obligations for consultation ... the Treaty isn’t mentioned, and [this] should be the basis 

of all legislation. (J. Duke) 

You can’t develop anything for any other ethnic groups if Māori aren’t there first, and 

while there might have been some concession around the removal of the Treaty, the Act 

wouldn’t have passed had it not re-introduced some level of working with Māori. A lot 

of my colleagues, who are Māori, were not entirely supportive and they voiced that. 

(Participant I) 

The Association had fully advocated for registration after years of debate and dispute. Members, 

particularly tangata whenua members, in agreeing to support state regulation, had some bottom 

lines around commitment to bicultural practice that appeared to be minimised in legislation that 

did not reference Te Tiriti o Waitangi: 

What I was absolutely sure about … in terms of what we had been able to achieve in the 

legislation … was the bicultural accountability. … The tangata whenua [members]… 

agreed to carry on with registration as long as two elements were in the legislation … 

competence and the requirement for bicultural practice. If they weren’t there, then we 

were to … veto the legislation. (B. Curson)  

I remember us talking in a big caucus hui, about competence to practise with Māori. We 

said, “where has the Treaty gone?” Our uniqueness was the Treaty and the other part to 

that is about biculturalism, and [considering] what this means for you in the social work 

context within Aotearoa/New Zealand. You don’t get that anywhere else. (Participant J) 

Voluntary. 

Participants spoke about the catch 22 created with registration being voluntary with no signal 

when or if mandatory registration would eventuate. They identified that without protection of 

title, the profession of social work remained relatively weak as professional accountability 

mechanisms for unregistered practitioners were inconsistent. Optional registration also caused 

problems for organisations who were required to register their staff by their funder: 

I think the missing point was compulsory registration. I think the Act is quite wide and if 

mandatory registration had happened either at the beginning, in which case we wouldn’t 

have grandparented so many people, or at a few years later. (I. Calder) 
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[There were] difficulties of two people sitting on opposite sides of the desk one was 

registered and one wasn’t, they were both held to different levels of scrutiny of standards 

and conduct. (Participant H)  

I never understood why anybody would be involved with registration if they didn’t have 

to, given there are consequences for them in this, and they can’t get off [the registration 

train] once they’re on. It’s an absurdity to have an optional registration process; you 

either have it or you don’t have it. This pathway business doesn’t work for organisations 

that are trying to increase registration levels within the organisation, like CYF, because 

people are not legally obliged to do it, and you can’t force them to do it, you can only 

encourage. (Participant B) 

Funding.  

The cost of registration was identified as a risk that may have resulted in the entire process of 

regulation in Aotearoa New Zealand failing. Cost of the process was also a barrier to many in 

the sector. The funding model was set by the state and the risk of the model had to be managed 

by the Board. Participant K commented: “It was part of that neoliberal thing which was saying, 

well yes you can do it but you’ll have to find the money.” 

The Board got a set amount of money to operate and then it was expected to be self-

funding and that the expectation to get such an important piece of legislation up and 

going within the allocated resource was unrealistic. I guess what comes with that was the 

sacrifices that were made by Board members and other interested parties to get things 

out, and that cost was not small. … But I guess if you think … about what social workers 

do, it’s not dissimilar. (S. Pakura) 

Ensuring financial viability in a non-mandatory registration environment added to the pressure 

on the Board and stakeholders: 

One of the concerns was that we never got mandatory [registration] and we were 

underfunded from the start … and we were expected to raise the rest from registrations. 

The registration [fees] had to be quite high because the numbers [of registrations] were 

quite low and we had to self-fund. … It wasn’t an investment approach at all, how’s 

that? (P. Curry) 

Being dependent on self-funding from a voluntary system of registration meant that both 

the profession itself and employers needed to support registration and require social 

workers to be registered otherwise the whole system was at risk of failure. What 

happened was the burden and financial cost of registration and the whole regulatory 
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framework, fell on those social workers and their employers who chose [or were 

required] to be registered. (S. Hunt) 

Competence. 

The need for all registered social workers, whether qualified or registered under section 13, to 

demonstrate competence on a 5-yearly cycle was also discussed.18 

There are some things that are unnecessary. For example, if you complete your 

qualification as an occupational therapist or midwife or nurse, you don’t then have to 

demonstrate your competence every 5 years. You’re deemed to be competent unless 

there’s query about your practice. That was something that was a nod to the Association 

probably, rather than anything necessary in regulation, and it has added a cost to social 

workers that is not necessary. (J. Duke) 

A focus on practice, not systemic or organisational issues. 

The relationship between systemic and organisational issues and the individualised burden of 

responsibility for practice was considered by stakeholders linking to literature regarding the 

question of in whose interests does regulation really operate? (for example: Worsley, Beddoe, et 

al., 2020; Worsley, Shorrock, & McLaughlin, 2020) 

There’s one thing in relation to what might become “protection of title” is the 

relationship between the Board and employers. Maybe the relationship needs to be more 

formalised in that service providers who employ people to undertake work that could be 

identified validly as social work, whether it’s called that or not, could be required to be 

approved or regulated by the Board as approved employers, and expected to provide 

supervision, professional supervision, professional development, and requirements that 

advocate for the employee and provide employment rights for a professional practitioner. 

(B. Curson, 2016) 

Board appointments. 

Ministerial appointments to the Board were identified as a risk as the process was at the time, 

and remains, open to political interference: 

The Act does not fully ensure that civil society bodies have a say in social work. I think 

that’s problematic [and] there should be required [representation from] professional 

bodies, social work education, and major employers because that gets the parties to the 

table. At the moment there’s nothing to stop a Minister appointing a bunch of … party 

cronies to the Board. … [And while] there’s a place for people who are not social 

 
18 The Social Workers Registration Legislation Act 2019 removes the 5-yearly demonstration of competence requirement from the mandatory 

system of registration. 
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workers, but there isn’t a formal [requirement] for service users [on the Board]. (L. 

Beddoe) 

Linkage to other legislation. 

Links between the SWRA 2003 and the HPCAA 2003 were not initially fully developed and, for 

a period, health social workers did not meet HPCAA requirements for certain contracts or roles 

that they had previously undertaken: 

In mental health for example, there are duly authorised officers, which are legislated 

roles under the Mental Health Act, and social workers [were] recognised under that, 

prior to the HPCA legislation. [There were] impacts with other government departments 

as well, for example, ACC. Here, you have people recognised under HPCAA 2003 

[gaining] rehabilitation contracts, and the [social workers registered under the] SWRA 

2003 were not recognised. (Participant E) 

The HPCAA moved 11 or 12 different professions, which all had stand-alone legislation 

for a number of years, under one piece of legislation, and these professions were used to 

working under the legislation. Whereas for social work it was a clean slate, and the 

current legislation needed a number of workarounds. (Participant H) 

Purposes of the SWRA 2003. 

Section 3 of the SWRA 2003 outlined a fourfold purpose of the Act. This was to protect the 

safety of members of the public by prescribing or providing mechanisms to ensure social 

workers were competent and accountable for their practice and to create a framework for 

registration including a registration board and a complaints tribunal. Further, the Registration 

Board was required to promote the benefits of registration, and enhance the professionalism of 

social workers. Thus, the criteria to be set for the new registration system had to ensure 

minimum competence and provide accountability for practice, and aspirational expectations to 

enhance the professionalism of social workers.  

Multiple key tasks. 

Within the SWRA 2003 there were multiple requirements to be understood and developed in 

consultation with the sector. Some “starting” guidance was provided from MSD to the Board at 

their first meeting on November 5, 2003 about what needed to considered in order to achieve the 

imperative of setting up a system of social worker registration within the stipulated timeframe. 

Two alternatives to managing the registration system were suggested: self-managing or 

contracting out. Their written report included information on some other Aotearoa New Zealand 

registration boards (psychologists, occupational therapy, physiotherapy and teachers) as well as 

accountability processes provided by ANZASW and some overseas social work registration 
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systems (MSD, 2003). Board members recalled other priorities being emphasised, particularly in 

relation to the Minister: 

The first day when we met and got briefings from Ministry minders. The prevailing 

message of the day was “whatever you do don’t embarrass the Minister” … it seemed to 

be the most important thing; not what we were … gathering for, what we were giving up 

our time and energy to do. (L. Beddoe) 

At the January 13, 2004, Board meeting, MSD staff tabled a 10-page document, accessed from 

the SWRB archive, titled Summary of Key Tasks for the Social Workers Registration Board and 

a timeline for completing the tasks. The introduction to the document (p. 1) stated: 

We have identified what we consider to be key tasks for [the Board] given our 

understanding of parliamentary and ministerial requirements and the Act (2003). The 

Board may find this information a useful starting point as it develops a work plan for the 

coming months. The attached spreadsheet provides indicative timeframes for the key 

tasks. We encourage the Board to seek independent advice to supplement the 

information provided.  

The summarised key tasks (p. 1) confirmed the enormity of the undertaking and included: 

• Parliamentary and ministerial requirements (legislative requirements, annual 

report, statement of intent, purchase agreement and quarterly reports, 

parliamentary scrutiny); 

• Board administration (strategic plan, long range financial forecast budget; 

financial systems, office facilities, postal, telephone, email, website);  

• Board operation/policies (additional Board member, common seal, interests 

register, how the aims and aspirations and involvement of Māori will be integral 

and an ongoing priority, mechanisms to ensure views of Māori, Pacific people 

and other ethnic and cultural groups are readily accessible, special meetings, 

specialist committees);  

• employees/advisors (appoint registrar and establish parameters around 

registrar/Board relationship, secretary, legal advisor, other employees, develop 

personnel policy, EEO programme, superannuation scheme); 

• entitlement to registration (recognised NZ qualification, competence to practise 

social work, fit and proper person, competence to practise social work with 

Māori and with different ethnic and cultural groups in New Zealand, practical 

experience, overseas qualification, English language, full, provisional, temporary 

registration and restrictions or conditions); 
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• practising certificates (annual practising certificates and restrictions or 

conditions); 

• registration database/register; 

• administration (develop registration database, fees (including disciplinary levy), 

application forms, certificate of registration, practising certificate); 

• complaints and disciplinary process (code of conduct, remuneration, allowances, 

expenses for Tribunal members, appoint members of the Complaints and 

Disciplinary Tribunal (appointments to be effective from 1 October 2004, the 

Tribunal is responsible for establishing disciplinary policies). 

The summary noted that time should also be allowed for promotion of registration, publication 

of policies, for the Tribunal to establish policies across different mechanisms, and that 

applications for registration should be accepted by 1 October, 2004. Board members were 

reeling: 

For me the enormity of the task was at times quite overwhelming and frightening … the 

speed of decision making was phenomenal, … but it was like it had taken so long to get 

to this point and then suddenly everything had to be decided by the next Board meeting 

or by tomorrow or by this afternoon. (S. Hunt) 

I think it was extraordinary what we did. It was just at the time I don’t think that the 

[profession] could see that [we] had to set up the whole mechanism for making the 

process work and then determine what the rules might be around the process. I think 

that’s quite a scary thing. It takes a lot of work. … There was an extremely limited time 

frame to register people … and the pressure was on fiscally, pressure around IT, it was a 

massive job. (R. Corrigan) 

Support for a successful outcome felt inadequate. There was shock amongst the Board members 

that there was nothing established at all by the Ministry, apart from seed funding, and even this 

could not be accessed until the Board opened a bank account. The need for legal and financial 

professional services, established secretarial support, and an office became pressing and 

occupied much of the first 3 months as a Board (See Appendix 14). Board members commented 

on this pressure: 

It was that really incredibly intense feeling of having this massive job to do and less than 

a year to do it in, and with absolutely nothing. It was quite shocking and I think we all 

just sat there thinking what have we got ourselves in for. … I … thought someone would 

say “here’s an office you can use and here’s some secretarial support” ... it was a very 

bizarre introduction to life on a Crown Entity. (L. Beddoe) 
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If [registration] doesn’t happen you fail, and failure’s not an option. You have been 

charged with a legislative responsibility. When you agree to go on the Board you have a 

job to do in a certain time frame and you have to make it happen. The consequences of it 

not happening for social workers were too great. There would have been attack on the 

ground and at a government level: “So obviously social workers can’t make registration 

happen, it’s too complicated, too complex,” and we might not have had registration for a 

while. (Y. Crichton Hill) 

Establishment timeframe. 

The criteria for registration had to be established and in place in order for the Board to receive 

applications for registration by October 1, 2004, less than 11 months after the Board was 

launched. Board members urgently began developing and circulating discussion papers for the 

criteria outlined in s.6, 7 and 13 of the SWRA 2003 (Minutes of Board meeting, March 12, 

2004) (see Table 7.2), as they were required to consult with the sector and also wanted to ensure 

buy-in to the new process. Participants commented on the work involved. “There was a lot of ... 

unacknowledged background work that some of the Board members did in … policy 

development, framework development, … I think there was a lot of goodwill from a number of 

those first Board members” (J. Duke). 

The Act was passed and there was a year … to have some flesh put around it, with policy 

development. … What was really great, especially as I look back on it, ... was an 

amazing process where the inaugural Board would develop draft policies and send them 

to us key stakeholders. I felt that we were consulted and that we were engaged in the 

process, even if we sometimes had our disagreements. (Participant E) 

The speed of policy development impacted on the Board and the stakeholders as reflected upon 

by the following Board member: “Basically, it was consult, draft, approve, consult, draft, 

approve, ... it went through this process until we [were] able to say “well, this is it.” (R. 

Corrigan).  

The complexity of the professionalisation history and corresponding complex matrix of 

current stakeholder needs.  

The complex history and journey toward professionalisation of social work has been 

documented in Chapters 3, 4, and 5, and in Hunt (2016, 2017), Hunt et al. (2019, 2020), Nash 

(1998), O’Donoghue (2010), Ruwhiu (1999), and Staniforth (2010) among others. A key 

challenge for establishing the criteria for registration was that policies should not be too 

prescriptive, rather they should enable social workers to register while if possible, be supported 
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to practise creatively, and still meet the legislative purposes of the Act. Stakeholders held 

different views about how well this was achieved: 

My position would always be less prescription and more enabling. … There was division 

and issues were contested and people had different opinions about what the right way 

forward was. Whenever you have that then you’re going to have a challenging 

implementation, and being voluntary made it harder. (Participant B) 

There’s talk about right touch, light touch regulation and the Board didn’t get too 

prescriptive ... it was very much let’s address it on a case-by-case basis, so [they] didn’t 

get into a situation where [they] were trapped by [their] own policy. … [The initial 

policies] stood the test of time. [Most] policies generated out of the inaugural Board, [did 

not have] to be walked back ... they’re [still] in place or have been strengthened.19 There 

is a lot of support both judiciously and legislatively and also from the profession, for the 

decisions that the Board made, even the Crown Law opinion on what practising social 

work actually involves; so, the … Board can be proud about the decisions that they made 

and the policies that they put in place. (Participant H) 

With registration in New Zealand, as people tried to reach a consensus over what should 

happen, they were naturally more inclined to be cautious as the stakes were high, the 

issues were major … there was a tendency to try to control. But that doesn’t work, and 

that ultimately is the challenge for social work, and the regulation of practice. 

(Participant B) 

Stakeholders played significant roles in the development of the initial policies to implement the 

Act. Key stakeholders wanted to meet with the Board to influence thinking on the registration 

criteria and implementation of the Act and requests to meet were received as soon as the Board 

was launched.  

Although a decision was made by the Board to delay meetings with stakeholders until after 

March 30, 2004, to allow the Board time to establish itself (Minutes of Board meeting 

December 17, 2003), meeting dates with stakeholders were set from 12 March, 2004 (see Table 

7.1, and Appendix 13: Photographs). 

Competing interest groups responded to the Board, and their interests were always at the 

forefront [for them]. Whereas the Board had to take an approach looking across all those 

 
19 The required hours in the original CPD Policy were cut from a minimum of 150 hours over a 3-year period, to 20 hours per annum, as 

practitioners and employers initially struggled with the process. 
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varied interests and working out what was best for the public and what best supported 

the profession, in making their decisions. (Participant H). 

Table 7.1 

Initial Meetings with Key Stakeholders and the Board  

Date Key stakeholder group and attendees (see Appendix 13 for photographic reference) 

12 March 2004 ANZASW: Rose Henderson (president), Whitiao Paul (kaiwhakahaere), Morehu 

Kara (kaumātua), Lynne Whata (vice-president), Christine Menzies (secretary), 

MaryAnn Baskerville-Davies (treasurer), Howard Randal (executive officer) 

12 March 2004 Child Youth and Family: Robyn Hamid, Craig Smith, Barry Mahar, Deryck Howe 

7 April 2004 Te Kaiawhina Ahumahi: John Hopkins, Richard Willcox, Titia Graham 

7 April 2004 New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services (NZCCSS): Paula Skilling 

(executive officer), John Consedine (Catholic Social Services), Craig Fleury 

(Salvation Army), Robyn Pope (Wesley Community Action).  

New Zealand Federation of Voluntary Welfare Organisations (NZFVWO): Mary 

Gray (Home and Family Society), Julie McGowan (Whitireia Community Board) 

14 May 2004 ANZASWE: Gavin Rennie (president), Raylee Kane, unknown, Carole Adamson 

More conflict was looming with the competing voices: 

I think of the Board sitting there on this little island called Registration and it was sunny 

with the blue sea around us. And there’s this pile of sharks; there’s a shark that is CYF, 

there are social workers who maybe wouldn’t get registration, there are social workers 

who would want to be registered but say the process takes too long, there are people who 

have been working in the field for a long time who said “why do I need to be 

registered?” There are education institutions who say “a qualification is fine, who do you 

think you are to say it has to be this, that, and the other thing?” And the Association who 

has been doing this for some time saying: “you new kids on the block think you know 

what competence is all about, you think you know how to recognise programmes, but 

that’s what we do.” The government problematised it too, and have continued to do so, 

by not making registration mandatory. (Y. Crichton Hill) 

There was unease among Board members and other stakeholders that the new system was set up 

to fail and deliberately underfunded. One participant said “I think there were a lot of people that 

probably thought that [the Board] would fold, so there is that sort of tenacity and [the SWRB] 

are still here” (Participant H). Another commented: 

The headline is that people don’t want a profession because … they want to be able to 

ensure that the price is kept low, and people will do this job for quite low wages and low 
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training and won’t invest in their own future, and that’s a clear advantage to [funders]. 

(Participant G) 

The professional body was heavily involved in the implementation of the Act and utilised their 

forums, branches, rōpū, and interest groups to discuss the issues and contribute to the 

development of criteria and processes, as well as to promote membership understanding of 

registration: “I think that the professional interests of trying to put the policies together to keep 

fidelity to professional values, was really important at the time and that was key” (Participant 

E). 

My skills were around galvanising people and making sure that we were informed, 

making sure that we were having discussions and making sure that our voice then went 

places. … [With] the SWRA 2003, the focus was [acknowledging] the lead-in time for 

the skill sets that we had; that we had a voice in how that was framed; that … this wasn’t 

about the government determining the tenets of our profession, it was the government 

who was wanting to bring us in line with all other professions around the safety of New 

Zealanders. (Participant L) 

However, some roles previously held by the Association were being reassessed: 

[ANZASW] wanted to see the profession become professional ... [But] things didn’t 

always go quite the way that the profession wanted because that was only one part of our 

job. The other part was protection, safety. So, there was a process where the profession 

was scrutinised [for] certain standards and that was always going to [create] tension. (P. 

Curry) 

The Registration Board and the professional body have had to find their respective 

places in the sun and there has been quite a bit of blurring of that over the years, and I’m 

not sure how much of that is tied up with the fact that [registration is] not mandatory. 

(Participant E) 

Section 100 of the Act outlines the obligations of the Board in relation to Māori, requiring the 

Board to ensure the aims and aspirations, as well as the proper involvement of Māori as tangata 

whenua, are integral and ongoing priorities; and that mechanisms such as advisory committees 

or separate caucuses are appointed or formed to ensure accessibility to views of Māori. The 

Board contracted with a consultancy called Kahui Tautoko20 to engage and consult with Māori 

and Pasifika social workers and social services to provide feedback to the Board on the initial 

policy papers (Minutes of the Board meeting, August 12 and 13, 2004): 

 
20 Kahui Tautoko Consulting Ltd, Wellington New Zealand offered services in a range of indigenous community development areas and sectors 

including healthcare, education, sport and physical wellbeing, indigenous development, justice/corrections and social services. 
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At the time we actually had, very early in the establishment, a Māori advisory group but 

the advice that they were asked to offer really did not in any way enhance any of our 

eventual policies and it faded out because the actual intent and purpose of having them 

was not really clear. I don’t know how we would have done any different because again, 

it’s the legislation that provided the framework and we had to develop policies that met 

the requirements of the legislation. (R. Corrigan) 

Within ANZASW, Te Tangata Whenua Takawaenga o Aotearoa caucus debated registration 

policies in a voluntary registration environment: 

We talked about … to be a member of ANZASW you didn’t have to have a 

qualification, and there was this huge debate then about the grandparenting and section 

13 ... When we went to a caucus hui we talked about qualifications and you would hear 

quite a few of them saying, “well that’s us out,” [so] we talked about grandparenting the 

qualification that they held that would be accepted. It was a lot bigger than what people 

actually thought. (Participant J) 

I would advocate and say “would you be happy if the social work profession was 

professionally recognised like doctors?” ... “oh, absolutely” ... and I said “well, you’ve 

got to play the game ... you’ve got to be part and parcel of the [development]” ... and 

they said “well, they’ve taken the Treaty out so what’s the point? ... it’s voluntary, so I 

don’t have to be registered” ... When Robyn went on the [SWRB], … that was a smart 

move because it gave more clout for the caucus in terms of while she’s right in there 

you’re going to hear it how it is. (Participant J) 

In 2003, the social work education sector in Aotearoa New Zealand was complex, ranging from 

an ITO), private training enterprises, polytechnics and universities. Numerous qualifications 

were developed under several systems of approval and accreditation (Beddoe, 2014, 2018; Hunt, 

2016; Hunt et al., 2019; Nash, 1998). The sector formed a unifying council in 1996 called the 

NZASWE, later becoming ANZASWE and then CSWEANZ (Hunt et al., 2019). An initial 

meeting was held with ANZASWE, (see Table 7.1 and Appendix 13) and later, in 2004, the 

educators’ input was sought through the establishment of the Education Advisory Group (EAG) 

that worked with the Board to set up the course approvals process: 

As a body we were supportive. We had fairly strong views from the beginning, that if we 

were going to have registration, it should be mandatory, and we did suggest, that it 

wouldn’t be very effective if it wasn’t compulsory. (Participant K) 

Some educators were ambivalent and others did not support the registration of social work 

programme staff:  
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I don’t think it significantly influenced what we were doing. It was voluntary 

registration, so there were options that people may or may not adopt. … It was pretty 

much business as usual; I don’t think any of our team launched forward and became 

registered. (Participant B) 

There were many meetings with CYF following the first formal meeting (see Table 7.1 and 

Appendix 13) and the Minister of Social Development required statutory social workers to be 

strongly encouraged to register; however, many were not qualified nor did they hold a 

competency certificate (MSD, 2004). CYF had an internal professionalisation policy, but CYF 

social workers were obliged to individually choose and pay for membership of ANZASW 

through which they could have their competency assessed and confirmed. Confusion regarding 

the separate roles of the Board and the professional body grew: 

The department ... had a series of workshops, that everybody had to attend, and it was 

impressed upon all of us the importance and protection that this new Act would have for 

us ... but at the time there was a bit of ambiguity around why would we need to do both 

ANZASW and registration, as ANZASW had provided us that opportunity to come 

together, as colleagues from Health, Corrections, community, NGOs, so there was 

already a chance for collective thinking [as specific] interest groups, ... then I thought 

well SWRB sounds like they’re doing the same thing. (Participant I) 

While leaders from the NGO sector met with the Board on April 7, 2004 (see Table 7.1 and 

Appendix 13), the health social work leaders did not meet with the Board as a group. Such a 

meeting would have been useful as there was a varying response to registration across the 

district health boards (DHB), despite the multidisciplinary environment in the health sector 

which ensured familiarity with the concept of professional accountability: 

Prior to registration the Association was the de-facto regulator. … A lot of employers in 

health had, prior to registration, said that they prefer applicants to be members of the 

Association because that gave the employer some assurance around accountability, 

ethics. With registration, that shifted, and [health employers then] preferred people to be 

with the Association, and they expect people to be registered social workers as well. I 

think we’re lucky that our health professional colleagues … [saw] a valid place for both 

[ANZASW and SWRB]. (Participant E) 

However, the uptake of registration varied amongst the DHB employers of social workers and 

the Board eventually sought support for registration from the Minister of Health (, 2005b) as 

recalled by Participant A: “There were discussions, [with Minister of Health, Annette King], and 
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[Minister] Maharey was driving that ... [about] what would we do for health, and the discussion 

around that would be employment agreements.”  

Practitioners, represented by their employers, professional bodies, and organisational groups, 

could also make individual representation regarding the developing registration criteria, which 

some chose to do (see Table 7.2). The public voice was predominantly put forward by social 

work practitioners and organisations including the Office of the Children’s Commissioner, and 

the Health and Disability Commission. Public reports and reviews considered and made public 

examples of poor practice and promoted protection for the public (for example: Health and 

Disability Commissioner Report, 2002; Pilalis et al., 1989).  

Complex decision making to ensure responsiveness to stakeholders and meet the purposes of 

the SWRA 2003. 

To ensure the registration criteria being established had buy-in from the social work sector, and 

in order to meet the consultation requirements in the s.101–102, extensive consultation was 

undertaken. Mixed priorities and agendas created conflict between stakeholders and the Board 

and eventually pragmatic compromises were made in the establishment of each of the criteria: 

Sometimes the decisions made were popular and sometimes [not], and people certainly 

voiced their opposition when things didn’t go the way that they thought. ... People 

misunderstood the Board’s role; they were not a professional association but were there 

to put policies and procedures into place that met legislative requirements … and that 

didn’t necessarily mean the most cordial of relationships. (Participant H) 

Beddoe commented on the opportunity for the seeming contradiction between the social justice 

purpose of social work and registering practitioners within the parameters of the legislation to 

hinder development and uptake of the new system: 

It is our job as a profession, including our manifestations of civil society … through our 

professional bodies… to actually counter all the grey suited bureaucrats. We [the Board] 

tried not to be those people. We were obligated to do certain things but we talked, 

cajoled, begged, tried to get really good people into consultation processes … tried to 

keep relationships going [in] the era of the teething problems. (L. Beddoe) 

Another stakeholder also commented on the impact of the teething era: 

When you think back, nurses have had registration for over 100 years. [Social workers] 

in just over 10 years, and seeing how far and how quickly everybody managed to find a 

comfortable place and good relationships … hopefully the different organisations … 

have at least felt listened to and consulted. (Participant H) 
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The legislative framework, the complexity of the sector and its needs, and the complex decision 

making required, had to be balanced in the setting of each of the registration criteria. This is 

considered in the next section of this chapter. 

Setting the Criteria for Registration 

In order to commence accepting applications for registration by social workers, the Board had to 

have finalised the criteria listed in ss.6, 7, and 13 of the SWRA 2003 (see Table 7.2) and the 

setting of these criteria is now considered in more detail. Sections 6 and 7 of the SWRA 2003 

outlined criteria required for registration if a social worker held a New Zealand qualification or 

overseas qualification. Section 13 provided a pathway for registration for some social workers 

who were not qualified. All social workers were required to also meet criteria for satisfactory 

competence to practise social work, be a fit and proper person, demonstrate competence to 

practise social work with Māori as well as different ethnic and cultural groups in New Zealand, 

and have enough practical experience in practising social work. Once registered, s.22 stated that 

social workers were required to hold practising certificates, which were to be renewed at least 

annually (s.34). While registration was optional for social workers, once registered, if they were 

employed or engaged as a social worker, they were required to remain registered with current 

practising certificates, unless their practising certificate was surrendered or registration 

cancelled.  

Beddoe reflected on how registration criteria served both as a benchmark for entry and a 

pathway to exit people who may not meet required criteria from the profession: 

It’s about letting people in and getting people out. It’s saying in a broad way we want 

some things in place so we can say who gets admitted … If you’ve got the qualifications 

and you haven’t committed any crimes, you’ve essentially got a starting point as a 

professional to do a good job. After that, regulation is about checks and balances along 

the way, a practising certificate that gives you a warrant to keep practising [and] also 

gives you the ability to deregister people so they can’t practise as a social worker.  

The initial policies to implement the Act and commence accepting applications for registration 

by October 2004 are outlined in Table 7.2 and in more detail in the following sections. Policies 

including the new-graduate competency, annual practising certificate (APC) and CPD policies 

are mentioned briefly for the record, but as they were not developed in 2004, because they were 

not required to be evidenced until October 2005 or later, they are outside of the timeframe being 

considered in this research. 
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Table 7.2 

Development Timeline of Initial Policies to Implement the SWRA 2003  

Regulation Policy Process date Discussion process Stakeholder feedback Final policy regulation 

New Zealand-

recognised 

qualifications in 

social work (s.6) 

2/2/04 Initial draft/consultation paper listing past 

and present potential New Zealand-

recognised qualifications developed by 

Beddoe for Board consideration and then 

sent to key experts to check historical facts  

  

 16/3/04 (draft)  

 

Position paper 

and cover letter 

circulated on 

23/3/04 

 

Feedback 

required by 

26/4/04 

New Zealand-Recognised Qualifications in 

Social Work discussion/position paper and 

cover letter distributed to key stakeholders 

including:  

• All Schools of social work and those 

Tertiary Education Organisations 

(TEOs) who have previously provided 

social work programmes 

• ANZASWE/CSWEANZ 

• TKAA 

• The approval bodies: NZQA, CEAC, 

NZPPC, VCC/CUAP 

• ANZASW 

• MSD 

• CYF 

• Dept of Corrections  

• Health professional leaders’ group  

• NZFVWO 

• NZCCSS 

  

 March–May 

2004 

Meetings with 

• ANZASW 

• ANZASWE 

• CYF  
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Regulation Policy Process date Discussion process Stakeholder feedback Final policy regulation 

• DHB leaders 

• NZFVWO 

• NZCCSS 

• TKAA 

 30/3/04 Letter to CEOs of tertiary institutions from 

SWRB re New Zealand-Recognised 

Qualifications in Social Work discussion/ 

position paper and future impact on 

tertiary providers 

  

 19/4/04  Massey (included in statistics below)  

 26/4/04  ANZASW (included in statistics below)  

 Undated 

summarised 

feedback—NZ 

qualification 

position paper 

(SWRB archive) 

 • 6 x employing organisations 

• 9 x TEOs 

• 6 x representative organisations 

(including ANZASWE, ANZASW, 

TKAA, NZFVWO, WIT Local 

advisory committee, Manawatu 

ANZASW) 

• 8 x social work educator groups 

• 1 x social work student group 

• 18 x individuals 

 

 12/5/04  CYF feedback on qualification and 

workforce issues (included in statistics 

above) 

 

 14/5/04   Board provide a summary of 

decisions re recognised New 

Zealand Qualifications in Social 

Work to stakeholders 

 14/5/04  MSD: letter re 2 x Workforce 

Development project reports due in 

June 2004 
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Regulation Policy Process date Discussion process Stakeholder feedback Final policy regulation 

 4/6/04  MSD: Workforce Development Group: 

Advice to SWRB along with Report 

 

 24/8/04  SWRB response to MSD Workforce 

Development Report 

 

 30/8/04   Recognised New Zealand 

Qualifications in Social Work Policy 

(different footer date but same 

document as below) 

 6/9/04   Recognised New Zealand 

Qualifications in Social Work Policy 

Course approvals 

(s.99(1)(f&i)) 

12–13/8/04 Working party to be convened to prepare 

draft standards for recognition of a New 

Zealand qualification in social work 

And 

EAG be convened for purposes of 

consultation 

  

 10/2/05 EAG met for the first time   

Overseas qualified  

(s.7) 

12–13/8/04 

14–15/10/04 

Overseas assessment reports to the Board   

 6/9/04 Registration of Overseas-Qualified Social 

Workers position paper 

  

 3/12/04   Draft policy for establishing 

equivalence of overseas social work 

qualifications to recognised New 

Zealand qualifications  

Proposed methodology for 

determining equivalency paper 

Competency and 

competence to 

practise social work 

with Māori and 

different cultural 

May/June 2004 Consultation paper developed by Board 

subgroup for Board consideration 
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Regulation Policy Process date Discussion process Stakeholder feedback Final policy regulation 

and ethnic groups in 

New Zealand 

S.6(a), (c)(i&ii); 

s.7(c)(i&ii), (f);  

s.13(b)(ii&iv(A&B) 

s.38–s.46 

 24/6/04 Competency position paper   

  Legal advice from Neil Williamson MSD   

  Competency position paper forwarded to 

Kate Feltham, Luke, Cunningham and 

Clere (Legal Advisor SWRB) 

  

 July 2004 Kahui Tautoko contracted to undertake 

national consultation on all position papers 

with Māori and Pasifika in New Zealand 

through 14 hui and 3 fono  

  

 2/7/04  ANZASW initial feedback on Enough, 

Competency, and Fit and Proper person 

(included in statistics below) 

 

 15/7/04  Massey feedback on Enough, 

Competency, Fit and Proper person 

(included in statistics below) 

 

 12/8/04  Kahui Tautoko Report to Board  

 12/8/04  Summary of submissions on 

Competency position paper: 

• 7 x employing organisations 

• 2 x TEOs 

• 1 x group consult 

• 4 x representative organisations 

• 2 x individuals 

 

 12/8/04 Process notes developed for Board 

decision making and SWRB record 
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Regulation Policy Process date Discussion process Stakeholder feedback Final policy regulation 

 6/9/04   Competence Policy  

Competence 

assessment 

24/6/04 Request for proposal newspaper advert   

 August 2004   ANZASW and Te Ara Aromatawai 

approved as Competency 

Assessment providers 

 14/9/04  Legal advice Luke, Cunningham and 

Clere 

 

New-graduate 

competency 

2008    

Fit and Proper 

person 

(s.6(b); s.7(g); 

s.13(b)(iii); 

s.47(1,2,3); s.50; s.51; 

s.54; s.82(1)(b)) 

May/June 2004 Consultation paper developed by Board 

subgroup for Board consideration 

  

  Legal advice from N. Williamson, MSD   

 June 2004 

Feedback by 16 

July 

Fit and proper person position paper   

  Position paper forwarded to K. Feltham, 

Luke, Cunningham and Clere  

  

 12/8/04  Summary of submissions on position 

paper: 

• 6 x employing organisations 

• 2 x TEO 

• 1 x group consult 

• 3 x representative organisations 

• 2 x individuals 

 

 12/8/04 Process notes developed for Board 

decision making and SWRB record 
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Regulation Policy Process date Discussion process Stakeholder feedback Final policy regulation 

 27/8/04   Fit and Proper Person Policy  

Enough 

(s.6(d)) 

(s.7(e)) 

(s.13(1)(a)&(b)(i))  

May/June 2004 Consultation paper by developed by Board 

subgroup for Board consideration 

  

 June 2004 

Feedback by 16 

July 

Enough Practical Experience position 

paper 

  

 14/6/04 Summary statement on enough practical 

experience 

  

 18/6/04 Letter to key stakeholders from SWRB re 

Enough, Competence and Fit and Proper 

position papers requesting feedback by 

16/7/04 

  

 Undated 

summarised 

feedback 

 • 2 x employing organisations 

• 2 x TEO 

• 1 x group consult 

• 4 x representative organisations 

• 9 x individuals 

 

 August 04 Process notes developed for Board 

decision making and SWRB record 

  

 27/8/04   Enough Practical Experience Policy  

Supervision 

(s.29) 

April/May 

2004 

Draft Supervision discussion paper   

 Dec 2006 Final Draft Supervision position paper   

Annual Practising 

Certificate 

(including 

Continuing 

Professional 

Development 

12,13 August 

2004 

Draft Criteria for Annual Practising 

Certificate Board Paper 
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Regulation Policy Process date Discussion process Stakeholder feedback Final policy regulation 

(s.25–37) 

 March 2005 

Board 

documents 

Updated draft Criteria for Annual 

Practising Certificate (footer July 2004) 

  

 24/5/05   Criteria for Annual Practising 

Certificate Policy Paper 

Code of Conduct 

(s.105) 

Complaints and 

Disciplinary 

Tribunal (Part 4) 

7,8 July 2004 Discussion documents by subgroup on 

Code of Conduct and Complaints and 

Disciplinary Tribunal provided for the 

Board 

  

 5/8/04 Expressions of Interest in Tribunal; 

Tribunal Information 

Tribunal advert  

  

 31/8/04 Code of Conduct (COC) for social workers 

Consultation version 

  

 6/9/04  ANZASW Letter re draft COC   

 20/9/04 

8/11/04 

 ANZASW feedback  

 16/12/04  COC submitter list 

Consultation summary (33 submitters 

including individuals, employers 

(NGO, DHB and CYF), unions, 

representative organisations, 

ANZASW, TEO) 

 

 16/12/04 Draft interim COC presented to Board   

 22/2/05   Final draft COC 

 20/5/05   Code of Conduct for Social 

Workers: V1.0 

 March 2006 Proposed guidelines to support COC  Final guidelines to support COC 



 

 

1
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Regulation Policy Process date Discussion process Stakeholder feedback Final policy regulation 

 April 2005   Appointment of chair of the 

Complaints and Disciplinary 

Tribunal 
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New Zealand-recognised qualifications in social work policy (s.6). 

Section 6 of the SWRA 2003 stated that “A person who has a recognised New Zealand 

qualification is entitled to be registered.” Section 4 defined “a recognised New Zealand 

qualification” as “a New Zealand educational qualification for the time being recognised by the 

Board as appropriate for social workers working in New Zealand.” The SWRA 2003 (s.99(f&i)) 

outlined the functions of the Board, requiring it to recognise New Zealand qualifications for 

social work, and to promote and set standards in consultation with providers of social work 

education and the bodies that set standards for higher education qualifications. The legal 

interpretation was that the Board itself must “determine what is a recognised New Zealand 

qualification in social work as at October 1 2004 and for the future” (SWRB, 2004h, p. 3). This 

view was congruent with that of the Social Services Select Committee (2002) as they stated the 

legislation provided the authority for the Board to define qualifications. An overview of the 

process of policy development is available in Table 7.2. 

At the February 4 and 5, 2004 Board meeting, the Board considered s.6 of the Act, entitlement 

to registration of New Zealand-qualified social workers. A draft proposal on New Zealand-

recognised qualifications was tabled for discussion by Beddoe. The Board agreed to establish a 

qualifications subcommittee of the Registration and Professional Accountability Committee 

(Beddoe, Crichton Hill, and Hunt). Later in 2004, this subcommittee reconstituted to form the 

Education and Practice Standards committee with different membership (Beddoe, Duke, 

Dunlop). It was resolved that the subcommittee draft a New Zealand qualifications in social 

work discussion paper and recommend a consultation process with the sector for consideration 

by the full Board (Minutes of Board meeting, February 4 and 5, 2004).  

Key documents were considered by the subcommittee and Board including those provided by 

the Ministry of Social Policy (2000, 2001) and the Social Services Select Committee (2002). 

Attention was also paid to earlier debates and decisions on qualifications within the profession 

(for example, Beddoe & Randal, 1994; Nash & Munford, 2001) as well as reports into social 

work practice (for example, Brown, 2000; K. Mason, 1992). This process was recorded in the 

discussion and policy documents  (SWRB, 2004g, 2004h). A schedule of historical and current 

New Zealand qualifications in social work achieved or commenced prior to 1 October 2004 was 

collated and verified by schools of social work, and key office holders of NZSWTC, NZCETSS 

and TKAA. The qualifications, which ranged from diploma to master’s level, met a minimum 
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diploma level21
 (SWRB, 2004g). The list was circulated in the New Zealand Qualifications in 

Social Work: A Discussion Paper and it was proposed that: 

Social workers who hold qualifications listed in the schedule be eligible to apply for full 

registration. … Those practitioners who have commenced their course of study in these 

qualifications prior to 1 October 2004, will be eligible to apply for registration under 

s14(2). (SWRB, 2004g, p. 3) 

It was noted that the education sector at this time had provided numerous qualifications that 

were social-work related and these were developed under several systems for approval and 

accreditation, including the NZQA, TKAA under delegation from NZQA; CUAP degree and 

diploma programmes, including programmes approved by the NZCETSS and NZSWTC; and 

finally combined CUAP or NZQA, and, since 2003, approval by ANZASW. It was asserted that 

since 1995, the situation regarding social work education was “complex and contentious” with 

“widespread confusion about the status and approval of social work qualifications” causing 

“difficulties for employers and those considering social work as a career” (SWRB, 2004g, p. 5). 

One participant commented: “there were different qualifications in terms of the [duration] of the 

qualification, ... some 2-year, some 3-year programmes. Those things needed to be 

standardised” (Participant A). 

However, the minimum qualification in social work in Aotearoa New Zealand accepted by 

many social services employers, including the health sector, had for many years been a Level B 

diploma qualification (Hunt, 2017; Hunt et al., 2019; Nash 1994). Under the rationale section in 

the New Zealand Qualifications in Social Work: A Discussion Paper, the Board stated: 

The Board has decided it will honour those qualifications deemed to have been 

recognised as qualifications by the profession and employers in the period prior to the 

implementation of the Act. (SWRB, 2004g, p. 5) 

A new benchmark for qualification was also proposed: “It is the Board’s view that the public is 

best served by a practitioner who holds a minimum of a 3 year Bachelors degree level 

qualification, or equivalent, in social work” (SWRB, 2004g, p. 5). 

Beddoe commented: 

The Board took a deep breath and made the decision to go with the degree. The Board 

took a very reasonable position in having a long period of grandparenting for people 

without a diploma. Everybody who currently had a diploma and met the other 

 
21 CUAP defines a diploma as “A qualification at the undergraduate, or non-degree level, with a total value of not less than 2 EFTS, which may 

build on defined prior qualifications or experience and which includes as part of the programme a sequential series of papers.” 
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requirements of registration got registered, there was no problem with that. People 

[without current or historical qualification] had a generous lead-in time until the end of 

2006, to [become enrolled] on a 2-year programme. After that they had to start a 3-year 

programme. We set it all up to allow for the fact that the profession wasn’t overnight 

going to only register people with a degree; we wouldn’t have had a workforce. (L. 

Beddoe) 

The evidence gaps surrounding length of qualification were identified and debated: 

There’s still a lot of conflict about benchmarks and [lack of] evidence that a longer 

degree means a better social work practitioner. [But] there are debates on adequate 

evidence for almost everything we do in social work and that is one of our challenges of 

the profession to … gather research evidence. (S. Hunt) 

The social justice paradox of the cost of longer qualifications added to the debate: 

It’s very costly and I know for mature students, many of those will be women, who 

might decide to study social work. … I’m thinking about length of qualification, not in 

terms of content but in terms of the student [cost]. (Y. Crichton Hill) 

A number of other issues also needed to be considered by the Board and the sector regarding 

postgraduate qualifications. These included the status of the postgraduate programme, 

discretionary entry, and the relationship between experience and postgraduate qualifications. 

The Board widely circulated the New Zealand Qualifications in Social Work: A Discussion 

Paper requesting feedback by April 26, 2004, reflecting the tight timeframe they were working 

within. Written feedback was considered and summarised by the Qualifications subcommittee 

on May 7, 2004, ready for the next full Board meeting on May 13 and 14, 2004. Eight main 

themes emerged from the stakeholder feedback and are recorded with an explanation for 

decisions made by the Board in the Recognised New Zealand Qualifications in Social Work 

Policy Statement (SWRB, 2004h). These themes are briefly discussed next. The first theme 

focused on the lack of time allowed for the consultation process, along with challenges to the 

Board’s right to set benchmarks without a full process, citing s.99 and s.100 and The Treaty of 

Waitangi. It was noted that others acknowledged the time constraints that were required under 

the legislation (SWRB, 2004h, p. 9).  

Secondly, while three individual submitters felt that diploma-level qualifications were too low 

for recognition and registration, there was a strong mandate for the new and historical schedule 

of qualifications:  

One of the things that we did reasonably well in the early days of [NZASWE, was there 

were] about three or four different configurations of B level qualifications, and we 
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accepted the different qualifications to suit different groups of people and that this was a 

really good thing, … we thought it was really important. So … [people] were differently 

qualified. (Participant K) 

Other submitters expressed concern there would be pressure for social workers to upgrade their 

qualifications, but the Board confirmed: 

The Board’s decision to recognise those qualifications currently regarded as “Level B or 

higher” is based on its desire to set a reasonable benchmark for the initial group seeking 

registration while raising the bar for future entrants to the profession. The decision to do 

further study towards a degree level qualification will remain the choice of individuals 

for those registered in the first 15 months. (SWRB, 2004h, p. 9) 

Participant K reflected upon this further: “One of the things we were keen to do was to protect 

the people who already had a professional qualification so that they then didn’t have to upskill 

themselves.”   

Thirdly, the bachelor-level degree in social work received support as the future benchmark from 

over 65% of submitters and was the topic of Theme 3, and the Board offered an explanation for 

this decision, stating: 

The Board’s position is that the diploma Level B, subsequently Level 6, benchmark (set 

through NZCETSS and while not mandatory could not be described as informal) has 

served the profession well, but that the legislation provides an opportunity to raise the 

bar. (SWRB, 2004h, p. 9) 

Many participants and submitters supported raising standards and retiring some qualifications or 

pathways to qualify as the following response from ANZASW demonstrates: 

We support in principle the proposal for a three-year Bachelor degree level qualification 

or its equivalent in social work in the future. (ANZASW response to SWRB NZ 

Recognised Qualifications in Social Work: A Discussion Paper, April 19, 2004, p. 1) 

Another individual’s comment was noted in the policy: 

There may need to be an extended deadline but as long as we don’t lose this golden 

opportunity to set a bold benchmark and then work to make it happen! We recall the 

influential report “Kahukura: The possible dream” [Benton et al., 1991], which called 

for educational opportunities for Māori in all roles in social services to be “equal to the 

best in the world but not necessarily the same. (SWRB, 2004h, p. 10) 

The timeframe for the implementation of the new benchmark caused concern to some 

submitters, including some employers, and was the focus of Theme 4. CYF, in its written 

submission dated May 12, 2004, welcomed the proposed new 3-year benchmark but 
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recommended a delay of 5 years for its implementation. It stated it was “concerned at the 

timeframe proposed for the introduction of a 3 year degree when it seems clear that neither the 

social services sector nor the tertiary education sector are at this time equipped to implement this 

requirement” (p. 1). In response, the Board proposed extending the implementation of the 

benchmark by 1 year. It also documented meeting with representatives of ANZASWE who 

confirmed they did not support the view that the tertiary sector would be unable to meet the 

qualification requirement.  

Themes 5 and 6 concentrated on the status of postgraduate qualifications and tertiary providers’ 

independence in setting regulations and entry criteria to postgraduate study. Issues raised 

included MSW graduates who did not hold an undergraduate social work qualification, and who 

had been “presumably admitted to postgraduate social work qualifications on the basis they held 

suitable undergraduate qualifications and had extensive practice in social work” (SWRB, 2004h, 

p. 11). The Board’s decision was to manage this situation on a case-by-case basis utilising s.6 

and s.13 of the Act. The Board also signalled that entry to the profession may be developed as 

part of future course approvals standards. 

The Board requested feedback on issues of access and equity, and the diverse responses, ranging 

from percentages of Māori and Pacific graduates from degree and diploma courses to anecdotal 

evidence that Māori and rural students may have limited access to tertiary education, formed 

Theme 7. It was noted that competence to practise social work with Māori and different ethnic 

groups and cultural groups in New Zealand was a major issue and would be the subject of 

significant future consultation for s.6(c) (i&ii) and s.7(c) (i&ii).  

Course approvals was the final theme identified by those providing feedback and the Board 

signalled further consultation on programme criteria and standards to form the basis of a course 

approvals process (s.99 (1)(i)); (SWRB, 2004h). 

The minutes of the Board meeting May 13 and 14, 2004, document the decisions made by the 

Board regarding New Zealand-recognised qualifications in social work. These included: the new 

benchmark would be a bachelor degree in social work; the historical qualifications schedule 

would be adopted for current and historical qualifications achieved or commenced prior to 31 

December, 2005; and the postgraduate qualifications would be recognised providing the 

programme of study was applied (including social work theory and practice approaches and two 

periods of supervised field practice). A summary of the Board decisions was made available to 

stakeholders on May 14, 2004, as the Board was aware of the high level of interest in the 

outcome by the sector and education providers. A statement on qualifications was also published 
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in the ANZASW June, 2004, Social Work Notice Board newsletter, as the SWRB did not yet 

have a website. The final policy was available on the newly developed SWRB website by 

August 30, 2004, with the same policy updated with a footer replacing this on September 6, 

2004. 

At the time of finalising the qualification policy, MSD wrote to the Board advising it of the 

impending Care and Protection Workforce Development report due in June 2004, which would 

provide data on the care and protection workforce and could influence the policy decisions. The 

subsequent report (MSD, 2004) was considered by the Board and a written response to MSD 

was made on August 24, 2004, to clarify issues around qualification, including the recognition 

of existing qualifications at any time in the future, and the availability of s.13 for full 

registration of unqualified social workers, as well as s.10 and s.14 for provisional registration of 

social workers who are fit and proper to practise social work and are working to meet some of 

the other criteria for registration (that could include qualification).  

During 2004, other organisations identified qualifications they believed were missing from the 

historical schedule, which were considered on a case-by-case basis. These included the 

Auckland Institute of Technology (now Auckland University of Technology) Bachelor Māori 

Studies (which had two streams and both were added to the schedule); and the Waiariki Institute 

of Technology (now amalgamated with Bay of Plenty Polytechnic and called Toi Ohomai 

Institute of Technology) Bachelor of Applied Social Sciences (which had three separate streams, 

two of which were added to the schedule).  

A Board member participant commented: 

The Board did as best it could do with the tools it was given. It was hamstrung by the 

amount of resource that it had. I think it was quite creative how it got together the lifting 

of the standards for education. (P. Curry) 

Course approvals policy (s.99(1)(f&i). 

The SWRA 2003 s.99(1)(f) required the Board to recognise New Zealand educational 

qualifications and s.99(1)(i) in consultation with providers of social work education and training 

in New Zealand and bodies that set standards, to promote and set standards for such education 

and training. Course approvals caused a great deal of conflict between the Board and the 

education sector. The reaction to developing this process felt personal at times: 

A kind of knee-jerk criticism started almost instantly as soon as we started to wrestle 

with the idea of the qualification, competency, … accreditation … caused the most 

angst; … that upset our colleagues in tertiary education, many were affronted that we 
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were taking that role and yet it was very clear that the Act required us to do it. We got 

thundered at by some colleagues that we were dictatorial, because we said we had to do 

something about recognising social work qualifications. (L. Beddoe) 

The Qualification subcommittee recommended to the Board that a new committee, which would 

include external stakeholders, be established to explore the development of an approval system 

to determine standards for New recognised qualifications (Minutes of the Qualifications 

Subcommittee, May 7, 2004). The Board meeting minutes dated August 12 and 13, 2004, record 

a resolution that a working party be convened to prepare draft standards for the recognition of a 

New Zealand qualification in social work and procedures for the approval of such programmes. 

Further, it was also recommended that an EAG be convened for the purposes of consultation 

under s.99(1)(i) and that this group include members from the SWRB, ANZASW, ANZASWE, 

NZVCC (CUAP) and NZQA, DHB Professional Leaders council, CYFS, Te Kahui Atawhai o 

Te Motu (national body for approved iwi social services), and also that there be adequate 

representation of Māori and Pasifika. The terms of reference for the EAG included that the 

group would consider and assist the Board to develop policy on: exit standards for recognised 

New Zealand social work qualifications, general standards for programmes, specific standards to 

ensure graduate competence to work with Māori, and graduate competence to work with 

different cultural and ethnic groups in New Zealand. The EAG met for the first time in February 

10, 2005, identifying a programme of work recorded in a draft proposal to manage the 

recognition of social work qualifications post-December 31 2005, (Minutes of EAG meeting, 

May 8, 2005).  

Many stakeholders remained concerned about the potential threat to academic independence of 

the Board setting programme recognition standards, and whether different ways of learning and 

different knowledge bases would be valued, along with the risk of state capture of social work 

programme curriculum setting:  

We challenged that, we said, “who should be determining the criteria at the end of the 

day; what’s a legitimate programme and what’s a legitimate course of work?” … [We] 

went back to our partners in crime at the time, the schools of social work, there was a 

little bit of tension in that space. With schools of social work there’s this thing around 

not capturing, but being able to determine what social work looks like in Aotearoa New 

Zealand. We also had people who were advocating for indigenous voices in that space 

and the value of other ways of learning in places like the wānanga. That was a healthy 

tension. (Participant L)  
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As noted earlier, course approvals and accreditation had been managed under a number of 

different systems including, since 2003, an approvals system initiated by ANZASW. Exiting the 

“approvals” space was not what ANZASW wanted, but recollections of the reasons for this vary 

and provide a snapshot of lost opportunity through the conflict and tension of the time: 

[The ANZASW course approvals process] was in its infancy, but ANZASW had 

developed standards, [and a] process of doing [the approvals], and for whatever reason, 

the Registration Board did not engage with the Association to progress that. So that was 

a loss and a shame that the professional body hasn’t got a key role in providing that 

objective professional perspective around course approvals and that it’s just the state 

regulatory body doing that with the [potential for] capture around state driven priorities. 

(Participant E,) 

[The Board] did offer [ANZASW] the opportunity of doing a parallel programme 

recognition process to us and if the independent auditor said that it was similar, they 

could have taken over; we could have contracted them to do all the programme 

recognition but they did not take up that opportunity. (J. Duke) 

Overseas-qualified social workers policy (s.7). 

Section 7 of the Act entitled a person who did not have a recognised New Zealand qualification 

to be registered if the Board was satisfied (along with other criteria) that they (a) had an 

overseas qualification equivalent to a recognised New Zealand qualification, apart from 

components ensuring competence to practise social work with Māori and different ethnic and 

cultural groups in New Zealand (both of which they were required to complete in New Zealand). 

English-language requirements were also detailed in s.7(d). S. 14 allowed for provisional 

registration of overseas-qualified applicants working towards meeting the full criteria, and s.15 

provided for temporary registration for visiting overseas applicants who wished to practise 

social work in New Zealand. 

It was agreed at the June 2004 Board meeting to engage a consultant (T. Marchant) to develop 

the criteria on overseas qualifications equivalent to New Zealand qualifications (Minutes of 

Board meeting, June 10 and 11, 2004) (see Table 7.2). By the August 2004 Board meeting, 

Marchant presented a paper outlining issues for discussion that were then incorporated into 

developing a position paper titled Registration of Overseas-Qualified Social Workers (2004, 

September 6) outlining that  

The criteria for establishing the equivalence to New Zealand recognised qualifications 

required for full registration, will be benchmarked against decisions made for New 

Zealand qualifications. (p. 5)  
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Thus, any applicant who gained or commenced their overseas social work qualification prior to 

December 31, 2005, would have their qualification compared to New Zealand qualifications 

listed on the current and historic schedule of the New Zealand Qualification in Social Work 

Policy. Applicants who applied for registration after December 31, 2005, would have their 

qualifications compared to the new benchmark, a Bachelor of Social Work or the postgraduate 

qualifications. One of the Board participants recalled: 

One of the things we had to do in the early days was work out how we could cross-credit 

people from overseas and that was a bit fraught in some areas. We had some people 

[from] traditional Commonwealth countries that sort of fitted but other countries where 

people had been recruited [that] didn’t have the same process that we could dove-tail 

with. That caused some difficulty. (P. Curry) 

By December 2004, a draft policy and an assessment methodology were tabled at the Board 

meeting, listing principles and guidelines for determining equivalence of overseas qualifications 

and recommending that assessment be undertaken on a case-by-case basis to develop a set of 

precedents that could later be used to assess on an institutional or country basis. Board 

discussions (Minutes of Board Meeting, September 9 and 10, 2004), indicate concern that the 

English-language standards should not be overly ambitious for non-English speakers, given the 

need to facilitate transnational migration and recognition of differences in language skills and 

abilities, and it was initially agreed that the International English Language Testing System 

(IELTS) requirement be a minimum of 6.5 in each band with an overall score of 7.  

Competence policy (ss.6, 7, 13, 38–46).  

The SWRA 2003 outlined that a New Zealand-qualified social worker (s.6(a)), or an overseas-

qualified social worker (s.7(f)), or a social worker with practical experience in practising social 

work in New Zealand that is enough to compensate for the lack of such a qualification 

(s.13(b)(ii)), is entitled to be registered if the Board is satisfied “that his or her competence to 

practise social work has been found satisfactory under Part 3.” Part 3, s.38(1) required the Board 

to find a person’s competence to practise social work satisfactory for the purposes of this Act if 

(a) (i) they had completed a competence assessment expressly required by the Board or (ii) they 

had completed a competence assessment within the previous 5 years and (b) had the skill and 

knowledge required to practise social work and (ii) met the professional standards reasonably 

expected of a registered social worker. 

The rest of Part 3, ss.38–46, outlined systems to review a social worker’s competence if 

required, actions that could be imposed following such a review, as well as the types of 

competence assessment that should be available for social workers to complete every 5 years.  
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The Board developed a position paper (SWRB, 2004b) addressing the competence criterion (see 

Table 7.2). It was circulated to stakeholders on June 18, 2004, along with position papers: 

Enough Practical Experience (SWRB, 2004c) and Fit and Proper Person (SWRB, 2004d), 

requesting feedback by post or email to the SWRB by July 16, 2004 (R. Corrigan, 2004, June 

18. Letter from Chairperson SWRB to Stakeholders). 

In order to recognise existing measures of competency and develop processes that would avoid 

large volumes of assessments, from October 1, 2004, the Board proposed that applicants who 

had achieved competency through at least one of three historical pathways within the previous 

years would meet the competency requirement for registration. These pathways were social 

workers who held a recognised New Zealand qualification, or a professional certificate of 

competency from ANZASW, or a workplace competency. Social workers who did not meet any 

of these would be required to complete a SWRB-approved competency assessment in order to 

apply for registration (SWRB, 2004b).  

The competency position paper noted that s.42(3) of the Act required that at least one 

competence assessment must apply to all social work. Further, that s.44 of the SWRA 2003 

outlined the expectation that competence to practise required demonstration on a 5-yearly cycle. 

It also outlined that in relation to competence to practise social work with Māori and with 

different ethnic and cultural groups in New Zealand, this would be accepted as “demonstrated 

by the inclusion of explicit practice standards or courses of study which directly relate to these 

criteria” (SWRB, 2004b, p. 6). The competency position paper identified nine initial core 

competencies that reflected the requirements of the Act, practice standards accepted in Aotearoa 

New Zealand, and the IFSW definition of social work.  

Feedback was requested on the use of historically accepted measures of competency, 

identification of any current or historic workplace competency assessment processes, and the 

proposed core competencies (SWRB, 2004b). During this time legal advice was sought on 

interpretation of the Act regarding recognising historical measures such as historic qualifications 

and competency assessments. While N. Williamson, MSD, provided an opinion that historical 

measures were not supported in the Act, in that they had not been specifically approved by the 

SWRB, a second legal opinion was requested by the Competency Working Group from Luke, 

Cunningham and Clere. This supported a retrospective process of competency assessment if it 

was approved by the Board (SWRB, 2004, August 12. Process Notes for the Competence 

Criteria.). Submissions for all three position papers were received from employer groups, 

education providers, representative groups, fono consultation, and individual social workers and 
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summarised to guide the competence subgroup in preparing the final draft policy paper for the 

Board (SWRB, 2004, August 12. Process Notes for the Competence Criteria.).  

Key themes that emerged from stakeholder feedback regarding the competency position paper 

included general support for the ANZASW competency process being approved by the SWRB. 

There was little support for workplace measures of competence and no current workplace 

programmes identified that met the criteria, although some health social work leaders had been 

developing DHB-specific competency frameworks. Participant A commented that “we as health 

social work leaders met with the providers under our network and discussed our competency 

framework and what we were wanting for social work, so all that went into the mix.”  

The third theme outlined a lack of support for the idea that qualification could be a measure of 

competency, with some submitters suggesting new graduates should be assessed for competence 

by the proposed face-to-face model within 2 or 3 years of qualifying. General support for the 

proposed core competencies made up the fourth theme.  

Based on the feedback, the competency position paper was updated with one historic 

competence measure recognised: the professional certificate of competence from ANZASW 

undertaken within the previous 5 years. It also included the addition of a 10th core competency, 

to adhere to professional social work ethics. The setting of beginning competency measures to 

be assessed at the completion of a recognised qualification in social work was highlighted as a 

future piece of work to be undertaken alongside providers of education and training.  

The Competence Policy Statement (SWRB, 2004a) was the first of the Entitlement to 

Registration policy papers to be considered at the Board meeting in August, 2004 (Minutes of 

Board meeting, August 12 and 13, 2004), and the final approved policy was circulated to 

stakeholders on September 6, 2004. The real and potential benefit to ANZASW was clear, and 

one participant reflected upon this in their interview: 

[One] of the key things was the ANZASW Competency Programme was recognised as 

meeting the requirements for the Board. That opened up a large door for opportunities 

[to] work with people who normally hadn’t had anything to do with the Association but 

were going to do their competency and then hopefully understand the merits of 

belonging to a professional body. (Participant E) 

At the same time the Competence Policy Statement was being developed, in June 2004, the 

Board circulated a request for proposal (RFP), to provide competence assessments. Two 

providers were approved at the August 2004 Board meeting: ANZASW and Te Ara Aromatawai 

as lead provider of a consortium, which included TKAA, Te Kahui Atawhai o Te Motu Inc and 



 

172 

Indigecom. Competence assessment had predominantly been the domain of the profession until 

this point, but this service was available to members of the Association only, and the SWRA 

2003 required one competence assessment to apply to all social workers as outlined in s.42(3). 

As a profession we felt we could handle and deal with competency, so we were saying 

leave competency alone. I know some of the debates around competency also came out 

of our Māori communities … That’s when we had all the other voices that came to the 

fore, it wasn’t just an [ANZASW] tangata whenua caucus voice, we also had the 

wānanga doing the other competency process. (Participant L)  

Alternative options were brainstormed by the Board, but not pursued: 

[When] the [Te Ara Aromatawai] model came up … it had a national presence through 

their Te Kai Awhina Ahumahi unit standard programme. [The Board] questioned 

whether TKAA were going to be able to [provide assessments] sustainably because the 

Association knew what a huge resource cost was [involved, including] using 

volunteers … Ian Calder, being a fairly strong alternative thinker, talked about 

[providing competency] by web-based assessments. … But I don’t think that would ever 

have been palatable for the Association and therefore it wasn’t palatable for us as 

members of the Board who were wanting to hold some bottom lines around professional 

accountability and competency assessment. (J. Dunlop) 

Competence to practise social work with Māori and competence to practise social work with 

different cultural and ethnic groups in New Zealand policy (ss.6, 7, 13). 

The SWRA 2003 required social workers (whether because of the inclusion of an appropriate 

component in that qualification, or as a result of their satisfactory completion of a separate 

course or courses of training) to evidence they were (i) competent to practise social work with 

Māori and (ii) … with different ethnic and cultural groups in New Zealand (ss.6(c); 7(c)(i&ii) 

and (f) and 13(iv)). A Board member recalled: 

The Act specifically requires competency to practise social work with Māori, and with 

other ethnic and cultural groups. No other professions in New Zealand specify 

competency in that way. It requires consultation to do those things. (L. Beddoe) 

To obtain Māori and Pasifika views within the tight timeframe, the Board contracted an 

organisation called Kahui Tautoko to undertake consultation through 14 hui and three fono 

around the country during July and August, 2004, and report back to the Board by the August 

2004 meeting (Minutes of Board meeting, July 7 and 8, 2004). Kahui Tautoko subsequently 

provided a report outlining that while attendance at the consultations had been variable, 

feedback was related to the need for more information rather than specific views on any of the 
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position papers, as these had not been widely distributed or read. There were concerns about the 

consultation timeframes and adequacy of the scope of the consultation. There was cautious 

acceptance of social worker registration; providing ongoing consultation on a regional basis to 

account for tribal/iwi differences was prioritised; and other concerns, including costs to 

individuals to upskill, equity issues for Māori social services, and the need to ensure adequate 

supervision and clinical requirements aligned with cultural values, were met (Minutes of Board 

meeting, August 12 and 13, 2004). Specific feedback initiated through this process was also 

received from Te Rūnanga o Ngati Porou on a number of the position papers and included the 

response that practitioners should be expected to be competent to work with iwi, hapū, and 

whānau, which are separate and distinctly different to being generically Māori. 

The Board prepared an interim draft statement on these competencies that stated: 

A course or courses of training are defined by the Board to mean a process or course of 

learning that is able to be validated by attestation (evidence) of training, continuing 

professional development or self-directed learning. 

The Competence Policy Statement (SWRB, 2004a) was cross-referenced, noting that two of the 

10 core competencies specifically addressed these sections of the Act. At the October 14 and 15, 

2004, Board meeting, the cultural competencies were discussed and it was noted that there was 

confusion with some applicants finding it hard to separate them from general competence. The 

need for further development was identified: “the cultural competencies that we worked on, 

were a good start but they needed to change” (Y. Crichton Hill). 

Fit and proper person policy (s.6, 7, 13, 47–58, 82).  

The Board developed a position paper, Fit and Proper Person, for registration (SWRB, 2004d) 

(Table 7.2) following after reviewing criteria used by ANZASW, some employers, social work 

education providers, and other professional bodies, and seeking legal advice from N. 

Williamson, MSD, and K. Feltham (legal advisor to SWRB with Luke, Cunningham and Clere). 

Sections 6, 7 & 13 of the SWRA 2003 entitled a person be registered if the Board was satisfied 

that he or she was a fit and proper person to practise social work, among other criteria. 

Obligations of the Board were outlined in the Fit and Proper Person position paper (SWRB, 

2004d) and linked to the Act. Section 47(1) provided the grounds on which the Board may find 

that an applicant for registration is not a fit and proper person to practise social work, if it is 

satisfied that a reasonable person would conclude this. Grounds to be taken into account 

outlined in s.47(2&3a) included convictions, inability to perform the functions of a social 

worker, character and reputation, and or being subject to any professional disciplinary 

proceedings or investigations. Section 50 required the Board to check with the police for 



 

174 

criminal convictions in New Zealand or overseas. Sections 51–58 outlined the Board’s 

responsibility to consider conditions which may affect a person’s ability to practise social work 

and the processes to follow if a social worker is unable to adequately perform the functions of a 

social worker satisfactorily or where there is a need to protect the health and safety of members 

of the public. Further, in s. 82(1)(b), the Disciplinary Tribunal was empowered to make a 

determination of not fit and proper on the basis that a person has been guilty of conduct that (i) 

is unbecoming of a social worker and (ii) reflects adversely on the social worker’s fitness to 

practise as a social worker. 

The view of the Board was outlined in the Fit and Proper Person position paper (SWRB, 

2004d): 

Social work practitioners must be persons who possess the attributes of honesty, 

integrity and objectivity appropriate for the professional position they hold. The 

requirements for registration, together with the accepted ethical and disciplinary codes of 

the profession, are regulatory tools whereby the Board controls the suitability of persons 

for registration and their subsequent professional behaviour. Once registered, social 

workers have an obligation to maintain a standard of attitude and behaviour that can be 

identified as appropriate to the responsibilities they have to the public, clients, 

colleagues, employers and the profession. (pp. 5–6) 

The Fit and Proper Person position paper outlined six key principles that would apply when 

considering an applicant’s fit and proper status including firstly that police checks would be 

sought. Secondly that the applicant would be responsible to evidence they were fit and proper. 

Thirdly that attestation and expert advice might be sought by the Board if required. Fourthly, 

offences, the nature of which would lead to a reasonable person concluding that a person was 

not a fit and proper person to practise social work, were listed. These included convictions for: 

death including manslaughter and murder; sexual offending including pornography; violence 

against a person; fraud; sexual, emotional, or physical abuse towards children; serious alcohol 

and drug-related offences; and weapons or firearms offences. Fifthly, factors that would 

additionally be taken into account when considering the matter of convictions were also 

outlined. These included the nature of the crime or offence, the repetition of offending, the 

penalty imposed by the court, the age of the applicant at the time of offending, the time since the 

offence was committed, the extent to which others suffered as a result of their offending, the 

likely level of culpability of the applicant, the level of contrition and rehabilitation since the 

offence, and the likelihood of reoffending. Finally, it was identified that health factors, including 
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medical or psychiatric conditions that might impact on a practitioner’s fitness to practise, would 

be assessed following appropriate advice and assessment. 

The Fit and Proper Person position paper was circulated to key stakeholders on June 18, 2004, 

with submissions or feedback requested by July 16, 2004 (see Table 7.2), on the nature of 

offences listed; the factors to take into account when considering the offences; factors that may 

be taken into account in relation to medical or psychiatric conditions; particular considerations 

for Māori, Pacific peoples and those from other ethnic groups; and any other aspects. Participant 

K recalled: 

I remember having big discussions around fit and proper ... because it was such a 

subjective phrase ... personally I’m not opposed to it, I think I know what it means, ... 

you know what it means too, and we could have different ideas about that ... we as 

educators had to speak with our constituency about it, mainly our students.  

Submitters were generally supportive of the Fit and Proper Person position paper (SWRB 

Submission Comments on Fit and Proper Position Paper, August 12, 2004). The final Fit and 

Proper Person Policy Statement (SWRB, 2004f) was only slightly different from the Fit and 

Proper Person position paper. As a result of feedback, cultural advice was added to advice from 

appropriate professional/clinical experts in the principles, the offences list was broadened to 

include offences towards children or other dependant persons, and the factors to take into 

account when considering convictions were expanded to provide greater clarity. Finally, the 

views of a reasonable person were broadened to include consultation with consumers, and ethnic 

and cultural groups (SWRB, 2004f). Participant C observed that ANZASW later updated its 

own policies to align with the SWRB Fit and Proper policy “I think the fit and proper thing is 

good. [It’s been] carpet-bagged into the Association’s complaints and fitness policies which 

have been re-written since the SWRB, so the two are a lot more closely aligned.” 

Enough practical experience in practising social work policy (s.6, 7, 13). 

The final criteria outlined for registration in s.6(d) of the SWRA 2003 stated that a person who 

has a registered New Zealand qualification is entitled to be registered if the Board is satisfied 

that he or she has enough practical experience in practising social work. Section 7(e) of the Act 

also required an overseas-qualified social worker to have enough practical experience. Section 

13(1)(a)&(b)(i) of the Act empowered the Board to fully register an applicant with neither a 

recognised New Zealand qualification nor an equivalent overseas qualification providing the 

Board is satisfied their “practical experience is enough to compensate for the lack of such a 

qualification.”  
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The Enough Practical Experience position paper considering all three of the above categories 

was developed by a subgroup of the Board and circulated to key stakeholders in June 2004 

(SWRB, 2004c) (see Table 7.2). The subgroup had reviewed written criteria measuring “enough 

practical experience” from other professional bodies, TKAA and CYF who commented on 

practical experience in their submissions around qualification. 

A framework was proposed for applicants, for registration under s.6&7, who had been practising 

social workers for 2 years or more as of October 1, 2004; or applicants under the same sections 

who had been practising for less than 2 years as of October 1, 2004; new graduates; and finally, 

applicants eligible for registration under s.13. The proposed historic benchmark for enough 

practical experience prior to 1 October 2004 was proposed to be a minimum of 2 years’ 

experience of more than 25 practice hours per week. For a social worker who did not meet this 

threshold, enough practical experience would be 2,000 hours supervised practice or 2 years’ 

practice of more than 25 hours a week (whichever was sooner). It was noted that a social worker 

may be provisionally registered under s.14(i) until enough practical experience was gained. The 

new benchmark for enough practical experience after October 1, 2004, was proposed to be 2,000 

hours supervised practice post qualification and it was noted in the Enough Practical Experience 

position paper that: 

2,000 hours has been calculated as a fulltime new graduate social worker working 30 

hours per week actual hands on practice @ 40–45 weeks per year = 1,200–1,350 hours 

per annum. [This] takes into account annual leave, sick leave, course and conference 

leave. (p. 4) 

The rationale for the proposed historic and new benchmarks was provided including that 

supervised practice experience was considered paramount for competence to practise; the period 

of supervised practice post qualification complements the knowledge, skills, and practical 

experience gained during a programme of study; and that 2,000 hours or 2 years practice 

experience, if gained prior to 1 October, 2004, was similar, and comparable to other professions 

as well as an extension of the current social work professional expectation. Feedback was 

required by July 16, 2004 (see Table 7.2).  

The Board considered the feedback and debated if voluntary work experience should be 

included in calculating enough practical experience, reaching agreement it would be acceptable 

subject to performance appraisal and supervision of that voluntary work being adequately 

demonstrated (Minutes of Board meeting August 12 and 13, 2004). However, this was not 

overtly spelled out in the final Enough Practical Experience Policy. Social work practice was 

defined in the new policy as including:  
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Persons whose job title is other than Social Worker will be able to demonstrate the 

application of skills, knowledge and practice in a manner that is consistent with the 

IFSW definition of Social Work and the Code of Ethics of the profession. (SWRB, 

2004e, p. 2) 

Finally, as a result of the feedback. the historic benchmark for hours was reduced to 2 years 

practice at 15 hours per week, and the new benchmark remained at 2,000 hours of supervised 

practice. 

Recognition of practical experience in certain cases (s.13). 

Enough practical experience to be eligible for registration under s.13(b)(i) was also considered 

within the Enough Practical Experience position paper (SWRB, 2004c), but I am presenting it 

separately here as the development and implementation of S.13 policy was contentious. 

Proposed criteria included that the applicant had been employed as a social worker in New 

Zealand for a minimum of 10 years and it would not be reasonable or possible to expect the 

applicant to complete a formal recognised New Zealand qualification in social work by the 

probable end of their working life as a social worker; or the applicant had completed a tertiary 

qualification on social work, but this qualification had been identified as a second qualification 

and did not include placements and thus was excluded from the SWRB schedule of current and 

historic qualifications. In addition, applicants would require support from three fully registered 

social workers to be registered and they would need to demonstrate their work as a social 

worker was of an acceptable quality in terms of supervision, training, and professional 

development. 

While there was overall support of the Enough Practical Experience position paper, there was 

contention regarding the s.13 position, with a range of views expressed from some suggesting 

stricter criteria and limits, and the need for a definition of social work; and others stating that 

some of the proposed criteria for enough experience for s.13 were not legal (SWRB Submission 

Comments: Enough Practical Experience, August 12, 2004).  

The “Enough Practical Experience to Compensate for a Qualification” section remained very 

similar to what was outlined in the Enough Practical Experience position paper, with a less 

prescriptive expectation of attestations in support of the social worker’s s.13 application22 

(SWRB, 2004e). Participants reflected on the positive impact of the Enough Practical 

Experience Policy regarding s.13: “The oodles of experience, and community and industry 

 
22 A separate s.13 position paper was later developed and circulated for comment in December 2007 with a new policy finalised the following 

year. 
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knowledge [held by some colleagues was validated through] section 13, it was really good for 

them, and everyone who could, did [section. 13]” (Participant I). Other participants commented: 

The Health Leaders supported section 13, but it needed to be for people who had had 

many years of experience and also standing in the profession. It could not be a way to 

get registered and not to get qualified. (Participant A) 

You could just see that people with social work qualifications were able to base their 

practice on theoretical approaches and they could articulate a lot more clearly why they 

did what they did, why they felt they were part of a profession. Whereas those people 

without qualifications often struggled to do that, unless you could see a really clear 

professional development approach within their practice, that’s why the section 13 

process [was established]. (Participant H) 

There were strongly divergent views on s.13: 

I wished section 13 was different. I wished that there was a grandparenting clause. I talk 

about that from a Māori perspective. I think that there are a lot of older Māori people 

who had been working a long time in the community and there was fear. (S. Pakura) 

[I was] strongly of the view … of grandparenting everybody who called themselves a 

social worker and then having expectations around competency and renewal of annual 

practising certificates. … But that was not a position that [the Board] was prepared to 

accept. (J. Dunlop) 

I wondered whether we should have built more on the earlier concept of approved 

courses that the SWTC developed, rather than trying to grandparent in a whole lot of 

social workers who hadn’t done a professional course. Looking back, maybe we missed 

the boat a little bit there, but there was a pressure to get people registered as social 

workers, and if you concentrated on just making sure social workers went to approved 

courses, there wouldn’t be as many registered social workers, so that was the trade-off. 

(I. Calder) 

Section 13 was highly protected and there were some staff who applied for that. When I 

looked at their backgrounds, experience, and what they were doing in practice, I could 

not fathom why they would not be acceptable. … It points to whether we want to bring 

people positively into the profession and work with them on quality practice or whether 

we try to keep them out through a regulatory framework. Getting people onto 

qualification pathways is one way of doing that, but … if somebody … [was] eligible for 

membership of the Association, then that would have been the population that [were 
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grandparented through s.13], not new people coming in as there are different kinds of 

expectations. I thought: “this shouldn’t be this hard.” (Participant B) 

Section 13 did not have an end date in the SWRA 2003, and the initial benchmark set was 

intended to be limited and future social workers seeking registration would recognise that 

qualification was required. Dunlop reflected “Our understanding was the intention was to 

grandparent people at that time, not to grandparent people in 2020 [for example] who might 

have [accumulated] 10 years of experience by then” (J. Dunlop). However, Pakura noted: 

In terms of section 13, we probably did the best we could with the legislation that we 

had. What the legislation did not take account of was what was unique to New Zealand, 

was that we had a significant body of particularly Māori and probably Pacific social 

workers, who came through the university of life rather than education. (S. Pakura) 

Later, the focus for s.13 had changed to include how to evidence that practical experience 

compensated for qualification: 

Section 13 needed a lot of work, … you can have lots of practical experience but it was 

more than that; it was also does it compensate for qualifications? … Initially [the policy] 

looked at the just enough practical experience bit and it didn’t look at the... to compensate 

for not having a qualification. (J. Duke) 

Supervision policy (s.29(2)(a)). 

A working group of the Board was established to draft the SWRB supervision policy which 

linked to the Enough Practical Experience Policy. While a draft discussion paper on supervision 

was developed in 2004 (see Table 7.2), a final position paper on supervision was not circulated 

via the SWRB website to stakeholders until December, 2006 (SWRB, 2006). The Board’s view 

outlined in the 2004 Draft Supervision discussion paper (SWRB, 2004i) was that adequate 

supervision should be in line with the ANZASW (1998) supervision policy (Aotearoa New 

Zealand Association of Social Workers, 1998) and it was able to reference and utilise this with 

the permission of ANZASW.23 One of the Board members reflected that utilising professional 

policies and codes had been fraught initially as there was conflict regarding ownership of 

intellectual property: 

We were in a position as Board members of knowing there were some good practices 

and policies that existed parallel to the Registration Board and not being able to use 

them. But [we could utilise and reference] the [ANZASW, 1998] supervision policy 

 
23 Supervision training needs have been considered by ANZASW since its inception in 1964, and an initial supervision training course was 
developed in 1965 (New Zealand Association of Social Workers, 1966; Robb, 1964). A thorough review of the development of social work 

supervision through supervision literature in Aotearoa New Zealand has been undertaken by O’Donoghue (2010). 
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because there wasn’t [such] a time constraint, we didn’t have to have that in place very 

quickly. (J. Dunlop) 

Annual practising certificate (s.25) and continuing professional development (s.29) policies. 

The SWRA 2003 required practising registered social workers to hold an APC. The criteria and 

process for issuing APCs (s.25) and evidencing CPD (s.29(2)(b)) also required development. 

Firstly, however, establishing who should be registered, and therefore should hold a practising 

certificate, was contentious: 

There was a lot of pushback against the Board in terms of who should hold practising 

certificates and who shouldn’t. Especially from CYF … who believed that they would 

determine who should be registered and who shouldn’t be registered and their view was 

very much that only people in face-to-face social work positions should be registered, 

but [the Board] was quite clear … that anyone involved in social work decisions, … 

using their social work skills and knowledge, should be registered. (Participant H) 

While a draft Criteria for Annual Practising Certificates Policy was developed and tabled at the 

Board meeting of August 12 and 13, 2004, as the first APC would not be issued until October 

2005, the policy was not progressed and finalised until May 2005 (see Table 7.2). The initial 

Criteria for Annual Practising Certificates Policy listed 10 categories of CPD activities and 

required fulltime employed registered social workers to participate and keep a record of a 

minimum of 150 hours of CPD over a 3-year period in at least three different categories. 

Random audits of CPD records were signalled. The number of hours of CPD expectation has 

subsequently been reduced: 

The SWRB set up a system of CPD and found that it was onerous and people weren’t 

doing it very well [so it changed] giving a minimum expectation in terms of CPD … 

because there was a recognition that we had to bring the workforce with us. (L. Beddoe) 

Code of Conduct (s.105). 

At the same time as the development of policies to guide decisions on registration, the first 

SWRB Code of Conduct was required also by October 1, 2004. The SWRA 2003 stated in 

s.105, that the Board must issue and maintain a code of conduct covering the minimum 

standards of integrity and conduct that (a) are to apply to registered social workers; and (b) 

should apply generally in the social work profession. The Act required the Board to consult 

before it issued or amended any code of conduct.  

A subgroup of the Board prepared discussion papers on the Code of Conduct and additionally 

the Complaints and Disciplinary Tribunal for the Board meeting July 7 and 8, 2004 (see Table 
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7.2). It was agreed at the meeting that a reference group be established to oversee the 

development of the SWRB Code of Conduct, and a consultant be contracted to assist. At the 

August 12 and 13, 2004, meeting it was agreed that Leniston Keys Consultants be engaged to 

coordinate the Code of Conduct consultation. By August 31, a consultation version of the first 

Code of Conduct had been developed. Differentiation between the ANZASW Code of Ethics 

and the SWRB Code of Conduct had to be established but the process had a troubled beginning. 

In the Association’s submission in the consultation process, the Board was challenged to revisit 

the draft Code of Conduct and formally consult with ANZASW, as well as ANZASWE. One 

participant recalled:  

From [the ANZASW] Code of Ethics foundation, the Code of Conduct was developed 

and although there were some difficult conversations in the early days around 

intellectual property, I think that moved through. Both [codes and organisations 

maintained] their own integrity and that’s positive. … There were times where [there 

were] really difficult meetings where it appeared as though the parties were on entirely 

different planets and both probably felt equally bewildered. (Participant E) 

A draft interim Code of Conduct was considered by the Board by the end of 2004 (Minutes of 

Board meeting, December 10, 2004). A final draft Code of Conduct was ready by February 11, 

2005, and the Board meeting minutes recommend that this version, with amendments, be 

adopted. Guidelines to support the Code of Conduct were not developed until the following 

year, in March, 2006. 

Complaints and Disciplinary Tribunal (s.99(m), s.115 (a) (b)). 

Alongside the Code of Conduct, the establishment of a Complaints and Disciplinary Tribunal 

was required, to consider complaints against registered social workers and exercise disciplinary 

powers (s.115 (a),(b)). Tribunal information and a call for expressions of interest in being 

considered for the Tribunal were circulated to the sector in August 2004. Preferred candidates 

were shortlisted and interviewed for the Tribunal in early 2005. Vaughan Milner was appointed 

as the first chair of the Complaints and Disciplinary Tribunal, and a number of other members 

recommended for appointment were also identified (Minutes of Board meeting April 15, 2005). 

Promoting the opportunity for provisional registration (s.10 & s.14). 

The Board established committees to focus on promotion of registration in response to s.3(c) of 

the Act. The Promotion and Consultation standing committee drafted a plan to promote the 

registration information (Minutes of Board meeting, November 11 and 12, 2004) and individual 

Board members promoted registration: “We all did roadshows. We talked to an amazing range 
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of people all over the country, saying ‘we want you to register your social workers’ … so, 

raising the profile of social work as a profession” (R. Corrigan). 

As well as promoting becoming registered in general, some provisions in the SWRA 2003 

required specific urgent promotion and publicity. These included identifying that s.14(2) 

allowed a competent, fit and proper applicant to register provisionally if they were working 

towards meeting the other criteria in s.6 or s.7 with s.10(2&3). This section provided for 

provisional registration for no more than 8 years without the need to evidence progression 

towards meeting criteria for full registration, providing the applicant applied for registration 

within 3 months after 1 October, 2004, and was practising social work in New Zealand. 

Promotion of this provision was important due to the 3-month time limit for applications under 

this section, but it added to confusion. Information and key dates for registration, including that 

the deadline for 8-years provisional registration was 31 December 2004, were being promoted 

on the newly developed SWRB website and through other organisations’ newsletters. However, 

sharing all the developing information and criteria about registration in a planned manner was 

difficult because of the complexity of the information and the limited timeframes: 

Initially there was a lot of confusion around who could register because the legislation 

had that little section that allowed for anyone who had the intention to undertake a 

qualification to become [provisionally] registered in the first 3 months. So, between 1 

October and 31 December [2004], [there were] around 1,500 applications, but a lot of 

those people were never registered. (Participant H) 

It would have been good to have had an extra six months to have developed a really 

good education process and tour around the country, talking to people and explaining 

[the legislation], because nobody really read it, they just applied. [There are] not many 

other pieces of regulatory legislation have a requirement that you promote registration 

because it’s just a given, whereas [the Board] had to promote it. A lot of the work that 

the first Board did, was about developing relationships with the profession, employers, 

and government, ensured there was support for regulation. (Participant H) 

Registrations. 

Processes to register social workers were developed alongside the policy developments and 

promotion activities including setting up a website and developing application forms. The initial 

process of registration was complex and detailed and Participant I recalled: “those earlier 

attempts, were a bit arduous, the form filling, what is this? the Spanish inquisition?”  
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The process was rapidly streamlined: “initially we asked a lot more than we needed to know and 

we had a whole pile of information that we weren’t going to do anything with … so we 

streamlined” (J. Duke). 

A number of social workers undertaking the application process did not have a current 

certificate of competency and in order to apply for registration were required to complete this as 

well. The two processes merged in the minds of many applicants: 

When they started the process, the paperwork that needed to be done was appalling. I 

think some research showed in the first 2 or 3 years, 75% of the applications were sent 

back to people for more information, so something wasn’t clear, 75% of people applying 

for registration are not thick and don’t know how to fill in forms. That caused quite a lot 

of discussion around credibility and people were saying things like I’m going to take a 

week’s leave because I’ve got to fill in my bloody registration ... and even though I had 

most of my data, it still took me 3 days to do it ... I had to do a competency, that’s what 

took the time in order to apply to be registered. (Participant K) 

The Act required the Board to be ready to commence registering applicants by October 1, 2004, 

and the six Board members who had been identified by the Ministry of Social Policy as 

practising social workers were legally obliged to register within 6 months of this date (s.106(2)). 

S. Pakura was the first Board member to register, on December 10, 2004 (see Appendix 13), just 

over 1 year from the launch of the Board, modelling the importance of registration to statutory 

social workers and the sector in general (Minutes of Board meeting December 10, 2004) (see 

Appendix 13). The other five practising social worker Board members registered over the next 4 

months and were allocated registration numbers from one to six (see Table 2.1). Numbers seven 

and nine were reserved for inaugural Board members who were not eligible to be registered at 

the outset, but who intended registering once their terms on the Board ceased or when they 

returned to practise. Social workers in the sector began applying for registration and by 

December 2004, 1,803 applications had been received (SWRB, 2005a).  

Participants in this research generally felt the initial policies and processes set to implement the 

Act were reasonable, given the requirements of the legislation, the financial and time constraints 

the Board was operating under, and the mixed agendas of those impacted by the Act. “All 

policies are a work in progress and they meet the situation at the time. … Given the amount of 

time that we had to do things, we came up with some fairly good policies that gave us guidance” 

(J. Duke). 

They must have been pretty good because they haven’t changed substantially in the 13 

years since they were developed, apart from qualification and that has just got more 
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prescriptive and descriptive, and clarified exactly what the Board was looking for. (R. 

Corrigan) 

There was a steep learning curve in terms of first working out what the legislation 

actually meant and then working on the policies around that, but it was good having so 

many knowledgeable people from the profession involved, and also the four lay 

members who had that knowledge of governance and working in the kind of legislative 

environment, as well as the people at MSD. I think they got there through the skin of 

their teeth really. (Participant H) 

Overlooked Interests 

Aspects of the new system of registration negatively impacted on some stakeholders and there 

were overlooked interests: 

Therein lies some of the difficulties in that how these laws are interpreted can result in 

more or less restriction, and I’m sure it would have been difficult for that first Board. 

There is a human inclination to impose restrictions and introduce more policies to try 

and monitor and prescribe the daily activities of a worker, and that has negative 

consequences overall, and so a least restrictive and more enabling interpretation becomes 

critical; otherwise it has unintended consequences. (Participant B) 

The Registration Act continues to be a “one size fits all,” and there is little ability in the 

legislation to recognise difference and the opportunity for different groups or interests to 

be heard was minimal. I think from a profession perspective we were keen to grab the 

opportunity for registration and get it on its way and the [losing the] opportunity to have 

other groups heard in an in-depth way was the compromise. (S. Pakura) 

ANZASW experienced loss of leadership through the successful nomination and appointment 

onto the SWRB of a number of key people who had been leaders in ANZASW: 

A significant number of well-known stalwarts of the Association moved to become 

inaugural members of the Board. So there was a significant loss of solid institutional 

wisdom from ANZASW and that was a real double-edged sword. The losing of those 

people to the Board was a good thing in that [there was] confidence that they knew the 

values of the Association and would be doing what they could to instil those into the 

foundations of registration, but they were a loss to ANZASW in terms of mentoring and 

support, and there were clear conflicts of interest. (Participant E) 

Interests of Māori required further consideration including much more time for appropriate 

consultation: 
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The level of support that was provided for Māori interests was inadequate in that the 

Māori world view has not been totally acknowledged in terms of service delivery, and a 

lot of iwi organisations are still having to adapt to a mainstream framework. (R. 

Corrigan)  

Social workers choosing registration bore the cost of accountability in a number of ways 

including the financial burden of the registration system and increased workload to provide 

evidence of competence in already pressured work environments. Earlier recruitment decisions 

came under scrutiny: 

Some major employers and people, when it came to the hard part about holding people 

to account, pushed back, because they had made some decisions about putting people 

into social work positions who didn’t meet the criteria for registration. (Participant H) 

I think it was used by employers as a bit of a stick; “if you don’t get registered then there 

are HR issues.” If you’re not competent some employers would want to manage the 

competency issue by not signing off on the APC rather than addressing the issue as it 

came up. (J. Duke) 

While registration was not mandatory, practitioners who registered were caught up in the 

registration system as long as they remained practising. This caused a problem for some, 

particularly if an employer had required them to register and then they changed employers and 

roles: 

[An ex CYF registered social worker] is now working in a community worker’s role as 

opposed to a social work role, quite removed from responsibilities of assessing, 

measuring, and making professional judgements, … yet is still being required to be 

registered, supervised, and have a current practising certificate … She didn’t understand 

when she was pushed through the [registration] process by CYF, it was a lifelong 

process for her. (J. Dunlop) 

Some social workers did not appreciate the new system of regulation: 

Some Association members felt like they’d been sold down the track, some [were] 

worried this was another professional barrier and hurdle for them being a professional 

with another fee to pay. (J. Dunlop) 

The need for registration was challenged by many in the NGO sector and the new process 

highlighted under resourcing of social work: 

Many, particularly smaller organisations, saw it as being a threat to their finances and 

employment, that their staff would have to do all these things and who was going to pay 
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for it, and they were totally resistant to any of their social workers being registered. (R. 

Corrigan) 

How did the social workers who weren’t employed in large government departments get 

money for training and registration? Some social workers from the NGO sector didn’t 

have supervision or training post qualification and quite responsible jobs but not that 

support. (Participant A) 

The new approach to social work qualification accreditation was also viewed as a threat to some 

social work education programmes: 

There were divisions within social work education, between those programmes that were 

seen as professional programmes, largely schools like Massey, Auckland, Canterbury, 

Otago, and the new wave of educational providers, and this was never managed well, it 

was difficult, and some might have thought their interests were not strongly represented 

in the Registration Board developments and the registration movement was not aligned 

with what they were trying to do. (Participant B) 

The funding levels of social work programmes was highlighted as inadequate particularly with 

the added burden of the implementation of regulation and course approval standards: 

Social work education was (and still is) funded at a general arts level and educators 

argued that social work professional education programmes were “underserved in terms 

of investment.” (Participant H)  

Further, consumers of social work services and whānau interests were not necessarily protected 

from poor practice as a result of the new system as there was no clear consumer voice on the 

Board, and no full protection of title with the legislation:  

If there had been a [consumer] voice on the Board, it would have been about trying to 

make sure that social workers were there to look at the abilities of people with 

disabilities. … Maybe [this] might have actually pushed [the legislation] to be 

mandatory sooner, being a demand from a group of consumers. (P. Curry) 

Beneficiaries of the New System  

Stakeholders also spoke of benefits of the implementation the Act. They viewed registration as a 

process that enhanced the standing of social workers and their profession. The independent state 

regulator provided checks and balances of some of those working with vulnerable people, partly 

taking away the responsibility from employers and the Association to make all the judgements 

about a practitioner’s suitability: 

It gave [social workers] a standing to be able to say that they belonged to a registered 

profession. Social workers are not generally status seeking but it was status seeking in a 
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good sense, … “I belong to an honoured and honourable occupational group.” The 

primary purpose of the Act was the protection of the clients from poor practice, and 

while we never thought that it would stop bad practice, at least it gave more clout if 

people had to be called to account. (Participant K) 

There are some amazing social workers, they’re incredibly innovative, resourceful, 

community minded, and collaborative. Registration has given them confidence, it’s 

given them ... “I am good enough to be at the table, to make decisions, and offer a 

different perspective.” … Being seen as a registered social worker has done wonders for 

the profession and certainly for the younger graduates coming through. (Participant I) 

[Registration] really does level the playing field where the skills you should see from a 

social worker in schools, [are] the same level of competence from someone at Starship 

Children’s Hospital, same level of analysis, rapport building, … knowledge around the 

Treaty, and understanding how the Treaty then comes alive for families and individuals, 

and honours the place of First Nations. … The Act also lets us know that our work is 

validated by those outside the profession; the politicians and other key stakeholders, and 

[that’s] a real positivity. … “You’ve worked really hard to be qualified, and registration 

is the next step to enable you into the world of the profession. It can take you outside 

New Zealand ... you are more marketable.” (Participant I) 

The interests of professionalisation should always be the client … the children of this 

country. [But also, there was] a group of embattled people who worked in a thing called 

social work who felt under-appreciated, under-paid, and held [little] status. There was a 

hope that fixing their interests would lead to a better outcome for the people they had as 

their clients. (Participant G) 

[There] should be those checks and balances in any profession and particularly one that 

is dealing intimately with vulnerable people. It takes it away from the employer having 

to make that judgement ... and that’s a good part of professionalising. (Participant F) 

While ANZASW’s role in the social work sector changed with the passing of the SWRA 2003, 

and the association was challenged in terms of re-establishing its functions and negotiating with 

the Board on the use of ANZASW professional knowledge and processes, there were also some 

major benefits for ANZASW. The approval by the Board of ANZASW as a provider of 

competency assessment was an obvious example. The two bodies worked to establish a good 

working relationship “The implementation in that first 2 years, although it was at times quite 

tricky, I look back at that as being golden years in terms of the Registration Board and the 

Association having a significant partnership” (Participant E). 
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The Benefit of Hindsight  

In the final section of this chapter, participants’ views on what could have been managed 

differently with the benefit of hindsight, regarding the implementation phase of registration, are 

considered. Board member participants reflected on alternative communication and consultation 

processes that may have assisted with the process of implementing the SWRA 2003 while 

recognising the legislative constraints: 

One of the things we could have done was set up key stake holder groups, meeting 

regularly and intensely earlier on. … With the benefit of hindsight we might have been 

able to anticipate some of the criticism [and] we weren’t quite prepared for how 

antagonistic some of the responses would be to the things that we had to do, but whether 

we would have been able to make different decisions, I don’t know. (L. Beddoe) 

One of the things I think that we tried to do but didn’t do very well, was engaging with 

Māori through whanaungatanga. What we tended to do was develop policies, with the 

primary mechanism for engaging with Māori, because it was expedient and less 

costly, … digital or sending things out through the Association. From a Māori 

perspective, that probably would be one of the factors that caused Māori to take a step 

back and consider the registration of social workers as not necessarily a priority. (S. 

Pakura) 

There was a big initial resistance due to lack of understanding, which was a challenge to 

the Board to determine how they were going to convey that information. Particularly 

from Māori, it was “we have to go out and talk to Māori face to face.” (R. Corrigan) 

We probably could have spent more time in trying to bring people with us. … I think we 

of got a bit of trench mentality. We did a few things behind closed doors, … we had 

some argy-bargy with some of the universities, … there were some arguments about who 

was an appropriate agency to do the [competency] assessments. We could have spent a 

bit more time and tried to resolve some of those things because it became almost 

combative at one stage, which was not helpful. … We could have done better if we got 

more around codesign. (P. Curry) 

Conclusion 

The registration system was established and operationalised by transition day, and the Board 

member participants reflected on that first year: 

It was just the excitement of this really massive change in the social work sector, and 

being part of what was going to be a change forever … was exciting and a privilege. It 

was challenging but there were positive challenges in it, it was very rewarding to have 
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been a part of that initial initiative which is something that in your career, you only get 

one shot at those sorts of things. There were some strong relationships built in the initial 

Board, and some stretched relationships, but … I still think we did … bloody well! (R. 

Corrigan) 

My real passion is [around] social change and social justice. In a way, it’s not strange 

that I found myself on the Board, given that was opportunity to contribute in some small 

way to quite a big change in our country’s philosophy about social work practice and 

about social workers and the job that we did. (Y. Crichton Hill)  

Establishing the criteria and systems for registration within 10 months of the launch of the 

SWRA 2003, to meet the purposes of the legislation and balance the competing priorities and 

interests of stakeholders, was a huge challenge for the sector. Stakeholders had to grapple with 

the Board prescribing minimum standards in the new regulatory environment. The Board had to 

understand and then implement the complex legislation and at the same time maintain buy-in 

from the sector. While the legislation enhanced social work’s claim to the professional domain, 

it also reflected the state’s ambivalence about professionalisation in a neoliberal political 

environment. Mixed agendas driven by a wide range of sociocultural, political, and economic 

forces resulted in pragmatic compromise on the legislation, and the registration criteria 

benchmarks that were settled upon. 
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Chapter 8: Discussion, Recommendations, Conclusion 

In this final chapter, I provide the discussion, recommendations, and conclusion for this research 

project, in order to answer the research question and achieve the aims. The chapter is structured 

to demonstrate my analysis of how different political, sociocultural, and economic dimensions 

impacted on problematising and determining the social work professionalisation and regulation 

projects in Aotearoa New Zealand. The discussion links the previous chapters including Chapter 

3, the extant literature on professionalisation and professionalism; Chapter 4, the published data 

on the Aotearoa New Zealand history of social work; and the three findings chapters, to provide 

my insights into why the projects happened, when they happened, and how they happened. In 

this thesis, I have applied a deep analysis of the archival material to consider the administrative 

voice in the archival accounts. This has been overlaid with the more emotional participant 

rhetoric and narratives. I have framed the regulation project outcome as a summary of 

compromises influenced by different forces and capital, which come with specific attached risks 

for the profession of social work. Recommendations are proposed for future research around 

social work professionalisation and regulation in Aotearoa New Zealand, as well as for reducing 

the risks to the sector of social worker regulation in Aotearoa New Zealand. Limitations and 

strengths of this research project are then reviewed. The chapter and thesis end with a final 

conclusion that summarises the purpose of this study and the insights gained. 

Discussion 

In this first part of Chapter 8, I discuss the literature and findings in relation to the research 

question:  

“In what ways have political sociocultural and economic dimensions impacted on the 

development and initial implementation of the SWRA 2003?”  

Three research aims were outlined: 

To document the history of social worker registration in Aotearoa New Zealand, in order 

to: 

1. understand the factors that influenced this phenomenon, taking into account 

political, sociocultural and economic forces; 

2. contribute to the building of an historic resource of this significant time in the 

history of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand by seeking consent for the digital 

recordings of some of the key actors to be retained and available for future 

research; 
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3. consider the experiences and meanings understood by some of the key actors at the 

time of the implementation of the SWRA 2003, enabling the experiences of the 

actors of this particular milieu to be surfaced, explored and recorded. 

Introduction to the discussion. 

It is argued in this thesis that the social work regulation project in Aotearoa New Zealand grew 

out of the broader project of professionalisation of social work, which, in turn, is linked to and 

impacted by the development of social work in this country from its very early precolonial 

beginnings (Hunt, 2016, 2017). In Aotearoa New Zealand and internationally, social work 

professionalisation projects gained traction with growth of the traditional trappings of 

professionalisation (for example: Haney, 2012; Hunt, 2016, 2017; Malin, 2017; C. McDonald et 

al., 2003; Ritchie, 1967; Weiss-Gal & Welbourne, 2008). Findings from this research reinforced 

themes from the literature on professionalisation and confirmed that the Aotearoa New Zealand 

projects were also politically charged and spanned decades of strategic alliances. Alongside 

these alliances, in order for social work to professionalise, there were other requirements 

including developing and evidencing technical knowledge and competence, expanding equitable 

access to education and training, advancing educational benchmarks with external oversight, 

developing ethical standards, separating from competing groups leading towards occupational 

closure (Witz, 1992) and addressing issues of racism, sexism and elitism within the sector. The 

archival data and participant interviews gathered for this thesis allowed for the examination of 

the influence of the many actors that problematised and persevered with the social work 

professionalisation and regulation projects in our country including education providers; the 

profession; practitioners; organisations that employed social workers; unions; clients; the public; 

and, because of the unique bicultural imperatives of Aotearoa New Zealand, indigenous people, 

and corresponding Te Tiriti o Waitangi obligations for the sector. Problematising, as opposed to 

problem solving, is integral to critical consciousness (Freire, 1970; Giroux, 2015), and provides 

sites of resistance and hope.  

The system of social work regulation was adopted in Aotearoa New Zealand in some respects 

because of the positioning of social work within a risk paradigm (K. Healy, 2009; Webb, 2006) 

by the public, state and profession (for example, Brown, 2000), which has been focused upon by 

the media (past and currently) (for example, Stanfield & Beddoe, 2013; Staniforth & Beddoe, 

2017; Staniforth et al., 2014), promulgating that social workers can damage people’s lives and 

lack practice and professional ethical competence. This problematisation and concern reinforced 

arguments for regulation.  
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External regulation was preferred over professional self-regulation for several reasons including 

the negative connotations of professional self-interest overriding public interest (Schön, 2001), 

and also that the professional body did not have jurisdiction over the majority of practising 

social workers at the time. While fears were expressed concerning whose interests were served 

by regulation, by the 2000s, regulation was broadly welcomed to protect the public and enhance 

the status of the social work profession in Aotearoa New Zealand (for example, Corrigan et al., 

2000). 

In this thesis I argue that coalescing forces and multiple actors together led to a perfect storm 

that problematised the need for registration and enabled the social work regulation project to 

gather momentum, leading to the passing and implementation of the SWRA 2003. The 

participant interviews and the archival data clarify that the professionalisation process and 

subsequent social work regulation project leading to the implementation of the SWRA 2003 

were shaped by the history of social work and accompanying political, economic and 

sociocultural forces and capital. In addition, the people involved in the implementation of the 

enabling legislation and their complex matrix of mixed priorities and agendas impacted on the 

policies and practices that were established in order to be registered. There were, and still 

remain, a number of conflicting tensions regarding regulation and whose interests are served 

with the new system: those of the public, the profession, the state, other stakeholders, or the 

regulator itself? (Worsley, Shorrock, & McLaughlin, 2020). This research study has provided a 

response from the Aotearoa New Zealand example of regulation to this gap in the literature. 

Framing theories developed by Bourdieu (1989, 1993) have been utilised in order to consider 

the multiple agendas and actors in the social work professionalisation and regulation projects 

and are discussed in the next section. 

Theoretical considerations. 

Bourdieu’s analytical framework of social theory assists in considering the multiple agendas and 

actors in the social work professionalisation projects and more recent scholars have drawn on 

this work (Beddoe, 2010; Garrett, 2007a, 2007b; Houston, 2002; Peillon, 1998; Randal, 2017). 

Garrett (2007a) examined connections between international definitions of social work and 

themes of liberation, social justice and human rights with Bourdieu’s conceptual tools and 

theorisation. He argued that “there is a need for a social work informed by Bourdieu’s 

theoretical insights and by his opposition to neoliberalism that bites into social work practice 

and related fields” (p. 238). Bourdieu (1989) noted that professional practice must occur on two 

fronts, the systemic and the individual, with pluralistic approaches that consider multiple 
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perspectives that correspond to the multiplicity of coexisting, and sometimes competing points 

of view.  

This is significant in considering the history of social work professionalisation in Aotearoa New 

Zealand and the SWRA 2003, as regulation here focuses on an individual practitioner’s 

competence to practise, but has no authority over those who do not opt into the voluntary 

system, or the systemic and organisational systems that employ them. The findings in this 

research confirm the risks our form of state regulation presents to registered practitioners, as 

registered social workers can find themselves being blamed for poor practice that perhaps was 

more a result of organisational or systemic failings or team or collegial shortcomings, with some 

members of a team or agency choosing not to register. 

Bourdieu utilised conceptual tools of habitus, field, and capital to illuminate the interrelationship 

between culture, power, and social reproduction (Houston, 2002), which are useful to reconsider 

at this juncture, as they have been applied to the analysis of the social work professionalisation 

project. The concept of habitus refers to internalised, embodied, social structures or cultural, 

unconscious, mental habits or dispositions that are durable in character and act as a set of 

guidelines that permit people to strategise, adapt and innovate in response to situations that 

arise. Houston (2002) emphasised that “implicit within the concept, then, is acknowledgement 

that social structure is deeply ingrained within us all, that our ways of interpreting the social 

world are influenced by our social milieus” (p. 157). Bourdieu asserted that fundamental life 

chances are therefore determined by our habitus (Bourdieu, 1989). In terms of social work, 

Houston (2002) asserted that “social workers ought to reflect on how they disidentify 

themselves from the welfare field and their own personal habitus to expose practices founded on 

symbolic violence” (p. 160) through reflexive practice and praxis.  

The second conceptual tool described by Bourdieu is field, or an “arena of social relationships 

that are characterised by power differentials among the actors who make them up” (Houston, 

2002, p. 157). Fields are characterised by struggle for strategic advantage, where interests, 

power and prestige all operate. Social work may be viewed as a field where forces, power and 

prestige operate, within the larger social services or welfare sector fields that are part of civil 

society, within which the NGO sector is occupied.  

The third conceptual tool explained by Bourdieu is that of capital or resources. Four types of 

capital are delineated: economic (wealth in money terms), cultural (a person’s or institution’s 

possession of recognised knowledge), social (ties and connections), and symbolic (status, 

honour, prestige) (Houston, 2002). These sites contain complex sets of power relations and 
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actors within them employ a number of strategies to advance their goals (Houston, 2002) as is 

demonstrated in the Aotearoa New Zealand social work professionalisation process.  

Bourdieu’s theory demonstrates that culture is not benign, but is a site where vested interests are 

played out and material and symbolic structures operate to marginalise those with few resources. 

The findings from this thesis fit with the theorising of Bourdieu and others influenced by him. In 

order for the professionalisation project to evolve, the profession, social service organisations, 

and individual social workers have had to (and continue to have to), critically examine 

themselves and their habitus, and their profession in order to understand, challenge and remedy 

oppression that sits within structures, organisations, and the individual. The position of social 

work in the social hierarchy is determined by the amount and type of capital it possesses at any 

one time. The archival data showed that different levels of power and influence within the 

complex field of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand impacted on the overall power and 

prestige of the profession and the uneven progression of the social work professionalisation and 

regulation projects over many decades. Social workers also had to separate and be delineated 

from other groups in nearby or overlapping fields, in order to strategically advance their own 

professionalisation goal. In this thesis I have provided an analysis of the historical issues facing 

social work that firstly had to be debated with a way forward settled upon, before there was 

enough professional capital to allow the regulation project to gather momentum. Once the 

regulation project phase began, analysis of the archival data and the commentary from the 

participants clarified the forces that coalesced to drive the regulation project to the resulting 

unique Aotearoa New Zealand outcome in 2003.  

With the overlay of thinking of Habermas (1984), Foucault (1982), and others, social work may 

be described as being part of a welfare field that seeks firstly to pacify discontent among the 

working classes, and avoid crisis within the capitalist state, with social worker roles that focus 

on surveillance (Habermas, 1984). These concepts help explain what was found in this research, 

specifically around the uneasy relationship between professionalisation and the potential use or 

misuse of increasing cultural capital and power of the profession. I argue in this thesis that social 

work as a profession must remain true to its grassroots narratives of social justice, human rights, 

and principles of empowerment and liberation of diverse peoples, or the vision and dream of 

professionalisation could be lost at worst, or undermined, through the processes established by 

state regulation. 

Historical landscape. 

The synthesis of literature considered for this thesis, with a deep analysis of the archival data 

from ANZASW and SWRB as well as policy documentation, has evidenced a range of political, 
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sociocultural, and economic forces on the Aotearoa New Zealand regulation project. The voices 

of the key stakeholder participants of this research have, through their accounts and 

recollections of the time, added depth and intensity to the histories presented. 

Political dimensions. 

Local and global political environments impacted on the social work professionalisation and 

regulation projects in Aotearoa New Zealand. By the mid-1980s, this country was experiencing 

the impact of a global economic recession resulting in a surge in unemployment and inflation. 

Aotearoa New Zealand and many other Western countries, including the UK and Australia, 

responded with policies of economic rationalisation, underpinned with a neoliberal philosophy 

(Hyslop, 2013; Jordan, 2004; Kelsey, 1993, 1995; O’Brien, 2005; Wallace & Pease, 2011). The 

economic marketplace and social services suffered reduced resources, and social work roles 

were fragmented, narrowed and limited. At the same time, there was an increasing expectation 

to evidence success of interventions with a growth in evidence-based practice theory and 

requirements (Gray, Plath, & Webb, 2009), alongside reduced resources for preventative work. 

Structural inequality exploded. The social work profession was required to challenge itself to 

understand and respond to contextual issues in practice, maintaining a strong social justice focus 

while at the same time needing to adapt to the changing ideological state agenda (Bourdieu, 

1989; Garrett 2007a; Houston, 2002; Hyslop, 2013; Jordon, 2004). The political environment 

therefore reduced the capability of the profession, yet the profession had to increase its focus on 

social justice issues and respond to the increasing pressure felt by service users and social 

services in conditions of austerity and managerialism (Baines, 2010; Banks et al., 2020; 

Ferguson & Lavalette, 2006; Olson, 2007; Solas, 2008). Paradoxically, it was also during these 

times that the environment created the motivation for a groundswell of activism and grassroots 

NGO social services, including an expansion of kaupapa Māori services (Ruwhiu, 1999b, 

2002a). Participants reflected upon the creative and “brilliant” examples of social work practice 

in response to these times. 

Social work practice in Aotearoa New Zealand, and elsewhere, from the late 1980s, became 

increasingly focused on risk management following a number of high-profile public enquiries 

and reviews of practice (for example: Brown, 2000; Laming, 2002; The Maori Perspective 

Advisory Committee, 1986; Pilalis et al., 1989). Participant accounts in this thesis confirm the 

impact of a risk paradigm on practice with some reflecting that the blame culture that developed 

from the 1980s and into the 1990s felt like the “dark ages” of social work. It was also identified 

in the archival material that there was a view that the public needed protecting from inconsistent 

practice, with the state and many employers identifying statutory registration as a pathway to 
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manage that risk. Voices appealing against the neoliberal, new public management agendas 

were increasingly overpowered by the individualised risk paradigm and the regulation project 

offered the profession of social work a way to both manage the risk of unaccountable 

practitioners and enhance the profession’s status.  

However, just as reduced resources and services accompanying neoliberalism and marketisation 

could be disguised as client freedom and choice (Jordan, 2004), professionalisation of social 

work could readily be linked to control by the state of the profession’s mandate, with 

independent and varied social work curriculum priorities and social justice activism ceded in 

return for the safety and status of being recognised as a profession (Banks et al., 2020; Beddoe, 

2013b; Beresford, 2015; Furness, 2015; Leigh et al., 2017; O’Brien, 2013; Rennie, 2013; Solas, 

2008; Timmons, 2011; van Heugten, 2011; Walsh-Tapiata, 2004; Worsley, Shorrock, & 

McLaughlin, 2020). These undertones were present in the 1990s and remain of concern today, 

yet the social work professionalisation and regulation projects in Aotearoa New Zealand, 

Australia, and England gathered strength and momentum (in differing ways) as a result of the 

alignment of multiple factors (Hunt, 2017). These included concerns about standards of social 

work practice, state aversion to risk, public concern frequently expressed in media that social 

workers are too powerful and lack competence (for example: u/lolpolice88, 2019), and a desire 

to strengthen the professional domain of social work and align social work in Aotearoa New 

Zealand more closely to some other countries. Pugh (2005) argued that the general acceptance 

by social workers and social work academics in the UK of some sort of professionalisation was 

still limited by caveats about the risks of professionalisation. However, in the UK and also in 

Aotearoa New Zealand, the impact of increasing managerialism and marketisation of social 

welfare undermined social work as a public service, and professionalisation offered a pathway 

to preserve social work identity and contested practice spaces. The resulting voluntary 

legislation in Aotearoa New Zealand reflected the state’s ambivalence about professionalisation 

(Hunt, 2017) as well as its commitment to neoliberal philosophies and economic rationalisation, 

as outlined in the next section.  

Economic dimensions. 

Linked to the impact of political dimensions and prevailing neoliberal philosophies, findings of 

this research demonstrate that economic capital or forces within the sector impacted upon the 

state’s decision to develop a voluntary system of registration of social workers in Aotearoa New 

Zealand and also clearly and strongly contributed to the conflicts between, and conundrums 

faced by, the stakeholders at the time. A market view suggested that registered social workers 

would be preferred by employers and client groups over non-registered social workers. 
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However, participants in this research argued that it was unlikely that social service clients 

would establish the registration status of a worker providing them with services they needed. 

This was in part because of scarce resources and limited services, and also because the new 

system was being established in an already confusing environment, in which anyone could claim 

the title social worker.  

The analysis of the archival data emphasised that the resulting voluntary state registration 

system did not fully replace the system of professional accountability to fellow professionals 

and client groups through self-regulation and professional standards, which had been introduced 

by the professional association in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Some social workers remained 

connected only to the ANZASW system of accountability while others, however, did not 

connect to either state registration or the profession’s competency processes, but rather practised 

with accountability only to their employer. The participant interview findings confirmed that 

confusion about accountability reigned within the sector (Hunt, 2017; Hunt et al., 2019).  

The archival data and participant interviews determined that one of the central rationales for 

voluntary registration was to do with cost, both of registration and also of upskilling existing 

and future practising social workers to meet registration criteria. Minister Maharey (2002), in his 

speech notes to members of Parliament during the second reading of the Social Workers 

Registration Bill, stated: 

It is not viable to introduce mandatory registration immediately. … It is likely that a 

significant proportion of social workers currently practising would not immediately meet 

the criteria for registration. It is also unrealistic to expect employers and individual social 

workers have time and money to gain registration immediately. (p. 2) 

The state did not intend to fully fund a new system of social worker regulation. The NGO sector 

in particular could not properly respond to the opportunity of registration of its staff without 

additional funding to meet the associated costs. However, Minister Maharey firmly located the 

issue of cost with employers and practitioners themselves, not the state. International examples 

of social work regulation in the literature demonstrated that a user-pay response to registration 

was not a unique response to registration by Aotearoa New Zealand. Timmons (2011) noted a 

similar economic benefit in the UK, for the state, of user-pays regulation of some professions: 

Professionalization is a convenient and relatively cheap way in which the state, … can 

further extend control over them, [an occupational group], not least because the UK state 

has achieved a remarkable degree of success in ensuring that the costs of professional 

regulation are met exclusively by members of the professions being regulated. (pp. 346–

347) 
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The archival material and participant interviews confirmed that the model of registration 

instigated by the neoliberal state required the system to be financially self-sustaining, apart from 

initial government seeding funds, which created further conundrums for the Board. Those social 

workers who chose, or were required by their employer, to be registered, needed to pay (or have 

paid by their employers) APC fees at a level that would fund the regulation system. It was vital 

that the Board implement a system that encompassed as many social workers as possible in 

order to be financially viable, which created an incentive for the Board to set benchmarks for 

registration at a low level in order to increase the pool of potential registrants. The research 

demonstrated that the Board member participants grappled with this dilemma and referred back 

to the multiple purposes of the SWRA 2003 to ensure their decision making both successfully 

established a system of regulation in order to offer public protection and practice accountability, 

but also enhanced the professionalism of social workers. Some other key stakeholder research 

participants held differing views to those settled upon by the Board, often because of their 

organisational limitations and the realities of their social work workforces at the time in 

question.  

The research findings have demonstrated that there was potential for the most negative impacts 

of voluntary regulation to be felt by service users as their protection was not fully achieved with 

the SWRA 2003. Further, without minimum standards and accountability for all, the status of 

the profession was not fully enhanced. However, leaping forward to the present (2020), the 

Social Workers Registration Legislation Act 2019 will require all social workers to be registered 

by 2021. However, the question of which practitioners will be encompassed by the new system 

of mandatory state regulation is still being settled through the development of scopes of practice. 

Sociocultural dimensions.  

Sociocultural forces that impacted upon the professionalisation project have been considered in 

this research within the frame of history of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand (for example: 

Nash, 1998; Ruwhiu, 1999b, 2001; Staniforth, 2010; Walsh-Tapiata, 2008). Analyses of the 

archival data reveal a critical connection to the professionalisation and regulation projects by 

many stakeholder groups and that their waves of involvement and positioning about the projects 

over the decades impacted on the regulation project’s progress and outcome. 

Knowing and hearing the histories of social work within Aotearoa New Zealand is vital in 

shaping critical understandings of the impact of different forces on the social work 

professionalisation and regulation projects. The history collated for this thesis commenced with 

that recorded about the indigenous people of this country and the early forms of welfare that 

were in place in Māori society through whānau, hapū, and iwi before the arrival of European 
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explorers, hunters, and later colonisers, and draws attention to those detailed records of this time 

already made (for example: Durie, 1995b, 1999; Kawharu, 1975; Mead, 2003; Metge, 1995; 

Nash, 2001; Ruwhiu, 1999b, 2009). With the signing of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, increasing 

numbers of colonisers, mainly from the UK, were encouraged to emigrate to the new country 

full of opportunity for those who were hard working. The new immigrants were not in a position 

to compensate for times when they could not work due to, for example, unemployment, ill-

health, old age, or abandonment. Gradually Pākehā forms of welfare that were available in 

Britain at the time were introduced in Aotearoa New Zealand to compensate for the immigrants’ 

lack of social and economic capital (Tennant, 1983; Younghusband, 1981). In response to the 

developing welfare legislation, social work gradually emerged as an occupational group 

(Tenant, 1983) with more formal roles in health, child welfare, justice and education sectors 

utilising Western models of welfare and practice (Nash, 1998; Staniforth, 2010), that continued 

to reflect state bias towards “deserving” groups (Barretta-Herman, 1993b). On the other hand, 

however, Māori insecurity grew with high levels of mortality through population exposure and 

vulnerability to infectious diseases with which they had not had previous contact, and also loss 

of economic bases through death during land wars and large-scale confiscation of lands 

(Orange, 1987; Ruwhiu, 2001, 2009; R. Walker, 1996).  

This history underpins explanations proffered in this thesis, regarding the barriers to the social 

work professionalisation project, specifically concerning racism, sexism and elitism. These 

issues required problematising and addressing at least to some degree, in order for 

professionalisation and regulation to proceed. 

It is argued in this thesis and publications emerging from the research, that the social work 

professionalisation project commenced in earnest with the development of social work 

education and training and the establishment of the first tertiary qualification at Victoria 

University of Wellington in 1950 (Hunt, 2016, 2017; Hunt et al., 2019, 2020). Social work 

training and education opportunities gradually expanded and were offered by universities, 

wānanga, polytechnics, and private training enterprises (Beddoe, 2018; M. Dale et al., 2017; 

Hunt, 2017; Nash, 1998). Participant narratives clarified that the proliferation of education and 

training opportunities across the country helped, in part and with time, to respond to earlier 

accusations of elitism due to issues of accessibility of courses, should a qualification-based 

system of registration be established. 

In 1964, the NZASW was established and the professional association immediately affiliated to 

international social work bodies, including IFSW (Hancock, 1964; Nash 1998). In their first 

year of operation, NZASW established a constitution and interim code of ethics (Hancock, 
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1964; Luckock, 1964; McCreary, 1964). From the beginnings of the professional association, 

the proposition of registration of social workers was considered. Examinations and analyses of 

the literature, archival data, and the participant interviews themselves revealed the mixed views 

held about registration and professionalisation. While there were proponents for registration 

from the 1960s, there was also longstanding suspicion of claims for professional status for social 

work. In general, this suspicion centred on the resistance to any movement away from social 

activism and the role of champions or defenders of marginalised sections of society in exchange 

for legitimacy and respectability as a profession (Illich, 1977; O’Brien, 2005, 2008; Olson, 

2007). The archival data indicated that social workers who pursued professionalisation were at 

risk of being accused of seeking to become a self-serving occupational group, unaware or not 

worried about the need to first attend to more pressing issues. Archival material from ANZASW 

evidenced that professionalisation and registration were frequent agenda items at the AGMs and 

conferences and the focus of a number of committees over decades (Christchurch Branch 

NZASW Working Party on Registration, 1977; Corrigan, 2005; Kendrick, 2004; Nash, 1998; 

NZASW, 1984). However, the archival material verified that challenges of elitism (around 

education access), sexism and racism at an individual level, within the profession, and 

systemically, took priority over considering registration.  

Analysis of the literature, archival data, and participant interviews demonstrated that tangata 

whenua social workers strengthened their critical voices, and Māori activism within the social 

work profession and the social services sector grew (Benton et al., 1991; Blackburn & Tauroa, 

1982; The Maori Perspective Advisory Committee, 1986; Ohia, 1977, 1988a, 1988b; Ruwhiu, 

1999a, 1999b). Alongside the developments in education and training, and the professional 

body, the social work sector in general had also been massively challenged to respond to 

institutional and personal racism within social services including the DSW (The Maori 

Perspective Advisory Committee, 1986). It wasn’t until the NZASW had established its new 

constitutional arrangements that reflected a bicultural commitment to all levels of operations, 

and a system of accountability through competency-based membership (Beddoe & Randal, 

1994; Fraser & Briggs, 2016, Nash & Miller, 2013), that registration of social workers (in order 

to strengthen the profession and protect the public from poor practice) could again be considered 

by the professional body (Blagdon et al., 1994; Hunt et al., 2020; Randal, 1997).  

The tangata whenua and tauiwi members of NZASW began to consider registration options and 

eventually came to a united decision to actively pursue the registration of social workers 

(Corrigan et al., 2000). Participants revealed that despite the unified decision to proceed with 

promoting regulation, tangata whenua social workers in particular retained ongoing concerns 
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regarding the impact of regulation on Māori social workers and services for Māori, and by 

Māori. 

Defining social work was an issue in the proposal to register social workers, as it brought to the 

surface longstanding tensions between the qualified and unqualified parts of the workforce. 

Further, definitions did not delineate who in the field of social services should be included or 

excluded by any regulation legislation. The archival material revealed that definition issues were 

sidestepped with voluntary registration, as practitioners and employers were left to decide who 

was or should be a registered social worker. 

By the 1990s, the profession and many other stakeholders, including employers, educators, 

practitioners both tauiwi and tangata whenua, clients, and the public, and the state were ready to 

consider the social work regulation project (Hunt, 2017). The research reveals the mixed 

priorities and agendas, which changed over the time of the professionalisation and regulation 

projects, among the many stakeholders. Regulation was once again on the profession’s agenda, 

and also that of other stakeholders, including some employers, and an alliance was formed with 

the state to progress the registration of social workers. Minister Maharey (2003a), in a keynote 

speech to a social work conference, argued that the key to enhancing the professionalism of 

social work was registration.  

The irony of the timing of the Aotearoa New Zealand regulation project was not lost on the 

participants, as it came about around the same time as consumers were challenging professions’ 

labels of expert. However, the state and public were losing their faith in professions during this 

period. The media influenced the public perception of social workers with a focus on more 

newsworthy bad practice (Brown, 2000; Staniforth et al., 2014). Political scapegoating of the 

profession also influenced public perception of the profession with statements made by 

politicians and others attacking the capability of social workers and tertiary programmes of 

social work education (Bennett, 2013, in Beddoe, 2014; Ryan, 2015). This exacerbated a 

growing and intense public scrutiny of the concept of trust in professions (Evetts, 2006). The 

1990s thus witnessed increasingly risk-averse practice. The state and some major social work 

employers began to think that regulation offered them a pathway to reduce their risk of what 

was being framed as practice failures.  

It was revealed through analysis of the archival data and interviews that the resulting legislation, 

developed in a process led by the state from 2000, represented an expedient political response to 

the pervasive critique of social work in the previous decades (Hunt, 2017; Hunt et al., 2019). It 

allowed for the voluntary registration of social workers, and was a unique response to regulation 
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at that time, as well as a reflection of the state’s ambivalence towards professionalising in the 

neoliberal political environment. However, as the findings identify, aspects of the legislation 

caused concern. It did not reference Te Tiriti o Waitangi and, further, the voluntary legislation 

was firmly aimed at individual practitioner accountability. The Act did not include any formal 

relationship with the profession, and apart from a requirement of the Board to consult with the 

sector, the state regulator was required to take control of decision making around regulation 

criteria, reducing professional autonomy. 

Literature was examined that identified the social work regulation developments of other 

countries, including Australia with its professional self-regulation model, and England with an 

initial partial state regulation model progressing to full state regulation post-2005. As social 

work is increasingly practised and influenced by global contexts, participants in this study 

acknowledged that social work in Aotearoa New Zealand achieved some sort of equivalence 

with some of these other countries through its regulation model. However, the participants also 

clearly identified that Aotearoa New Zealand’s professionalisation project and voluntary state 

regulation model came with attached risks to the social work profession and services. 

Regulation of social work remains a contestable construct. While the participants in the research 

argued that mandatory registration was required for regulation to be effective, concerns remain 

that the new mandatory registration system still may not improve ethical practice, education and 

training, or standards. It is feared that universal regulation of social workers might bring greater 

political control of the profession, weaken academic independence, reduce professional 

autonomy, and divert the profession’s focus on social justice and addressing poverty (Beddoe, 

2018; Furness, 2015; Harington, 2006; Kean, 2007; Leigh et al., 2017; O’Brien, 2005, 2013; 

Orme & Rennie, 2006; Rennie, 2013; van Heugten, 2011; Worsley, Shorrock, & McLaughlin, 

2020). 

It has been found in this research that ongoing attention and vigilance by the profession is 

required to ensure practising social workers can maintain the profession’s pursuit of social 

justice and redistributive justice promoted by different pathways such as the Global Agenda for 

Social Work and Social Development (IFSW, 2020), including addressing the social conditions 

that foster unsafe environments in unequal societies, rather than a sole focus on protecting 

individuals (D. Jones & Truell, 2012). In Aotearoa New Zealand, practice also must take into 

account the historical legacy of colonisation and practice partnerships should enhance the 

capacity of partners or clients as well as paying attention to safe outcomes (Hyslop & Keddell, 

2018).  
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The people: Hear our history. 

There was a group of key stakeholders who were involved with the initial implementation of the 

SWRA 2003, including the inaugural Board members and key stakeholders with whom they 

consulted in order to establish the initial benchmarks and policies for registration. This history is 

captured in the archival record of the Board deliberations and decisions and the participant 

accounts, both utilised in this research.  

The inaugural Board. 

The inaugural Board was established in November 2003, some 7 months after the SWRA 2003 

received royal assent. The Board, a body corporate and a Crown Entity (s.98 (1)(a&b)) was 

required to meet the functions and obligations outlined in detail from s.99–s.113 of the SWRA 

2003. The legislation required that the Board comprise six registered social workers and four 

other people. This group of people was required by the legislation to establish the criteria and 

processes for registration of social workers in Aotearoa New Zealand by 1 October, 2004.  

Board members reported that the workload of the Board was immense as there was no initial 

secretariat support and there was a very limited time for setting the policies and procedures for 

registration. Portfolios were shared between the Board committees, and Board members shared 

the work of developing draft policies. The SWRA 2003 required the Board to consult with 

appropriate representatives of the social work sector including educators, employers, social 

workers and other related bodies. Each of these groups had their own agendas and priorities. 

Conflict and challenges in relationships in the sector, over consultation processes and 

benchmarks set, were revealed in this research.  

The secretariat. 

The interviews with the Board member participants revealed that due to initially having no 

secretariat to provide administrative services nor indeed any venue from which to operate, they 

felt obliged to operationalise the SWRA 2003 themselves, blurring the governance management 

divide and adding to their workload and pressure. Analysis of the various data sets found that 

political, sociocultural and economic forces at the time resulted in a new regulatory body that 

was going to struggle to succeed, as there were very limited supports provided.  

Participant interviews confirmed that loading of the Board with stalwarts of ANZASW, well-

known and experienced educators, and high-profile people knowledgeable in the social services, 

meant that the Board members felt driven to establish the registration process and they worked 

at great personal and professional cost to achieve its implementation. Other key stakeholders 

interviewed also addressed their vested interests in the successful implementation of the SWRA 
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2003 as they had supported regulation in principle (ANZASW, 2000; Beddoe, 2000; Briggs & 

Cromie, 2001; Corrigan et al., 2000). The social work sector was together, in the main, 

determined that the implementation of regulation would not fail after the lengthy 

professionalisation history.  

However, analysis of the interview and archival data showed that some of the benchmarks being 

established created conflict and unease within the sector and within the Board itself. As 

registration was not mandatory, this conflict threatened to reduce the uptake of registration 

applications. The full personal impact on the key stakeholders of establishing the system of 

registration disclosed by many of the research participants is not comprehensively included in 

this thesis, due to PhD size limitations, but will become the subject of future publications. 

The policies and practices.  

The participant interviews and archival data evidenced a mixed and complex matrix of priorities 

and agendas among the many stakeholders that was navigated by the Board and the wider sector 

in order to develop and set the initial policies and procedures for registration (Hunt et al., 2019, 

2020). Inevitable conflicts between the stakeholders and the Board surfaced, and pragmatic 

compromise was required in order to establish the new system for registration and have it 

available from 1 October, 2004. This research established a number of themes that helped 

scrutinise and understand the mixed agendas, differing levels of capital, and conflicting 

motivations of the stakeholders, and the resulting decisions made by the Board to implement the 

legislation. These included the impact of the legislative framework, the historic and current 

complexity of the social work sector, the matrix of stakeholder needs, decision making by the 

Board to ensure both ongoing buy-in and connection to voluntary regulation by the complex 

sector and also to meet the purposes of the Act, and the struggle over the interpretation of the 

enabling legislation and changing role delineation in the sector. 

Impact of the legislative framework. 

Section 3 of the SWRA 2003 outlines two main purposes that underpinned the Board’s decision 

making when setting the criteria for registration. These purposes were to protect the safety of 

members of the public through mechanisms that ensure social workers’ competence and 

accountability (s.3(a)i&ii), and also to enhance the professionalism of social workers (s.3(d)). 

The Board member participants revealed how they had to seek legal advice to understand 

aspects of the legislation itself, as the consultation threatened to become litigious at times. They 

also disclosed the burden they experienced undertaking the multiple key tasks. The social work 

sector participants also divulged the onerous weight they experienced, with the imposed time 

constraints of the rapid consultation, in order to advocate for their preferred outcomes. The 
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range of matters requiring understanding and consideration relating to qualification alone (Hunt 

et al., 2019), which have been gathered from the archival material and outlined in the thesis, 

give an indication of complexity of the undertaking.  

The key stakeholder participants reflected that failure to implement regulation was not an 

option, and they undertook huge workloads, and called upon all their cultural and social capital 

to ensure an acceptable process was established. However, the opportunity for the new process 

to be completely derailed after decades of critical consideration and action by the sector caused 

stress and distress for the Board and many of the other key stakeholders. These findings thus 

demonstrate that the legislative framework created enormous pressure to the entire process of 

instituting what is arguably the most significant development in the history of Aotearoa New 

Zealand’s social work professionalisation and regulation projects. 

Historic and current complexity of the social work sector. 

Different histories of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand have been partially documented by 

other scholars including Beddoe (2010), Nash (1998), Ruwhiu (1999b), O’Donoghue (2010), 

and Staniforth (2010). Social work practitioners themselves represented many constituencies, 

including Māori, Pasifika, Pākehā, other cultural and ethnic groups, social-work-qualified or 

unqualified social work practitioners, members of the social work professional body or not, and 

more. The social work sector was also complex and included statutory social work, social 

workers in other government services including in the health, justice, and education domains, 

social workers in the NGO and iwi social services sectors, private practitioners, and social work 

educators, each with their own workforce issues. Additionally, there was a correspondingly 

complex matrix of service users to be considered.  

The professionalisation and regulation projects are researched and documented in the findings 

chapters of this thesis and ensuing publications from the research (Hunt, 2016, 2017; Hunt et al., 

2019, 2020). This study provides insight into the issues of establishing each of the criteria for 

registration. For example, issues with assessing competency were complex; ANZASW was the 

only provider of competency assessments at the time of the Act’s implementation but only 

members of ANZASW could access this opportunity. However, the legislation required one 

competence assessment to apply to all social work (s.42(3)). The Board needed to establish if it 

would recognise historically and, in the future, the ANZASW competency assessment pathways, 

and also, what other assessor would be recognised or established that would apply to all social 

work.  
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The Board was also obliged by the legislation (s.99, 100, 101), and in order to ensure buy-in for 

voluntary regulation from the sector, to consult with the sector, and circulated discussion papers 

on each of the criteria inviting feedback and submissions on the proposals. Face-to-face 

meetings with some of the key stakeholders were also held. Examination of the research data 

highlighted that the limited timeframes for developing and circulating the discussion papers and 

receiving and considering feedback led to claims from some stakeholders that this could not 

equate to appropriate consultation.  

Corresponding complex matrix of stakeholder needs.  

The research shows that the complex sector held wide-ranging views about the criteria for 

registration (Hunt et al., 2019). The Board member participant interviews and archival data 

analysis provide a narrative of the Board’s attempts to seek, balance and take into consideration 

the multiple viewpoints in order to establish a compromise that would be manageable and 

acceptable by the sector and also enhance the professionalism of social workers.  

Decision making to ensure stakeholder connection and meet the purposes of the 

legislation. 

A key challenge in settling on the criteria was to ensure the policies were as enabling as possible 

to ensure that most practising social workers would meet the benchmarks for registration, while, 

in addition, they would also lift the overall proficiency of social workers. Despite the diversity 

of interests and stakeholder capital, the research evidenced that there was, in the main, 

agreement in principle about most of the proposed new benchmarks for registration with more 

intense negotiation (and some enduring conflict) around some detail such as the timing of 

implementation for the 3-year bachelor degree benchmark, and subsequent move to a 4-year 

benchmark. 

Struggle in the sector over new role delineation.  

Archival material and participant interviews demonstrate that the professional body actively 

sought regulation, but once the SWRA 2003 was being implemented, it became clear that the 

regulator was claiming spaces that had been occupied previously by ANZASW and also others 

within the sector. The thesis clarifies that as the regulator began to understand its mandate, 

specific professional spaces such as registration, discipline, but also course recognition, and 

competency were fully or partially taken over by the regulator. Participants revealed the tensions 

that resulted between the professional body, other stakeholders including the educators, and the 

Board. The participant interviews identified that the overlapping functions of the regulator and 

the professional body, because of the voluntary nature of state regulation, added to confusion in 

the sector and from the public. Analysis of the data sets resulted in it becoming increasingly 
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apparent that regulation came with opportunities and risks for the social work sector. To 

conclude this section, consideration is now given to the development of new ways of working in 

the social work professional space, and the risks of the developing state regulation of social 

workers in Aotearoa New Zealand. 

The risks of voluntary regulation of social workers.  

The purposes of the SWRA 2003 were to protect the public and enhance the professionalism of 

social workers, which would consequently result in increased public confidence in the 

profession. However, these intentions are only part of the story and, by focusing solely on them, 

the increase in regulatory control over the workforce is masked. The mixed agendas and 

priorities in Aotearoa New Zealand, driven by sociocultural, political and economic forces at the 

time of the regulation project, resulted in voluntary legislation that focused on individual 

practitioners’ competence, with accompanying criteria for registration set to accommodate the 

realities and views of the sector.  

However, it is argued in this thesis and elsewhere that social work has been undermined by new 

public management and requires professionalism to connect with democratic forms of 

accountability and governance (Gleeson & Knights, 2006; K. Healy, 2009). Noordegraaf (2007) 

recommended that hybridised professionalism and reflexive control provided “a professional use 

of professionalism” (p. 780), which neither emphasised occupational control (pure 

professionalism) or organisational control (situated professionalism). Harington and Beddoe 

(2013) supported this, arguing that professionalisation need not automatically diminish social 

work’s public advocacy roles, but could also provide greater legitimacy to the building of strong 

public voices alongside groups disadvantaged by structural inequality.  

In Aotearoa New Zealand, the state social work regulator is completely independent of the 

profession. Pure self-regulation by professions came under increased pressure as trust in 

professionals declined (Malin, 2017; Olgiati, 2006). State voluntary social work regulation is 

now firmly in place in Aotearoa New Zealand but the impact of this model of regulation has not 

been fully researched (see Recommendation 1).  

The voluntary system of registration meant that not all practitioners were encompassed within 

the new system, leaving gaps in terms of public safety and professional accountability (see 

Recommendations 1 and 2).  

The absence of direct reference to Te Tiriti o Waitangi in the SWRA 2003 undermined the 

impact of the legislation and buy-in from tangata whenua. Additionally, while competence to 

practise social work with Māori was included in the SWRA 2003, stakeholders argued 
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individualising responsibility for culturally appropriate practice did not compensate for a 

structural obligation for partnership, participation and protection (see Recommendations 3 and 

4).  

With the Social Workers Registration Legislation Act 2019, all practising social workers will be 

required to be registered by 2021. This research has highlighted how intended and unintended 

risks of voluntary registration may intensify with the new regime of regulation that is to be 

implemented in Aotearoa New Zealand. These risks are discussed in the next section.  

The risks of mandatory state regulation of social workers. 

The increasing levels of state regulation about to be implemented in Aotearoa New Zealand 

exacerbate the risks for the sector including the profession, the public and service users, tangata 

whenua, providers of education and training, and lastly, but significantly, practitioners. 

The profession. 

There is risk that the roles undertaken by the profession and social workers themselves may 

increasingly be at the mercy of political interference by a state regulator that shifts focus and 

ideologies as political power holders change (Beddoe, 2013b; Beresford, 2015; Haney, 2012; 

Hunt et al., 2019; McLaughlin et al., 2015). Further, as the state regulator tightens controls and 

definitions or scopes of practice, the social justice mandate of the profession is at risk of being 

ceded in return for the safety and status of being recognised as a profession and the enhanced 

protection of the public (O’Brien, 2013; Rennie, 2013; Solas, 2008; Walsh-Tapiata, 2004). 

Ongoing vigilance is required to ensure that mandatory regulation developments do not erode 

core principles and theoretical and ethical bases of social work. Professional social work bodies, 

including, in Aotearoa New Zealand, ANZASW, TWASWA, and CSWEANZ, must continue to 

foster and participate in dialogue that seeks to restate and reclaim professional voices, and not 

be left behind (Hunt et al., 2020; McLaughlin et al., 2015; Randal, 2017; Worsley, Beddoe, et 

al., 2020), and connects well with the IFSW 2020–2030 Global Agenda themes which provide a 

strategy to advance the profession’s social justice focus and impact24 (see Recommendations 1c, 

5, 6, 7). 

The public. 

The parameters surrounding which practitioners can or should be registered have not been set. 

Definitions of social work and scopes of practice only provide a partial response to this 

dilemma. The question remains regarding how the public will be protected from poor practice 

 
24 The five broad themes include valuing social work as an essential service, cobuilding inclusive social transformation, Ubuntu (I am because 

we are: nurturing relationships and promoting indigenous knowledge and decolonisation), transforming social protections systems, and 

promoting diversity and the power of joint social action (IFSW, 2020). 
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by workers in social services who remain outside the scope of the social work regulator (see 

Recommendation 8). 

Tangata whenua. 

Direct reference to Te Tiriti o Waitangi remains absent in the new mandatory registration 

legislation and the issue of willingness to participate in a state system that is not fully trusted by 

tangata whenua will continue to be a challenge for the sector. The need to ensure social work 

practice and the profession continue to grapple with how best to respond to structural 

obligations of Te Tiriti o Waitangi remains fundamental (see Recommendations 3 and 4). 

Education and training. 

The impact of regulation on social work education in Aotearoa New Zealand has already been 

profound and all providers have had to comply or exit the space. Increasing levels of regulation, 

standardisation and prescription in the education curriculum and its delivery create the risk of 

moving to a one-size-fits-all, packaged approach. Programme recognition standards provide an 

authoritative system which, if professionally unchecked or unchallenged, could control and limit 

education curriculum and restrict critical thinking or non-mainstream ways of viewing and 

treating individual and social problems (Dominelli, 1996; McLaughlin et al., 2015; Parker, 

2009) (see Recommendations 1d, 5, 6, 7). 

Practitioners. 

Professional standards set through the SWRB Code of Conduct, ostensibly aimed at ensuring 

consistent and better services, also create powerful regulatory mechanisms that can be used to 

control and discipline poor practice, but also restrict uncommon practice, that may, if supported 

to develop, prove innovative or useful in specific settings. Further, statutory regulatory regimes 

have a tendency to blame organisational and systemic failings, such as high caseloads, 

inadequate resources, poor supervision, and lack of CPD and training, on individual 

practitioners and their conduct, rather than solely spotlighting the role and responsibility of the 

practitioner (Banks et al., 2020; Hyslop & Keddell, 2018; Leigh, 2014; McLaughlin et al., 2016; 

Worsley, Beddoe, et al., 2020).  

This concern is compounded by the likelihood that practitioners become less likely to counter 

complaints, as there is a power imbalance between individual practitioners and the state 

regulator. A social worker is usually not as well resourced as the regulator with their (often in-

house) legal teams and may not be able to access legal support (unless they are a member of 

ANZASW with automatic practice insurance provided to all members) (Banks et al., 2020; 

Furness, 2015; Kirwan & Melaugh, 2015; Leigh et al., 2017; McLaughlin et al., 2015; Worsley 
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et al., 2017). Additionally, researchers on regulation have found that colleagues, service users 

and their families find it more difficult to make complaints about an individual’s practice when 

the regulator is independent of the profession, due to factors such as perceptions about the 

severity of the consequence for the practitioner, or the formality of the process (Furness, 2013; 

Meleyal, 2012). Conversely, it has been found that risk-averse employers may utilise a formal 

complaints process more readily, rather than attempting to resolve issues themselves (Furness, 

2013; McLaughlin et al., 2015). In addition, research by the GSCC into complaints against 

social workers in England between 2001 and 2012, found that of the social workers complained 

against, there was an overrepresentation of those who were male, black, aged between 40 and 

49, and who identified as disabled, which adds complexity to the issues around holding a 

practitioner to account (GSCC, 2012). Finally, there is a risk of a perverse effect of regulation, 

where social workers are incentivised to adopt a defensive blame culture and avoid risk, and 

practise by the book in order to avoid being complained about, with a subsequent loss of 

creativity, or, worse, develop unprincipled responses to regulation that undermine goals for 

practice (Meleyal, 2012). Of greater importance, is that social workers are able to access 

ongoing regular professional supervision, CPD and training to develop confidence to recognise 

and reflect on their strengths and weaknesses in practice in a supportive environment (Beddoe, 

2010; Beddoe & Duke, 2013; Furness, 2013) (see Recommendations 1a, 1b, 2, 3, 4 and 6). 

Recommendations and Future Areas of Study  

The potential for professional registration regimes generally, and social work registration 

specifically, to impact upon quality of practice and improve protection has been questioned 

(Banks et al., 2020; Fotheringham, 2018; Meleyal, 2012; Orme & Rennie, 2009; Worsley, 

Beddoe, et al., 2020; Worsley, Shorrock, & McLaughlin, 2020) and is still to be tested. Further, 

registration does not stand alone as a method of improving protection and enhancing practice. In 

Aotearoa New Zealand, from 2003 until 2021, the registration of social workers has been 

voluntary. It is a recent development in the history of social work professionalisation in 

Aotearoa New Zealand, and a unique response to regulation globally.  

This research on the history of social work registration makes a contribution to the broader work 

that is required to evidence the impact of our form of social work regulation on strengthening 

social work practice in this country. Registration, with adjacent professional checks and 

balances, has potential to be a significant contributor to enhancing protection of the public 

against poor practice. It is hoped that the critical consciousness of practitioners and notions of 

social justice will counter the complacency or fear that may come with a licence to practise, but 

this also requires systemic power rebalancing to occur. 
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Recommendations are now made in relation to findings within this thesis. 

Further research. 

1. It is recommended that further research be undertaken into the impact of voluntary (and 

later mandatory) regulation of social workers in Aotearoa New Zealand, focusing on: 

a. practitioners, to consider how social workers engaged with being regulated, what 

registration means to them now, and how registration serves to influence the 

quality of practice, taking into account the intersection of gender, ethnicity, age, 

and geographic region with practitioner registration; 

b. the nature and outcome of complaints to the regulator; 

c. the impact of state regulation on social work professional bodies; 

d. the impact of state regulation on social work education and training itself as well 

as the providers of education and training.  

2. It is recommended that further research be undertaken into the personal stories of those 

who were involved in the regulation project to provide a record of the hopes and visions 

held by the people who influenced social work professionalisation and who were 

impacted by the introduction of social work regulation in Aotearoa New Zealand. 

Other recommendations. 

3. It is recommended that the Board and sector continue to collaborate on the ongoing 

development of frameworks that assert the rights of indigenous service users and 

practitioners that are fundamental to ensuring systemic as well as individual 

responsibility to Māori. 

4. It is recommended that work be undertaken by the profession and the wider sector in 

order for registration legislation to include space to redress a sole focus on individual 

practice and include accountability of social work organisations and the state. This may 

include the insertion of Te Tiriti o Waitangi into the legislation. 

5. It is recommended that professional bodies for social work and social work education 

continue to consider and strengthen their place in the Bourdieusian field of social work, 

including the provision of CPD opportunities, production of knowledge for social work 

through a research agenda, research and scholarship publications, supervision registers, 

and social justice advocacy. 

6. It is recommended that the sector advocates that key stakeholders, including social work 

professional bodies, tangata whenua, other cultural and ethnic groups in Aotearoa New 

Zealand, social work educators, practitioners, and users of services, be represented on 

the Board, nominated by their own bodies without political influence. 
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7. It is recommended that the underinvestment in education funding for social work 

professional programmes (general arts level25) be challenged (again and yet again) in 

order to ensure educators (particularly importantly during times of neoliberal, 

socioeconomic inequality, cultural austerity, and political authoritarianism) have 

capacity to maintain a central role in: 

a. promoting and instilling critical consciousness in social workers in order for 

social workers to develop and maintain their responsibility to problematise social 

issues; 

b. ensuring social justice considerations remain at the heart of practice. 

8. It is recommended that there be further research undertaken into the wider social service 

sector workforce to establish who should be included in mandatory state social worker 

registration.  

Limitations and Strengths of this Study 

The focus of this research study was to consider the history of social work registration in 

Aotearoa New Zealand utilising a critical lens. This project was historical with a very wide 

scope. Because of this, discussion in each section of the study has had to be restricted. I 

provided a very brief consideration of the early beginnings of social work in Aotearoa New 

Zealand, both pre- and postcolonisation, referencing other authors who have documented a more 

comprehensive history. The aim of this brief consideration was to provide enough background 

to contextualise the professionalisation and regulation projects in Aotearoa New Zealand. 

Similarly, the literature on professionalisation, professions and professionalism is extensive and 

has had to be overviewed and summarised for inclusion in this thesis. Limiting the broad range 

of literature, archival material from the professional association and the SWRB, and registration 

policy material, as well as qualitative data collected from 22 individual stakeholders, was 

difficult and required focused consideration of how material helped answer the key research 

question and aims. The breadth of the study may be viewed as a strength of the study, in that a 

wide view of the professionalisation and regulation projects is presented. Future in-depth studies 

of specific aspects of the projects would add depth to the history that has been researched here. 

My insider experience may also be considered as both a limitation and a strength of this study 

(Bryman, 2012; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Ortlipp, 2008; Tolich & Davidson, 2003). My own 

experiences and views had potential to influence the analysis of data collected and the views that 

I offered. While researcher distance from a topic assumes greater independence and objectivity, 

 
25 Funding for social work education is set at the same rate as for humanities funding which is inadequate to cover the real costs of intensive 

skills training and field education (Beddoe, 2014). 
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the price of distance is the loss of privileged access to information. I planned that with 

appropriate research methodology and processes, I would be able to utilise my insider status to 

strengthen this research. I initiated a number of processes to counter the fact that researcher 

distance from the topic was not possible. Firstly, I was completely transparent with the 

participants on my insider status. I then arranged to be interviewed prior to all other participants 

in the study so that my responses were not influenced by their views. This process also served to 

pilot the semi-structured interview guide. A process of reflexivity was initiated in the method of 

coding, with my first supervisor reconsidering the coding I had completed of the Board 

participant interviews. We were pleased to find a high level of congruence. This research 

utilised a critical realist qualitative theoretical approach. Critics suggest that what is produced 

from such an approach is informed more by the researcher’s interaction with the data, than with 

any developing themes. However, I would argue that it is not possible to achieve theoretical 

neutrality when analysing data, and the processes of reflexivity utilised were paramount in 

making coding decisions. I hope that I have adequately and responsibly used participants’ words 

to illuminate concepts and themes created through the data analysis process. On reflection, I 

think that having pre-existing relationships enabled and facilitated access to many of the 

participants. Further, I believe that my familiarity with the implementation of regulation 

supported a more candid and detailed discussion by participants because of our shared 

knowledge base and my cultural membership of the group.  

While no claims have been made regarding generalisability of this work, efforts were made to 

seek the views of a meaningful range of key stakeholders from the time of the development and 

implementation of the SWRA 2003. However, the study data is limited to the views of the 22 

people who participated in the research, the archives of two stakeholder organisations, and 

registration policy documents.  

I appreciated the expertise of my supervisors who guided me on the potential range and 

selection of people to approach as participants for this research. Every member of the inaugural 

Board agreed to be interviewed and have their interviews archived with ANZASW for future 

research—a gift to future researchers. This first Board comprised people from diverse cultural 

perspectives and included practising social workers from a range of government and NGO 

settings, educators, and other non-practising social workers. Other key stakeholders were 

purposively selected considering variables of cultural perspectives, gender, experience, social 

work employer, and professional background, in the hope of increasing the validity and 

credibility of outcomes. I recognise that while many other stakeholders would have also added 

valuable insights, most of the participants who were interviewed were key to the development 



 

215 

and implementation of registration in Aotearoa New Zealand. There may be other explanations 

than what was found in this thesis, for why events happened the way that they did, but this is the 

journey of a historian. Future students will unravel new interpretations.  

During the interviews, I did not ask respondents to self-identify ethnicity and gender, or for a 

full employer and professional background. I ascribed broad categories to reflect cultural 

backgrounds and these may not be comprehensive. I also did not record gender of other key 

stakeholders in an effort to reduce the likelihood of identification. These details may have been 

useful in the research, but requiring them may have resulted in some participants choosing not to 

be involved in the research. 

The data collected from the key stakeholders was crystallised against archival material from 

ANZASW and SWRB, and publicly available records such as Parliament’s Hansard debates and 

MSD documents, registration policies including registration discussion documents, the Bill and 

the SWRA 2003, as well as the literature on professionalisation where appropriate. While the 

sample of participants was not large, the data was “saturated” in thematic analysis terms in that 

as coding progressed, eventually no new themes emerged from the interviews. 

It may be argued that another limitation of this work was around the timing of the interviews. 

They were conducted with participants who were key stakeholders at the time of implementing 

social worker registration, some 13–14 years after the SWRA 2003 came into effect. However, 

the timing of the research provided both a rare opportunity to collect concentrated and intense 

views about a massive change in social work in Aotearoa New Zealand, but with enough 

elapsed time for much of the distressing conflict and tension surrounding the development and 

implementation of registration to be diluted for the participants. Some participants commented 

that it was really helpful to once again reflect on, and re-examine, some of the events, especially 

as a number of them remained involved in the ongoing developments of regulation. The timing 

of the research is reframed as a strength. 

Another limitation is that the digital interviews of the Board members are not archived as 

planned, rather the transcripts only are archived. This allowed Board member participants the 

same opportunity as other participants to reflect on what they said in their interview and amend, 

add to, or delete aspects of their conversation. While the loss of the opportunity for future 

researchers to undertake discourse analysis on the digitally recorded interviews is a limitation, 

the interviews themselves were very fully considered by individual Board members themselves, 

and this must be considered a strength. Further, there are some aspects of the Board member 

interviews that I intend to explore further, with a view to publishing this material.  
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The semi-structured interview guide followed a set of prompts that were based on increasing 

levels of focus and abstraction (R. Dale, 2006). The second grouping of questions, “the actual,” 

focused upon the need for registration policies, specifically considering how and by whom the 

need for registration was problematised, determined, coordinated, governed, administered and 

managed. This grouping of prompts was interpreted and responded to differently by the 

participants and some elaboration in brackets of what was meant by each prompt, particularly 

problematised, would have been helpful during the interviews and when it came to coding the 

data. 

Publications from the data began prior to completing the PhD thesis (Hunt et al., 2019, 2020) 

and all participants were sent copies of the publications once they were finalised. Some 

participants provided feedback about the publications and this was discussed in supervision, and 

the final PhD document has been influenced and strengthened by participants’ analysis of my 

analysis, which was an unplanned and unexpected strength of this research process. 

Literature considered in the updating of the literature review supports and gives validity to many 

of the findings presented in this thesis. Scholarship by Banks et al. (2020), Fotheringham 

(2018), Mclaughlin et al. (2015), Worsley, Beddoe, et al. (2020) and others suggest the benefits 

of social work registration remain under researched and further work is required to understand 

the efficacy of registration in protecting the public and enhancing the professionalism of social 

work. While some of their research is focused on the detail of regulation outcomes in their 

countries, such as the analysis of complaints and disciplinary hearings (Banks et al., 2020; Leigh 

et al., 2017; Worsley et al., 2017), some of their findings have supported findings in my own 

research, and reflect similar concerns about risks of regulation.  

Conclusion 

This history of the social work professionalisation and regulation projects illuminates the 

contested views and enduring struggles between stakeholders. It was anticipated and hoped that 

professionalisation would improve services and ensure better outcomes, but this was debated at 

the time of the regulation project, and has yet to be fully researched.  

I have critically considered the impact of multiple drivers or forces on the social work 

professionalisation and regulation projects in Aotearoa New Zealand. I have utilised a deep 

analysis of archival material from key stakeholder organisations, and the administrative voice 

from the archival records has been overlaid with the more emotional participant rhetoric and 

narratives to frame the regulation project outcome and implementation as a summary of 

compromises that come with specific attached risks for the profession of social work. Some of 
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these risks have potential to be exacerbated with the new mandatory state registration regime 

about to be implemented in our country.  

While the social work regulation project in Aotearoa New Zealand disrupted the social work 

grassroots narrative (Hunt et al., 2020), professionalisation, in broad terms, was mainly 

positively contemplated by the stakeholders. The social work sector eventually supported the 

concept of registration of social workers in order to protect the public or reduce the public’s risk 

from poor practice, enhance social work practice, and strengthen the profession and status of 

social work. It was hoped the new system of state regulation would enhance social work practice 

competence and professionalism and ensure consistent and culturally responsive standards. At 

the same time, the profession hoped that social work would remain creative and innovative, and 

flourish as a strong and ethical profession. The resulting voluntary state social work regulation 

aligned social work with other professions to a degree, including those covered under the 

HPCAA 2003, and social work in other countries, and enhanced social work’s claim to the 

professional domain in Aotearoa New Zealand. Professional input to and by the Board 

supported the raising of standards in terms of entry into the profession and educational 

preparation for practice as well as a consistent approach to other criteria for registration. After 

decades of debate and advocacy prior to and post the implementation of the SWRA 2003, the 

Social Workers Registration Legislation 2019 will deliver to the sector what it had been 

agitating for, protection of title. 

The Board was tasked with implementing the SWRA 2003 in a very short timeframe. The 

enabling legislation required consultation and debate with stakeholders, and ultimately, the 

decision making was bound to disappoint all the stakeholders to some degree. The full purpose 

of the SWRA 2003 could arguably only be achieved partially with the optional system of 

regulation. The political commitment to occupational closure for social work has only recently 

been achieved after many years of almost unanimous critique of the voluntary system (SWRB, 

2007, 2011, 2012a). Risks of the system of regulation that was instigated in Aotearoa New 

Zealand in 2003 and updated in 2019 have been identified, with recommendations made to 

alleviate some of the pitfalls. 

This thesis makes a contribution to the documentation of the history of social work 

professionalisation in Aotearoa New Zealand. It presents the broad literature available on 

professionalisation and some international social work regulatory regimes and compares this 

with a detailed description and analysis of what happened in this country with its gradual but not 

linear process of professionalisation, culminating in the introduction of social worker regulation. 

Analysis of archival data and policies relating to registration added to the qualitative interview 
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data and provided new insight into the different agendas and dominant discourses about why 

regulation happened in Aotearoa New Zealand, the way it happened, and when it happened.  

As with the establishment of tertiary education in social work in 1950, and NZASW in 1964, 

and paraphrasing the words of McCreary (1964), the passing of the SWRA 2003 also ushered in 

a new era in social work in Aotearoa New Zealand, not because it was something new, but 

because it was the outcome of professionalisation and regulation projects that the sector had 

been involved in for many decades, and the efforts of many key actors, in an attempt to enhance 

the professionalism of social work. By deepening our knowledge and understanding of the 

histories of social work professionalisation in Aotearoa New Zealand and truly hearing and 

heeding the lessons held within them, we may advance and strengthen our profession’s future. 
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Appendix 1: Letter to Board Member Participants 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7 April 2016 

 

Tena koe [Board member], 

 

Nga mihi mahana ki a koe 

 

My name is Sonya Hunt and I am a PhD student at the University of Auckland researching the 

history of professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand leading to the 

development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act 2003. I was a 

member of the Inaugural Social Workers Registration Board. 

 

I am writing to you as you have been identified as someone who is likely to be able to make a 

significant contribution to this research project. I have received ethics approval for this project 

and I am inviting you to participate in the research and would like to send you further 

information about this research in the form of a Participant Information Sheet. If you are 

interested in learning more about this research or if you have any questions or concerns please 

do not hesitate to contact me at the above address, on email at shun199@aucklanduni.ac.nz or 

on 07 5578919.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration.   

 

Kind regards,  

 

 

Counselling Human Services and Social 

Work 

 

Epsom Campus 

Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave 

Auckland, New Zealand 

T +64 9 623 8899 

W www.education.auckland.ac.nz 

The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92601 

Symonds Street  

Auckland 1135 

New Zealand 

 

 

mailto:shun199@aucklanduni.ac.nz
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Sonya Hunt, MSW (Hons), MANZASW, Registered Social Worker 

 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 

COMMITTEE ON 3 December 2015 for (3) years, Reference Number 016239 
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Appendix 2: Board Member Consent Form 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participant Consent Form 

Individual interview SWRB Members 

 

THIS FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF 6 YEARS AND THEN DESTROYED  

 

Project Title: The history of professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand 

leading to the development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act 

2003. 

 

Sonya Hunt—PhD (Social Work) candidate 

Supervisors: Dr Barbara Staniforth, Associate Professor Liz Beddoe 

 

I have read the Participant Information Sheet for individual interviews and I have understood the 

nature of the research and why I have been selected. I have had the opportunity to ask questions 

and have had them answered to my satisfaction, and I understand that I may ask further questions 

at any time. 

• I agree / do not agree to be identified in this research. 

• I agree / do not agree for my interview to be archived and kept by Aotearoa New Zealand 

Association of Social Work (ANZASW) and made available for future research on the 

impact of the registration policy. 

• I understand that my confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. 

• I agree to take part in this research under the conditions set out in the information sheet. 

 

 

Counselling Human Services and Social 

Work 

 

Epsom Campus 

Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave 

Auckland, New Zealand 

T +64 9 623 8899 

W www.education.auckland.ac.nz 

The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92601 

Symonds Street  

Auckland 1135 

New Zealand 
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• I understand that the individual interview will take up to 90 minutes of my time, with the 

possibility of being asked for a second interview which will be no longer than a further 90 

minutes.  

• I understand that the information from this interview will be used for the purpose of 

completing the researcher’s PhD thesis, and possibly for future conference presentations, 

articles in academic journals or teaching purposes.  

• I understand that participation is voluntary and that I can withdraw from participating or 

decline to answer questions at any time without having to provide a reason.  

• I agree to be audio recorded. I understand that I will be able to stop the audio recording 

device at any time. 

• I understand my interview(s) will be transcribed and that I will have the opportunity to 

edit or withdraw my data any time up to two weeks after receiving the transcript(s). 

 I understand that a third party who has signed a confidentiality agreement will transcribe 

the recordings.  

 I understand that the audio recording and the transcripts from the interview will be kept 

securely on the researcher’s password protected computer and on a password protected 

computer and held indefinitely unless I have consented for it to be archived and stored by 

ANZASW and made available for future research on the impact of the registration policy 

in which case it will be also held by ANZASW. 

 I understand that the consent form will be destroyed after six years.  

 

I wish to receive the summary of findings: Yes / No 

If yes, please provide contact details for summary of information:  

____________________________________________________________________ 

 Name ___________________________  

 Signature ___________________________ Date _________________  

 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 

COMMITTEE  

ON 3 December 2015 FOR (3) YEARS REFERENCE NUMBER 016239. 
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Appendix 3: Participant Information Sheet: Board Members 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Title: The history of professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand 

leading to the development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act 

2003. 

 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

Individual Interviews 

Inaugural Social Workers Registration Board Members 

 

Name of Researchers: 

Sonya Hunt—PhD (Social Work) candidate  

School of Counselling, Human Services and Social Work.  

Supervisors: Dr Barb Staniforth; Associate Professor Liz Beddoe 

 

Dear potential Participant 

My name is Sonya Hunt and I am writing to invite you to consider participating in my PhD 

research project in which I aim to research the history of professionalisation of social work in 

Aotearoa New Zealand leading to the development and initial implementation of the Social 

Workers Registration Act 2003.  

I am currently a PhD student in the School of Counselling, Human Services and Social Work at 

the University of Auckland. My supervisors in this research project are Dr Barbara Staniforth 

and Associate Professor Liz Beddoe of the University of Auckland. 

 

 

Counselling Human Services and Social 

Work 

 

Epsom Campus 

Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave 

Auckland, New Zealand 

T +64 9 623 8899 

W www.education.auckland.ac.nz 

The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92601 

Symonds Street  

Auckland 1135 

New Zealand 
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As you know I was also a member of the inaugural Social Workers Registration Board and while 

my connection to the topic has influenced my choice to research it, I believe this topic is of 

importance and concern to the social work profession and any professional leanings on my part 

in the analysis of the data collected will be focused upon in supervision. I plan to interview one 

of my supervisors who was also a member of the inaugural SWRB. The Head of School, Associate 

Professor Christa Fouche, will mediate the analysis of the data in this instance. 

Project description  

The aims of this research project are to document the history of professionalisation of social 

work in Aotearoa New Zealand. I plan to interview key actors from the specific time of 

implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act 2003 to generate data in order to 

identify, describe, understand, explain and critique the social phenomenon of the social work 

professional project in Aotearoa New Zealand. I also plan to analyse archival data on the 

professionalisation developments of social work in New Zealand, and analyse the social worker 

registration policy and initial registration regulations. In doing this I hope to contribute to the 

building of an historical resource of this significant time in the history of social work in New 

Zealand. 

 

Invitation to participate: 

Participants will be recruited by invitation and you have been identified as someone who is 

likely to be able to make a significant contribution to this research project as you were a member 

of the inaugural Social Workers Registration Board (SWRB).  

I hope that the results of my study will provide in one accessible way clarification and 

documentation of the history of social worker professionalisation in New Zealand alongside the 

development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act (SWRA) (2003). 

I aim to provide a critical understanding of the causal forces driving professionalisation, and at 

the same time explore and document the voices of key actors from this time.  

I do not foresee any likely risks for you should you choose to participate in this research. Even 

though there may not be direct gains to you, you will make a valuable contribution to the 

development of this historical record. However, the interviews could bring up memories or 

instances of complex professional situations that may feel unresolved. You will be advised to use 

your own professional supervision to reflect on the issues, or to access supports through your 

professional memberships. 

 

Project Procedures  

I request up to 90 minutes of your time for an audio-recorded individual interview. I may approach 

you and request a second interview of no more than 90 minutes to seek further clarification about 

your data. I will endeavour to arrange the meeting place and time to suit you and if we cannot 

arrange this, I may try to arrange to interview you by Skype. During the interview, you can refuse 

to answer any questions and have the audio-recorder stopped at any time. The recordings will be 

professionally transcribed and the transcriber will sign a confidentiality agreement. You will be 
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given the opportunity to review your transcript and will have up to two weeks to make any changes 

and return the transcript to me. After this time, I will assume you think the transcript represents 

your ideas. I would like to use results from this research in my PhD as well as possible future 

publications, conference presentations and teaching (e.g. teaching students about the history of 

social work).   

SWRB participants will be named in the reported findings and documents as they will have agreed 

to be identified and the risk of current or future identification otherwise is particularly high. 

Therefore, I am seeking your informed consent to be identified in the writing up of the research 

and other potential publications and if this permission is not forth-coming, then you cannot be 

part of the study.  

Further, as the interviews themselves may be of potential historical significance, permission to 

archive the edited or cleaned up version of the transcriptions of the interviews is also sought. The 

archived transcribed interviews will be held indefinitely by Aotearoa New Zealand Association 

of Social Workers (ANZASW) and may be made available for future use in research on the impact 

of the registration policy. If you do not consent to your interview being archived, you may still 

participate in this study. 

The data from your interview(s) will be stored indefinitely on a password protected hard drive of 

the student researcher and on a password protected computer at the University of Auckland. The 

consent forms for this study will be held securely in the office of the principal investigator for six 

years after which time they will be shredded. 

Participation is completely voluntary and you may withdraw from the study at any time and you 

may decline to answer any questions. You will be able to withdraw any information that you 

provide after you have given it up until two weeks after receiving the transcript(s).  

Results will be used in the student researcher’s doctoral thesis, for teaching purposes and may be 

published in peer reviewed publications or presented at conferences. You will be offered an email 

summary of the results of the research once the research is completed. The PhD thesis will be 

publicly available through a digital repository. 

A ten-dollar petrol voucher will be made available to each participant at the beginning of our 

interview. Tea, coffee and juice will be served at the face to face interviews, along with light 

snacks. 

If you are interested in participating or if you would like further information about the study, 

kindly let me know on my below email or telephone number. Also, should you have any questions 

or concerns regarding this research, you are welcome to contact me or either of my supervisors or 

the Head of School. 

Thank you for your consideration and possible participation in this study. 

Yours sincerely, 
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Sonya Hunt 

PhD student 

School of Counselling Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work 

Tel: 07 557 8919 / 0274863477 

shun199@aucklanduni.ac.nz 

 

Supervisors  

Dr Barbara Staniforth 

School of Counselling Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work 

Tel: 09 623 8899 ext 48349 

b.staniforth@auckland.ac.nz 

 

Associate Professor Liz Beddoe  

School of Counselling Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work 

Tel: 09 623 8899 ext 48559 

E.beddoe@auckland.ac.nz  

 

Head of School 

AP Christa Fouche  

School of Counselling Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work 

Tel: 09 623 8899 ext 48648 

c.fouche@auckland.ac.nz 

Chair contact details: ―For any queries regarding ethical concerns you may contact the Chair, 

The University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, 

Research Office, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142. Telephone 09 373 7599 extn. 83711. Email: 

ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 

COMMITTEE ON 3 December 2015 FOR (3) YEARS, REFERENCE NUMBER 016239.  

mailto:shun199@aucklanduni.ac.nz
mailto:b.staniforth@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:E.beddoe@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:c.fouche@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz
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Appendix 4: Semi-Structured Interview Guide 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Semi-structured interview guide 

Individual and focus group interviews 

 

Project title: The history of professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand 

leading to the development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act 

2003. 

Name of Researcher: Sonya Hunt  

Supervisor: Doctor Barbara Staniforth and Associate Professor Liz Beddoe 

 

Participant’s name(s): 

Date of interview: 

Venue of interview: 

Time interview commenced and ended:  

 

Empirical  

1. Your involvement and role in the development of the SWRA 2003 

 

2. Your involvement in the implementation of the SWRA 2003 

 

From your point of view please tell me: 

 

 

Counselling Human Services and Social 

Work 

 

Epsom Campus 

Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave 

Auckland, New Zealand 

T +64 9 623 8899 

W www.education.auckland.ac.nz 

The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92601 

Symonds Street  

Auckland 1135 

New Zealand 
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3. Historically what was happening at the time of social worker registration development and 

implementation? 

 

4. Where do you think the idea for social worker registration came from? 

 

5. How was the social worker registration policy (the SWRA 2003) constructed? 

 

6. What was the purpose and justifications of the SWRA 2003 from your point of view? 

 

7. How were the regulations constructed in order to implement the SWRA 2003? (e.g.: the 

qualification, fit & proper. Competency, enough policies) 

 

8. What was the outcome of the mixed priorities / agendas? 

 

9. What needed to change in the SWRA 2003? (the policy?) 

10. What needed to change with the regulations that were developed to implement the SWRA 

2003? 

 

11. Please describe your positive and less positive personal experiences as a key stakeholder in 

the development of the SWRA 2003 and implementation of the regulations in order to 

implement the policy? 

• Positive: 

• Less positive: 

The actual  

How and by whom was the need for the registration of social workers  

12. Problematised? 

 

13. Determined?  

 

14. Coordinated? 

 

15. Governed? 

 

16. Administered? 

 

17. Managed? 

The real: 

18. In whose interests was the implementation of the policy? 

 

19. Do you think some interests were overlooked at the time? 
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Anything else: 

20. Do you have anything else you want to tell me about the development and implementation 

of the SWRA 2003?  

Current: 

21. What is impact of the social worker registration policy now? 

 

22. Do you have any comments about what you view the future focus should/could be? 

 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 

COMMITTEE ON 3 December 2015 for 3 years, Reference Number 016239. 
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Appendix 5: Letter to Other Key Stakeholder Participants 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7 April 2016 

 

Tena koe [Key Stakeholder], 

 

Nga mihi mahana ki a koe 

 

My name is Sonya Hunt and I am a PhD student at the University of Auckland researching the 

history of professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand leading to the 

development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act 2003. I was a 

member of the Inaugural Social Workers Registration Board. 

 

I am writing to you as you have been identified as someone who is likely to be able to make a 

significant contribution to this research project. I have received ethics approval for this project 

and I am inviting you to participate in the research and would like to send you further 

information about this research in the form of a Participant Information Sheet. If you are 

interested in learning more about this research or if you have any questions or concerns please 

do not hesitate to contact me at the above address, on email at shun199@aucklanduni.ac.nz or 

on 07 5578919.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration.   

 

Kind regards,  

 

 

Counselling Human Services and Social 

Work 

 

Epsom Campus 

Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave 

Auckland, New Zealand 

T +64 9 623 8899 

W www.education.auckland.ac.nz 

The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92601 

Symonds Street  

Auckland 1135 

New Zealand 

 

 

mailto:shun199@aucklanduni.ac.nz
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Sonya Hunt, MSW (Hons), MANZASW, Registered Social Worker 

 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 

COMMITTEE ON 3 December 2015 for (3) years, Reference Number 016239 
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Appendix 6: Participant Information Sheet: Other Key Stakeholders 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Title: The history of professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand 

leading to the development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act 

2003. 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

Individual Interviews 

Name of Researchers: 

Sonya Hunt—PhD (Social Work) candidate  

School of Counselling, Human Services and Social Work.  

Supervisors: Dr Barb Staniforth, Associate Professor Liz Beddoe 

 

Dear potential Participant 

My name is Sonya Hunt and I am writing to invite you to consider participating in my PhD 

research project in which I aim to research the history of professionalisation of social work in 

Aotearoa New Zealand leading to the development and initial implementation of the Social 

Workers Registration Act 2003.  

I am currently a PhD student in the School of Counselling, Human Services and Social Work at 

the University of Auckland. My supervisors in this research project are Dr Barbara Staniforth 

and Associate Professor Liz Beddoe of the University of Auckland. 

Project description  

The aims of this research project are to document the history of professionalisation of social 

work in Aotearoa New Zealand. I plan to interview key actors from the specific time of 

implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act 2003 to generate data in order to 

 

 

Counselling Human Services and Social 

Work 

 

Epsom Campus 

Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave 

Auckland, New Zealand 

T +64 9 623 8899 

W www.education.auckland.ac.nz 

The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92601 

Symonds Street  

Auckland 1135 

New Zealand 
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identify, describe, understand, explain and critique the social phenomenon of the social work 

professional project in Aotearoa New Zealand. I also plan to analyse archival data on the 

professionalisation developments of social work in New Zealand, and analyse the social worker 

registration policy and initial registration regulations. In doing this I hope to contribute to the 

building of an historical resource of this significant time in the history of social work in New 

Zealand. 

 

Invitation to participate: 

Participants will be recruited by invitation and you have been identified as someone who is 

likely to be able to make a significant contribution to this research project.  

I hope that the results of my study will provide in one accessible way clarification and 

documentation of the history of social worker professionalisation in New Zealand alongside the 

development and initial implementation of the SWRA 2003. I aim to provide a critical 

understanding of the causal forces driving professionalisation, and at the same time explore and 

document the voices of key actors from this time.  

I do not foresee any likely risks for you should you choose to participate in this research. Even 

though there may not be direct gains to you, you will make a valuable contribution to the 

development of this historical record. However, the interviews could bring up memories or 

instances of complex professional situations that may feel unresolved. You will be advised to use 

your own professional supervision to reflect on the issues, or to access supports through your 

professional memberships. 

Project Procedures  

I request up to 90 minutes of your time for an audio-recorded individual interview. I may approach 

you and request a second interview of no more than 90 minutes to seek further clarification about 

your data. I will endeavour to arrange the meeting place and time to suit you and if we cannot 

arrange this I may try to arrange to interview you by Skype. During the interview, you can refuse 

to answer any questions and have the audio-recorder stopped at any time. The recordings will be 

professionally transcribed and the transcriber will sign a confidentiality agreement. You will be 

given the opportunity to review your transcript and will have up to two weeks to make any changes 

and return the transcript to me. After this time I will assume you think the transcript represents 

your ideas. I would like to use the interview data in my PhD as well as possible future publications, 

conference presentations and teaching.   

Participants will not be named in the reported findings and documents unless they have agreed 

to be identified. Because of the nature of the study, there is still a chance that people may be 

able to link you with the information that you have provided, although all directly identifying 

information will be removed.  

However, if you are a person who held a key role in the professional association or as another of 

the stakeholders at the time, risk of identification is particularly high. Therefore, I seek your 

informed consent to be identified in the writing up of the research and other potential 

publications.  If you do not consent to being identified, you may still participate in this study 

and you will not be named. 
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The data from your interview(s) will be stored indefinitely on a password protected hard drive of 

the student researcher as well as a password protected computer at The University of Auckland. 

The consent forms for this study will be held securely in the office of the principal investigator 

for six years after which time they will be shredded. 

Participation is completely voluntary and you may withdraw from the study at any time and you 

may decline to answer any questions. You will be able to withdraw any information that you 

provide after you have given it up until two weeks after receiving the transcript(s).  

 

Results will be used in the doctoral thesis, for teaching purposes (e.g. teaching students about the 

history of social work) and may be published in peer reviewed publications or presented at 

conferences. You will be offered an email summary of the results of the research once the research 

is completed. The PhD thesis will be publicly available through a digital repository. 

 

You may be aware that I was a member of the inaugural Social Workers Registration Board and 

while my connection to the topic has influenced my choice to research it, I believe this topic is of 

importance and concern to the social work profession and any professional leanings on my part 

in the analysis of the data collected will be focused upon in supervision. I plan to interview one 

of my supervisors who was also a member of the inaugural SWRB. The Head of School, Associate 

Professor Christa Fouche, will mediate the analysis of data in this instance. 

A ten-dollar petrol voucher will be made available to each participant and refreshments will be 

served at the face to face interviews. 

 

If you are interested in participating or would like further information about this study, kindly let 

me know on my below email or telephone number. Also, should you have any questions or 

concerns regarding this research, you are welcome to contact me or either of my supervisors or 

the Head of School. 

If you have one or more colleagues who want to be involved in this research and you would prefer 

to be interviewed together, please let me know and I will send each of you the Focus Group 

Participant Information Sheet and arrange to interview you as a group. 

 

Thank you for your consideration and possible participation in this study. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Sonya Hunt 

PhD student 

School of Counselling Human Services and Social Work 
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Faculty of Education and Social Work 

Tel: 07 557 8919 / 0274863477 

shun199@aucklanduni.ac.nz 

 

Supervisors  

Dr Barbara Staniforth 

School of Counselling Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work 

Tel: 09 623 8899 ext 48349 

b.staniforth@auckland.ac.nz 

 

Associate Professor Liz Beddoe  

School of Counselling Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work 

Tel: 09 623 8899 ext 48559 

E.beddoe@auckland.ac.nz  

 

Head of School 

AP Christa Fouche  

School of Counselling Human Services and Social Work 

Faculty of Education and Social Work 

Tel: 09 623 8899 ext 48648 

c.fouche@auckland.ac.nz 

 

Chair contact details: ―For any queries regarding ethical concerns you may contact the Chair, 

The University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, 

Research Office, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142. Telephone 09 373 7599 extn. 83711. Email: 

ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz 

  

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 

COMMITTEE ON 3 December 2015 FOR (3) YEARS, REFERENCE NUMBER 016239. 

  

mailto:shun199@aucklanduni.ac.nz
mailto:b.staniforth@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:E.beddoe@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:c.fouche@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz
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Appendix 7: Other Key Stakeholder Consent Form 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participant Consent Form 

Individual interview 

 

THIS FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF 6 YEARS AND THEN DESTROYED  

 

Project Title: The history of professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand 

leading to the development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act 

2003. 

 

Sonya Hunt—PhD (Social Work) candidate 

Supervisors: Dr Barbara Staniforth, Associate Professor Liz Beddoe 

 

I have read the Participant Information Sheet for individual interviews and I have understood the 

nature of the research and why I have been selected. I have had the opportunity to ask questions 

and have had them answered to my satisfaction, and I understand that I may ask further questions 

at any time. 

• I agree / do not agree to be identified in this research 

• I agree to take part in this research under the conditions set out in the information sheet. 

• I understand that the individual interview will take up to 90 minutes of my time, with the 

possibility of being asked for a second interview which will be no longer than a further 90 

minutes.  

 

 

Counselling Human Services and Social 

Work 

 

Epsom Campus 

Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave 

Auckland, New Zealand 

T +64 9 623 8899 

W www.education.auckland.ac.nz 

The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92601 

Symonds Street  

Auckland 1135 

New Zealand 
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• I understand that the information from this interview will be used for the purpose of 

completing the researcher’s PhD thesis, and possibly for future conference presentations, 

articles in academic journals or teaching purposes.  

• I understand that participation is voluntary and that I can withdraw from participating or 

decline to answer questions at any time without having to provide any reason for doing so. 

• I agree to be audio recorded. I understand that I will be able to stop the audio recording 

device at any time. 

• I understand my interview(s) will be transcribed and that I will have the opportunity to 

edit or withdraw my data any time up to two weeks after receiving the transcript(s). 

• I understand that a third party who has signed a confidentiality agreement will transcribe 

the recordings.  

• I understand that my confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. 

• I understand that the audio recording and the transcripts from the interview will be kept 

securely on the researcher’s password protected computer and held indefinitely. 

• I understand that the consent form will be destroyed after six years.  

 

I wish to receive the summary of findings: Yes / No 

If yes, please provide contact details for summary of information:  

____________________________________________________________________ 

 Name ___________________________  

 Signature ___________________________ Date _________________  

 

APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS 

COMMITTEE  

ON 3 December 2015 FOR (3) YEARS REFERENCE NUMBER 016239 
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Appendix 8: Approval Letter from University of Auckland Human Participants 

Ethics Committee 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Office of the Vice-Chancellor 

Finance, Ethics and Compliance 

 

UNIVERSITY OF AUCKLAND HUMAN PARTICIPANTS ETHICS COMMITTEE 

(UAHPEC) 

03-Dec-2015 

MEMORANDUM TO: 

Dr Barbara Staniforth 

Counselling, HumServ & SocWrk 

 

Re: Application for Ethics Approval (Our Ref. 016239): Approved 

 

The Committee considered your application for ethics approval for your project entitled  

The history of professionalisation of social work in Aotearoa New Zealand leading to the 

development and initial implementation of the Social Workers Registration Act(2003).. 

We are pleased to inform you that ethics approval is granted for a period of three years. 

The expiry date for this approval is 03-Dec-2018. 

If the project changes significantly, you are required to submit a new application to UAHPEC 

for further consideration.  

If you have obtained funding other than from UniServices, send a copy of this approval letter to 

the Research Office, at ro-awards@auckland.ac.nz. For UniServices contracts, send a copy of 

the approval letter to the Contract Manager, UniServices. 

In order that an up-to-date record can be maintained, you are requested to notify UAHPEC once 

your project is completed. 

The Chair and the members of UAHPEC would be happy to discuss general matters relating to 

ethics approvals. If you wish to do so, please contact the UAHPEC Ethics Administrators at ro-

ethics@auckland.ac.nz in the first instance. 

 

Please quote reference number: 016239 on all communication with the UAHPEC regarding this 

application.  

 

 

 

Counselling Human Services and Social 

Work 

 

Epsom Campus 

Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave 

Auckland, New Zealand 

T +64 9 623 8899 

W www.education.auckland.ac.nz 

The University of Auckland  

Private Bag 92601 

Symonds Street  

Auckland 1135 

New Zealand 

 

 



 

242 

(This is a computer generated letter. No signature required.) 

 

UAHPEC Administrators 

University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee 

 

c.c. Head of Department / School, Counselling, HumServ & SocWrk 

Assoc Prof Elizabeth Beddoe 

Ms Sonya Hunt 

 

Additional information: 

1. Do not forget to fill in the ‘approval wording’ on the Participant Information Sheets and Consent Forms, 

giving the dates of approval and the reference number, before you send them out to your participants. 

2. Should you need to make any changes to the project, please complete the online proposed changes and include 

any revised documentation. 

3. At the end of three years, or if the project is completed before the expiry, please advise UAHPEC of its 

completion. 

4. Should you require an extension, please complete the online Amendment Request form associated with this 

approval number giving full details along with revised documentation. An extension can be granted for up to three 

years, after which a new application must be submitted. 

5. Please note that UAHPEC may from time to time conduct audits of approved projects to ensure that the 

research has been carried out according to the approval that was given.  
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Appendix 9: Key Office and Committee Members (A)NZASW/NZASW(A) from 

1992–2003  

 

Year Office / Special Project Committee Chair Board of 

Competency 

Executive Officer 

1992–1995 President: Buster Curson 

Vice President: David McNabb 

Maurice McGregor Liz Beddoe (1990–

1996) 

1995–1998 President: David McNabb 

Vice President: Harata Baucke 

Immediate Past President: Buster 

Curson 

Maurice McGregor 

 

Gaylene Lawrence 

(Admin person 

covering role until 

Howard Randal’s 

appointment from 

1997–2006 

1998–2000 President: Harata Baucke 

Vice President: Robyn Corrigan 

Jan Tan 

 

Howard Randal 

1999 ANZASW Special Project Team: 

Chair: Robyn Corrigan (Auckland) 

Wendy Semmons (Auckland) 

Buster Curson (Manawatu 

Cathy McPherson (Canterbury) 

Brenda Cromie (Canterbury) 

Madeleine Taylor (Wellington) 

Kate Clark (Wellington) 

Howard Randal (Executive Officer) 

Jan Tan 

 

Howard Randal 

2000–2002 President: Robyn Corrigan 

Vice President: Rose Henderson 

Steve White 

(2001–2002) 

Howard Randal 

2002– President: Rose Henderson 

Vice President: Lynne Whata 

Kaiwhakahaere: Whitiao Paul 

Kaumatua: Morehu Kara 

Secretary: Christine Menzies 

Treasurer: MaryAnn Baskerville 

Sonya Hunt 

(2002–2007). 

Howard Randal26 

 

 
26 Howard Randal resigned in April 2006 and Dominic Chilvers became EO from December 2006 until August 2009. John Dunlop filled the 

role of Acting EO during the 8 months between appointments. Lucy Sanford Reed replaced Dominic Chilvers and remains in the role 
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Appendix 10: Timeline of Major Reports and Developments Relating to Social 

Work in the History of the Ministry of Social Development.  

1904 Old Age Pensions Department established. 

1909–1912 Pensions administered as a division of the Post and Telegraph Department. 

1913 Pensions Department established. 

1/4/39 Social Security Department under the control of Social Security Commission was 

established by the Social Security Act, 1938. It replaced the former Pensions 

Department and absorbed the major portion of the Employment Division of the 

Department of Labour. 

1/4/72 DSW formed from the amalgamation of the Social Security Department and the 

Child Welfare Division of the Department of Education. 

1984 Berridge et al. (1984) Institutional racism in the Department of Social Welfare 

Tamaki-Makaurau (WARAG) Report. 

1986 The Maori Perspective Advisory Committee. (1986). Pūao-te-Āta-tū: The Daybreak 

Report 

1989 Children Young Persons and the Families Act (!989) 

1/5/92 Major restructuring of the Department of Social Welfare into business units:  

• New Zealand Income Support Service  

• New Zealand Children and Young Persons Service (CYPS) 

• New Zealand Community Funding Agency 

• Social Policy Agency 

• Corporate Office 

1/10/99 Ministry of Social Policy established, with the amalgamation of the Social Policy 

Agency and Corporate Office functions of the former Department of Social Welfare 

and the addition of the new Purchasing and Monitoring Group. 

1/10/99 Department of Child, Youth and Family Services (CYFS) established. Was 

previously Children, Young Persons and their Families Agency (CYPFA). 

2000 Brown (2000) Report 

2001 CYF: Te Pounamu Report (2001) 

1/10/01 Ministry of Social Development established with the amalgamation of the Ministry 

of Social Policy and the Department of Work and Income. 

2003 Social Workers Registration Act 2003 

2003 CYF Baseline Review (2003) 

1/7/06 Child, Youth and Family becomes a service line of the Ministry of Social 

Development. 

1/4/17 New Ministry for Vulnerable Children, Oranga Tamariki established to replace 

Child, Youth and Family. 

31/10/17 Ministry for Vulnerable Children renamed Ministry for Children.[12] 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Social_Development_(New_Zealand)#cite_note-9 

https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/publication-

archive.html 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Child,_Youth_and_Family_(New_Zealand)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_for_Vulnerable_Children,_Oranga_Tamariki
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_for_Children
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Social_Development_(New_Zealand)#cite_note-12
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Social_Development_(New_Zealand)#cite_note-9
https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/publication-archive.html
https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/publication-archive.html
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Appendix 11: Social Work Educator Network and Presidents from 1996–Present 

Name of social work educator network  President and years in office 

New Zealand Association of Social Work Educators 

(NZASWE) 

Later Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Work 

Educators (ANZASWE) 

Gavin Rennie (1996–2005) 

Carole Adamson (2005–2007) 

Council of Social Work Educators Aotearoa New Zealand 

(CSWEANZ) 

Lynne Briggs (2007–2010) 

Allyson Davys (2011–2013) 

David McNabb (2013–2017) 

Sarah Fraser (2017–2019) 

Neil Ballantyne (2019–ongoing) 
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249 

Appendix 12 Key Political Stakeholders’ Timeline  
 

Years Prime Minister Minister Social Development/Social 

Services and Work and Income/ 

Social Welfare/ Employment/ Social 

Security and Child Welfare/ Health / 

Health and Child Welfare 

Some of key public 

servants/ 

other 

26/10/17–incumbent 

Sixth Labour Govt 

In coalition with NZ 

First Party and with 

confidence of supply 

with the Green Party 

Jacinda Ardern 

(26/10/17–

incumbent) 

Minister Social Development: Carmel 

Sepuloni (26/10/17–incumbent) 

Minister of Health 

David Clark 

(26/10/17–incumbent) 

 

19/11/08–26/10/17 

Fifth National Govt 

Bill English 

(12/12/16–26/10/17)  

John Key  

(19/11/08–12/12/16) 

Ministers Social Development: 

Anne Tolley  

(8/10/14–16/10/17) 

Paula Bennett  

(19/11/08–6/10/14) 

Ministers of Health: 

Jonathan Coleman 

(6/10/14–26/10/17) 

Tony Ryall 

(19/11/08–6/10/14) 

 

5/12/99–19/11/08 

Fifth Labour Govt 

 

In collation with 

Alliance Party and New 

Zealand First 

Helen Clark  

(5/12/99 19/11/08) 

Ministers Social Development and 

Employment: 

Ruth Dyson 

(5/11/07–19/11/08) 

David Benson-Pope (19/10/05–27/7/07) 

Minister Social Services: 

Steve Maharey 

(10/12/99–19/10/05) 

Ministers of Health: 

David Cunliffe  

(5/11/07–19/11/08) 

Pete Hodgson 

(19/12/05–5/11/07) 

Annette King 

(5/12/99–19/12/05) 

MSD 

Janine Moss 

Alan Nixon 

Chris Eichbann 

Peter Hughes 

CYF 

Shannon Pakura 

(Chief Social 

Worker) 

Marie Connolly 

(Chief Social 

Worker) 

Craig Smith 

Barry Mahar 

Deryck Howe 

Robyn Hamid 

John Hancox 

Sally Jolly 

2/11/90–5/12/99 

Fourth National Govt 

Jenny Shipley 

(8/12/97–5/12/99) 

Jim Bolger  

(2/11/90–8/12/97) 

Ministers Social Welfare/ Social 

Services, Work and Income 

Roger Sowry 

(1996–1999) 

Jenny Shipley  

(1990–1996) 

Ministers of Health 

Simon Upton 

Margaret Bazley 

(Director General 

DSW) 

Mike Doolan 

(Chief Social 

Worker) 

Bev Keall (Principal 

Social Worker) 
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Years Prime Minister Minister Social Development/Social 

Services and Work and Income/ 

Social Welfare/ Employment/ Social 

Security and Child Welfare/ Health / 

Health and Child Welfare 

Some of key public 

servants/ 

other 

(2/11/90–27/3/93) 

Bill Birch 

(27/3/93–29/11/93) 

Jenny Shipley 

(20/11/93–16/12/96) 

Bill English 

(16/12/96–2/2/99) 

Wyatt Creech 

(2/2/99–5/12/99) 

 

 

 

26/7/84–2/11/90 

Fourth Labour Govt 

Mike Moore 

(4/9/90–2/11/90) 

Jeffrey Palmer 

(8/8/89–4/9/90)  

David Lange  

2(6/7/84–8/8/89) 

Minister Social Welfare: 

Michael Cullen  

(1987–1990) 

Minister for Employment:  

Phill Goff  

(1984–1990) 

Ministers of Health 

Helen Clark 

(30/1/89–2/11/90) 

David Cagill 

(24/8/87–30/1/89) 

Michael Bassett 

(26/7/84–24/8/87) 

Children Young 

Persons and their 

Families Act (1989) 

 

Pūao-te-Āta-tū: The 

Daybreak Report 

(1986) 

12/12/75–26/7/84 

Third National Govt 

Rob Muldoon 

(12/12/75–26/7/84) 

Ministers of Health 

Aussie Malcolm 

(11/12/81–26/7/84)  

George Gair 

(13/12/78–11/12/81) 

Frank Gill 

(12/12/75–13/12/78) 

 

8/12/72–12/12/75 

Third Labour Govt 

Bill Rowling (6/9/74 

–12/12/75) Hugh 

Watt Acting PM 

(31/8/74–6/9/74)  

Norman Kirk 

(8/12/72–31/8/74) 

Ministers of Health 

Tom McGuigan 

(10/9/74–12/12/75) 

Bob Tizard 

(8/12/72–10/9/74) 

Dept of Social 

Welfare formed 

12/12/60–8/12/72 

Second National Govt 

Jack Marshall 

(7/2/72–8/12/72) 

Keith Holyoake 

(12/12/60–7/2/72) 

Ministers of Health 

Lance Schneider (9/2/72–8/12/72) 

Donald Mackay 

(24/1/62–9/2/72) 

Norman Shelton 

(12/12/60–24/1/62)  

 

12/12/57–12/12/60 

Second Labour Govt 

Walter Nash 

(12/12/57–12/12/60) 

Minister of Labour  

Fred Hackett  

(12/12/57–12/12/60) 
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Years Prime Minister Minister Social Development/Social 

Services and Work and Income/ 

Social Welfare/ Employment/ Social 

Security and Child Welfare/ Health / 

Health and Child Welfare 

Some of key public 

servants/ 

other 

Minister of Social Security and Child 

Welfare; Minister in charge of women 

and children  

Mabel Howard 

(12/12/57–12/12/60) 

13/12/49–12/12/57  

First National Govt 

Keith Holyoake 

(20/9/57–12/12/57) 

Sydney Holland 

(13/12/49–20/9/57) 

Ministers of Health 

Jack Watts (49–51) 

Jack Marshall (51–54) 

Ralph Hanan (54–57) 

 

6/12/35–13/12/49  

First Labour Govt 

Peter Fraser 

(27/3/40–13/12/49) 

Michael Savage 

(6/12/35–27/3/40) 

Minister of Health and Child Welfare  

Mabel Howard 

1947–1949 

Ministers of Health 

Arnold Nordmeyer (41–47) 

Tim Armstrong (40–41) 

Peter Fraser (35–40) 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
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Appendix 13: Photographs of the Inaugural Board with Key Stakeholder Groups  

 

The inaugural Board with Minister Maharey, The Beehive, Parliament, Wellington. 5/11/203 

From left to right: Buster Curson, Sonya Hunt, Jan Duke, Robyn Corrigan, Minister Steve Maharey, Liz Beddoe, 

Shannon Pakura, Yvonne Crichton Hill, John Dunlop, Ian Calder. 

 

 

Stakeholder meeting: ANZASW and the Board. Dental Board room, Wellington. 12/3/2004 

Back row from left to right: Whitiao Paul (Kaiwhakahaere, ANZASW), Sonya Hunt (Board), Shannon Pakura 

(Board), Howard Randal (Executive Officer, ANZASW), MaryAnn Baskerville-Davies (Treasurer, ANZASW), 

Christine Menzies (Secretary, ANZASW), Buster Curson (Board), Rose Henderson (President, ANZASW), 

Yvonne Crichton Hill (Board), John Dunlop (Board). 

Front row from left to right: Robyn Corrigan (Board), Lynne Whata (Vice President, ANZASW), Morehu Kara 

(Kaumatua, ANZASW), Liz Beddoe (Board). 
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Stakeholder meeting: Child Youth and Family and the Board. Dental Board room, Wellington. 12/3/2004 

From left to right: Liz Beddoe (Board), Robyn Corrigan (Board), Sonya Hunt (Board), Robyn. Hamid (CYF), 

Craig Smith (CYF), Yvonne Crichton Hill (Board), Shannon Pakura (Board), Barry Mahar (CYF), Deryck Howe 

(CYF), John Dunlop (Board), Buster Curson (Board). 

 

 

Stakeholder meeting: Te Kai Awhina Ahumahi and the Board: Turnbull House, Wellington 7/4/2004 

From left to right: John Hopkins (TKAA), Yvonne Crichton Hill (Board), Jan Duke (Board), John Dunlop 

(Board), Shannon Pakura (Board), Sonya Hunt (Board), Richard Willcox (TKAA), Buster Curson (Board), Titia 

Graham (TKAA), Ian Calder (Board), Liz Beddoe (Board).  
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Stakeholder meeting: NZCCSS and NZFVWO and the Board: Turnbull House, Wellington 7/4/2004 

From left to right: Julie McGowan (Whitirea Community Board), Sonya Hunt (Board), Craig Fleury (Salvation 

Army, NZCCSS), John Dunlop (Board), Robyn Pope (Wesley Community Action, NZCCS), Yvonne Crichton Hill 

(Board), Mary Gray (Home and Family Society, NZFVWO), Buster Curson (Board), Liz Beddoe (Board), Ian 

Calder (Board), Shannon Pakura (Board).  

 

 

Stakeholder meeting: ANZASWE and the Board: SWRB office, The Terrace, Wellington, 14/5/2004 

From left to right: Jan Duke (Board), Gavin Rennie (Unitec) (ANZASWE), Raylee Kane (University of Otago) 

(ANZASWE), Liz Beddoe (Board) Sonya Hunt (Board), Peter Taupuikore-Morgan (Manukau Institute of 

Technology) (ANZASWE), Shannon Pakura (Board), Robyn Corrigan (Board), John Dunlop (Board), Yvonne 

Crichton Hill (Board), Buster Curson (Board), Carole Adamson (Massey University, Wellington) (ANZASWE).  
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Toasting Shannon Pakura, the first social worker to register: Fairlie Terrace, Victoria University, 

Wellington 10/12 2004 

From left to right: Sonya Hunt (Board), Jan Duke (Board), Buster Curson (Board), Shannon Pakura (Board and 

first registered social worker), Ian Calder (Board) Paul Curry (Board), Robyn Corrigan (Board), Yvonne Crichton 

Hill (Board), Helene. Faure (Board Secretariat Policy) 

 

 

Shannon Pakura with Te Harawira Turoa Haronga 

 

Sean McKinley first Secretary/Registrar, SWRB 

SWRB office, The Terrace, Wellington 14/5/2004 
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Appendix 14: Board Meetings Dates, Documents Tabled and Venues: 2003–2004 

Date  Purpose of meeting and reports tabled Venue 

November 5, 2003 Meeting of Board 

Meeting with Minister Maharey 

Launch of SWRB and the SWRA 2003 

Turnbull House, Wellington 

Parliament, Wellington 

Parliament, Wellington 

December 16, 

2003  

Internal Board workshop: Familiarisation with Act Turnbull House Wellington 

December 17, 

2003  

Board Meeting Turnbull House Wellington 

January 13, 2004 Board meeting;  

MSD: Summary of key tasks for SWRB 

83 Fairlie Terrace, VUW 

School of Nursing, VUW, 

Wellington 

February 3 and 4, 

2004 

(NB: discrepancy 

with dates of 

meeting as final 

minutes state 

February 4 and 5, 

2004 but content 

of minutes relate 

to 3 and 4 

February) 

Board meeting 

Project Officer report 1 

Small Gallery, Turnbull 

House, Wellington 

February 19 and 

20, 2004 

Board meeting 

Project Officer Report 2 

Museum Room Turnbull 

House, Wellington 

March 11 and 12, 

2004 

Board meeting 

Project Officer Report 3 

Board Room, Dental Board, 

108 The Terrace, Wellington 

March 26, 2004 Board meeting Teleconference 

April 6, 2004 Board meeting Teleconference 

April 7 and 8, 

2004 

Board meeting 

Project Officer Report 4 

Museum Room Turnbull 

House, Wellington 

May 13 and 14, 

2004 

Board meeting SWRB Office; Level 9 

Morrison Kent House, The 

Terrace, Wellington 

June 10 and 11, 

2004 

Board meeting 

Project Officer Report 5 

SWRB Office; Level 9 

Morrison Kent House, The 

Terrace, Wellington 

July 7 and 8, 2004 Board meeting 

Project Officer’s report  

Kingsgate Hotel Greenlane, 

Auckland 

August 12 and 13, 

2004 

Board meeting 

Brief report to SWRB 12/8/2004 from Registrar 

Overseas qualifications assessment report to Board 

SWRB Office; Level 9 

Morrison Kent House, The 

Terrace, Wellington 

September 9 and 

10, 2004 

Financial reports SWRB Office; Level 9 

Morrison Kent House, The 

Terrace, Wellington 

September 23, 

2004 

Board meeting Teleconference 
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Date  Purpose of meeting and reports tabled Venue 

October 14 and 15, 

2004 

Board meeting 

Registrar’s Report to Board  

SWRB Office; Level 9 

Morrison Kent House, The 

Terrace, Wellington 

November 11 and 

12, 2004 

Board meeting  

Registrar’s Report to Board 

SWRB Office; Level 9 

Morrison Kent House, The 

Terrace, Wellington 

December 9, 2004 

 

Board meeting SWRB Office; Level 9 

Morrison Kent House, The 

Terrace, Wellington  

December 10, 

2004 

Board meeting (ongoing) 83 Fairlie Terrace, Victoria 

University, Wellington 
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