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Abstract
Research on the low level of engagement of fathers in family- and child-oriented social work interventions has focused on individual obstacles factors relating to the father, to the mother, originating on the level of the father, the mother, or the social worker. Much less attention has been devoted paid to the impact of organizational aspects of the social work services. themselves. This article uses 
This paper employs the methodology of organizational ethnography to look intoexamine this impact  family social services, on the engagement of fathers by in those services provided by municipal interviweingforty-one social workers in six municipal DepartmentsDdepartments of Social Servicessocial services in Israel. We found that service delivery was structured by the 
Our findings reveal that what characterizes the organizational treatment of fathers is the primary contact person assumption –— the organization’s assumption that one person should be designated as the primary conatctcontact in the routine course of an intervention. Together with gendered, political, and cultural factors leading tothat support preference for the mother, this structuring assumption the mother's preference, this results in a full or partial exclusion of fathers from family- and child-oriented interventions.
Introduction
The









Given the recognized importance of paternal involvement to the well-being of the family unit and to children, the low participation rates of fathers in child- and family-oriented social work interventions have recently drawnare of concern to both scholars and practitioners' attention. While the importance of paternal involvement in childcare in general and practitioners. Despite efforts by social work interventionsservice programs to specifically has been acknowledged for decades, and despite efforts by the services to engage fathers, fathertheir participation in these interventions remains low.
Existing research has pointed to three central sources to father absencecauses for this low level of engagement: fathers' reluctance to access the services; , mothers' role as gatekeepers,  that preventinghinders fathers' access to the services,; and the rolestructure and delivery of the services themselves. TheResearch on this last factor has mainly focused on social workers' attitudes and perceptions as the cause of father absence.
In this paperarticle, we wish to focus on an aspect that has hitherto received scant attention, if any: the roleimpact of the social services' organizational apsects as a cause of culture on fathers' lowlevels of engagement. Therefore, theWe seek to answer this research question that we set to answer is what is the: What role ofdoes organizational culture, norms, and structure in the social services play in the low levels of engagement of fathers in family- and children-oriented social work interventions?
To answer this question, the paper presentswe present a new theoretical concept –: the primary contact person (PCP) assumption. This concept refers to the assumptionIt holds that routine interactions within thefamily social work interventions are made with based on the implicit assumption that only one of the family members – is the primary contact person- implicit in family-oriented interventions. While. Although both policy documentswritten policies and field workers claim thatprogram mandates require that, wherever possible, contact isbe made with people of all gendersboth parents, in practice these contact persons are almost exclusively mothers. 	Comment by Author:  Or parents?
The Primary Contact PersonPCP assumption, together with  and the cultural preference for mothers, are central elements of the Mother-Based Intervention – a focusmother-based intervention, which focuses on the mother as the center of child- and family-related interventions, and is previously described by the authors (The Authors, 2020; Forthcoming a; Forthcoming b).	Comment by Author: These need to be included in the References, with names of authors and titles and where they will be published.
In the first part of the paperarticle, we will discussreview existing research on father engagement in social services and point to the gap we find in this the literature –on the roleimpact of the services' organizational structure and culture. After describing our methodological approach, we will describepresent our findings, documenting the Primary Care PersonPCP assumption and its manifestationhow it is manifested in the routine work of social workers. In the discussion section, we will connect the Primary Care Personthis assumption to existing research on father engagement and show how together they create the Mother-Based Intervention.mother-based intervention. In the concluding section, we will discuss the answer to our research question, the paper'sboth its impact, and its limitationlimitations.
 Literature Review
Fathers' participation in social work and social services interventions aimed at improving the welfare of their family and children is very low. Indeed, many scholars refer to fathers as 'absent'‘absent' from the arena of social services [reference]. Quantitative data on fathers' participation isare hard to come by, but whatever data exists showsexisting studies show that levels of father involvement tend to be lower thanless than 50% than those of mothers',  and are sometimes much lower (Haworth, 2019; Strega et al., 2008; Strug & Wilmore-Schaeffer, 2003). many Many qualitative studies have described the clientele of the social services as being predominantly mothers, describing characterizing fathers either as 'hard to reach' or as 'neglected' or 'excluded’ (Clapton, 2009; Davies, 2016; Maxwell, Scourfield, Featherstone, Holland, & Tolman, 2012), focusing on fathers as the cause or as 'neglected' or 'excluded,' with a focus on the role of the services (Baum, 2015b; Gupta & Featherstone, 2015).	Comment by Author:  As the cause of what? Do you mean they intentionally exclude themselves from the interventions? Or their characteristics and nature lead to their exclusion. Please clarify	Comment by Author:  Do you mean the studies focus both on fathers and the role of services as causes of their exclusion? 
However,These low levels of involvement are research also shows that fathers' engagement has a substantial effect on the outcomes of interventions.of such concern because Evidence evidence shows that father engagement benefits increases the effectiveness of family-oriented social work interventions, making such interventions more effective  (Brewsaugh, Masyn, & Salloum, 2018; Brewsaugh & Strozier, 2016). Systems-level efforts to include fathers have been found to reduce the time a child spends in the welfare system and foster care and provide better results of such care (Burrus, Green, Worcel, Finigan, & Furrer, 2012; Malm, Murray, & Geen, 2006; Velázquez, Edwards, Vincent, & Rey, 2009). 	Comment by Author:  Can you be more specific here about positive outcomes?
Thus, evidence shows that, on the one hand, fathers are absent from social work intervention and, on the other, that thisGiven that existing low levels of paternal engagement in social work interventions are absence is detrimental to their outcomes, it is important to first determine of these interventions. The question arises, then – what are the causes of fathers' that low engagement in the social services? And howand then explore how to increase it. can we overcome these causes and increase father engagement? Existing research identifies three primary sources of this absencecauses: individual factors relating to fathers, individual factors relating to, mothers, and the the organizational structure and culture of the services themselves.
Fathers tend to refrain from accessing the services for various reasons. In general, men tend to to avoid help-seeking and psychological assistance (Addis & Mahalik, 2003). As Baum (2015a) notes, this tendency does not originate in a decreased need for services, but rather in common perceptions of masculinity,  that requiring require men to be strong and independent . 	Comment by Author: Or: to avoid seeking help and psychological assistance
 More specifically, followingS ocietal perceptions of the father's role role of fathers in the family, in which they are seen as not as central as the mother, further discourage their use of social services. familyFamily-oriented services are often perceived as targeted at children and mothers and as irrelevant to fathers (Baum, 2015b; Brown, Callahan, Strega, Walmsley, & Dominelli, 2009; Ewart-Boyle, Manktelow, & Mccolgan, 2015). Other reasons for fathers’ absence may include negative past experiences with the social services (Malm et al., 2006), (Malm et al., 2006) or, in situations of family breakup, the reluctance of the father’s current spouse,  who is not the child's mother (Maxwell et al., 2012).
A second source cause of father absence is maternal gatekeeping. In some situations, mothers position themselves as gatekeepers between fathers and the services. They may refrain from bringing fathers into the picture and sometimes resist the services' attempts to engage them (O'Donnell, Jr., D'Aunno, & Thornton, 2005). Mothers may be afraid of involving a father who has been violent in the past, may be worried Possible causes for this reluctance are fear of a previously violent father, concern about losing custody to the father, and/or a may desire to keep full responsibility for the children. Another possible reason is their desire to avoidfear of losing benefits attached to a single single-parent status if welfare services identify a father in the household (Maxwell et al., 2012).
The third source forcause of this absence is the the organizational structure of the services themselves, as: how and when they are delivered and by whom, as well as what cultures and norms shape them, are some of the elements in the services that deter fathers from participating in interventions. 
Existing research research has focused mainly on those organizational elements related to the individual social workers who deliver service: their knowledge, training, perceptions, and attitudes.  that influence how they work with fathers. T
Therapeutic knowledge on working with men in general and specifically with fathers is lacking. Men express distress and pain differently than women, and professionals' lack of knowledge regarding this difference often leads to the misinterpretation of men's feelings and needs (Baum, 2015b; Brown et al., 2009). Regarding fathers specifically, research on families and parenting tends to focus primarily on mothers and neglect fathers (Shapiro & Krysik, 2010; Strug & Wilmore-Schaeffer, 2003). This focus is reflected in social work textbooks, focusing that emphasize the role of on mothers and the mother-child connection (Brewsaugh & Strozier, 2016).
A major cause of difficulty for social workers in working with fathers –— and therefore, a major cause of father absence –— is the gender differences between social workers, who are predominantly women, and fathers. As social workers are predominantly women, working with fathers raises several difficulties related to gender differences. Female workers and male clients face a contradictory power relation, where in which the worker holds power originating in her professional status, while the father holds power originating from stemming from the privileged status of men in society  (Bundy-Fazioli, Briar-Lawson, & Hardiman, 2009). Gender gaps may cause give rise to a fear of violence – when social workers have to work with fathers who have been violent in the past, are suspected to be violent, or are subject to stereotypes of being violent (Baum, 2015a). Baum (2015b) points to the social worker's unresolved conflicts as a source of difficulty. In addition, fathers report experiencing micro-aggressions from social workers (Authors, forthcoming a).	Comment by Author:  Are these conflicts about violence only or do they have other causes? Please clarify.	Comment by Author:  Do they report it often, not so often, or rarely?
However,Few studies have addressed the impact of the  much less attention was given to structural and organizational reasons elements of social services on for the low engagement of fathers. Brown et al.and colleagues (Brown et al., 2009) list several reasons for this thislack of research. The use of the gender-neutral term 'parent,' rather than 'mother’ and father,' may lead workers to choose to contact only one parent −— the mother − —and sparesparing them the time and effort of contacting the father. Furthermore, the global spread of managerialism across social services worldwide, emphasizing standardization and efficiency, in social services may works againstconstrain efforts to engaging engage fathers. As working with fathers requires an extra effort from the workers, with the result that ; overworked professionals may be discouraged from the attempt. AlsoIn addition, micro- aggressive acts of social workers towards fathers were found to be influenced from by the norms and work routines in the organization, which they work for, that intendtend to supervise the parental functioning of the father more harshly than that of the mother (Authors, forthcoming a).

This rough outline ofThese organizational and structural sources of father absence, as given outlined by Brown et al. (2009), have not to date been givenreceived further little consideration. In this paperarticle, we wish to introduce the mother mother-based intervention and the primary contact person assumption as key concepts providing a framework for understanding the structural exclusion of fathers from social services.
Theoretical Framework: the The Mother-Based Intervention
This paper article is part of a larger project,  that is mapping fathers' structural and organizational exclusion from social services. The hypothesis behind guiding this project is that such exclusion exists – and that the absence of fathers from social services is at least partly originates from the services themselves, in for organizational reasons that are go beyond the level of the individual social worker.
Previous research has mapped the structural exclusion of fathers on the policy-making levels, identifying three types of conflicts—the professional, the ethical, and the political— that trouble policymakersact as barriers to in strengthening fathers' engagement in family-related policy: the professional, the ethical, and the political conflict. These conflictspolicy and dissuade policy makers from creating a father-oriented policy  policies (The authors, forthcoming B).
In the absence of explicit policypolicies, regulations, and guidelines targeted at the inclusion of fathers, we have identified what we have termedcall the mother-based intervention. While social workers sometimes may identify the importance of fathers and may interact with them as part of family-oriented interventions, these interventions are built on the assumption that mothers stand at the center of the family and, therefore, should stand at the center of the intervention (Authors, 2020). 
However, as pTo date,revious research has focused on the policy-making level, it and was has been limited to the identification ofidentifying how this assumption has been explicitlythe explicit existence of the mother-based intervention,  addressed in policies and regulations; it has not and unable to tracked its mechanisms and expressions in practical worksocial work interventions. In this paper,article we wish to examine the manifestations of the mother mother-based intervention in the day-to-day routine work of field social workers in the field. Therefore, tOur he research question that lead this paper is:  is: In what ways does the organizational culture, norms, and structure of the social services affect the inclusion of fathers in family-oriented social work interventions?
Methodology
Following To explore this the research question presented above, the selectedwe chose the methodology was that of organizational ethnography. Organizational ethnographyIt seeks to explores organizational life on a day-to-day basis, providing a look into the inner workings of the an organizational structure  (Neyland, 2008). 
This paper focusedWe conducted an on organizational ethnography of six Departments of Social Services (DSS) in Israel, specifically focusing on the work practices of family social workers, —the frontline workers in charge ofdelivering family-oriented interventions. In Israel, DSSs are departments that existare found in every municipality. They are; they operate organizationally under the municipal authority's jurisdiction and professionally answer to the national Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs (MOLSA). They are commonly considered to be the mainstay of the Israeli welfare system. Family social workers are defined as primary professionals in charge of family-oriented interventions (Weisberg-Nakash, 2017). A family social worker isThey are required to undergo a dedicatedspecialized training for the position and serves as the key professional in the regional team entrusted with family interventions. is; they arethey are responsible for managing the intervention with the individual client or with the family, including all its members. Their role is to buildcreate, operateimplement, and monitor an intervention plan that will improve the family situation, this with the aim of promoting achievingthe goals setdetermined in partnership with the family (Winter & Morley-Sagiv, 2011).   
The designated clients and the center target of the family social worker’s intervention of the family social worker are, by definition, the entire family, - including the interaction between its members, between the parents, between parents and their children, between siblings, and between the family and its surroundings. Collaborative working relationships are the core essence of the intervention (Weisberg-Nakash, 2017).	Comment by Author: Or: are essential to the intervention
Or: lie at the basis of this intervention
Or: serve as the core of the intervention
While Although research there are few studies of on fathers' engagement with social services in Israel is not abundant, existing research shows a pattern similar to what isthat documented in other systems (and described aboveearlier). Examples includeIt has documented patterns of workers' reluctance to engage with fathers (Baum, 2015a), the reflection expression of gendered perceptions of parenthood in the work of social workers (Davidson-Arad, Peled, & Leichtentritt, 2008), difficulty to in identifying feelings expressed by fathers (Baum & Negbi, 2013), and more. ThereforeThus, the working assumption of this paper article is that findings from the Israeli system are, to a high degree, relevant to other contexts and systems.
The research included ethnography in six DSSs in Israelchosen for study, representing various settings and cultures: one department in a low-income rural town, one in a high-income rural town, one in a low-income urban neighborhood, and one in a high-income urban neighborhood. A In addition, a department serving mainly Jewish Ultraultra-Orthodox clients and one serving Palestinian clients was were selected to provide representation of represent these two groups' differing cultural culturesnature.	Comment by Author: Consider adding: …were selected to provide representation of these two groups, who comprise a significant proportion of the Israeli population.
The ethnography included interviews with relevant workers and the collection of relevant documents, both physical and digital. When deemed necessary, it we also included participationed in staff meetings. For ethical reasons, personal data on clients was were not collected and were omitted when research participants accidentally reported them.
Interviews focused on the description of day-to-day routine work with families. Participants were asked to describe their daily work, focusing on the role that fathers take in this workit. When needed, the participants were asked to provide examples of typical and atypical families that are typical (or not typical).
In the first stage we interviewed Ethnographies began with three family social workers in each DSS (except in one DDS, in whichwhere the entire team consisted of two workers). Following these interviews,We then interviewed researchers picked  other workers who were deemed relevant to the project, following based either on participants' recommendations or on our analysis of the initial interviews. This study reports on interviews with 43 Forty-three workers; have been interviewed – most of were fthem family social workers, but also we also interviewed intake workers, child protection officers, custody officers, team heads, department managers, and deputy managers.
Interviews were recorded and, transcribed, and translated by the interviewer when not conducted in Hebrew. Data were analyzed using Atlas.ti qualitative analysis software, identifying common themes within and between interviews and departments.	Comment by Author: I suggest clarifying this. What other languages were used? Did the interviewer translate it themselves? Perhaps it should read something like this:

Most interviews were conducted in Hebrew and transcribed. Those that were conducted in Arabic (or Yiddish, etc.) were transcribed and then translated.
Findings
As described aboveearlier, this paper's article's main argument is that the work routine of family social workers in the DSS prioritizes working engaging with one person in each family, – in contrast with the refulation andpolicies and guidelines of the family social worker described abovefor family social work. Below we willThis section presents describe the empirical support for this claim. We will begin by describing thisthe implicit nature of the primary contact assumption's implicit nature; we will thenand then provide an account of this assumption'sthree of its different manifestations – : the preference for mother-focused programs on the organizational level, the focus of on father engagement on in complex situations, the preference for mothers-focused programs on the organizational level, and the engagement of fathers in the absence of mothers. We will then move tothen  explore the reasons for and causes of the primary contact person assumption and its causes.
The Implicit Nature of the Primary Contact Person Assumption
Formal work routines, policies, and practice guidelines or other documentation in the Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs (MOLSA) and the DSS do not document a preference for working with one parent. Indeed, one of the primary documents of the MOLSA defining the work of family social workers, titled 'An Outline for Family Social Worker Intervention in the Departments of Social Services,' stresses the importance of connecting with all family members:
One must note that reality points to the fact that most clients of the department's services in practice are women, and an essential role of the family social worker is to provide accessibility to the department's services to all family members, that is also to men and children. (Weisberg-Nakash, 2017, p. 17)
The outline stressesIn emphasizing that the expectation is for the social worker to be in contact with all family members. However, in doing so,, this document, however, it acknowledges that 'reality points to the fact' that this is the exception and not the rule. 
Similarly, most research participants claimed, on the one hand, that they attempt to work with all family members equally; on the other hand, they testify acknowledged that most clients are women. As Anat, a social worker in from a department in a low-income rural communitydepartment, describes her work this way:
Interviewer: How do you see, in your perception and in the field, the place of fathers in your work as a family social worker?
Interviewee: Iin general, they are full partners. Like, they're partners and [if] they're freeavailable, they're welcome. We do not close the door. The problem is that most of them are at work, when they work, if they're in the picture at all. We have many singleolo mothers.	Comment by Author: Yes?	Comment by Author: OK?
Anat makes claims similar to those made in Outline for Family Social Worker Interventionthe outline: the services welcome both fathers and mothers, but fathers tend not to accept this invitation. Fathers' absence is due to their reluctance to approach the services.	Comment by Author:  Yet this is not the reason for their absence; she claims it is because the programs are scheduled when they are at work. Please reword this paragraph which implies that they choose not to be involved when they actually cannot be because they are working.
However, looking into social workers' work routines leads one to question the what they mean when they use the meaning of the phrase 'father engagement.' In most cases, even when social workers claim they are 'engaging' fathers, this does not indicate result in an equal role for fathers and mothers. Even when workers include fathers in the intervention, they: fathers often receive play a secondary role in interventions. 
As will be demonstratedshown later in this section, below, workers tend to build the intervention around a 'primary contact person' (PCP), with whom they have most  as one of the research participants defines the role. Most of the social workers' contact is with this person, and contact with the other parent is much less common. While Although this primary contact person can theoretically be of any gender, it is a role reserved almost exclusively for mothers.
The assumption of that the primary contact person is the mother is typically left implicit, as because the professional ethos is that of equal treatment of both parents. However, workers sometimes uncover itmake it explicit. , As as Moshe, a child protection worker in a department in a a middle-class urban departmentcommunity, statesrelates:
We always have the… In each family under our care, so, they tell you who's the significant contact person,. sSo, the significant contact person [in the described case] is the mother, so with the father there was this introductionatory meeting to know who he is.
However, inIn most cases the PCP assumption is left implicit. It surfaces through through several mechanisms: the organizational preference for mother-oriented programs; first, the nature of father engagement, in which focused on engaging  fathers are involved only in 'complicated' or 'fundamental' situations; second, the organizational preference to mother-oriented programs; and last, the focus on fathers only in the absence or disfunction dysfunction of mothers.	Comment by Author:  The order of these mechanisms was changed to reflect the order in the text.	Comment by Author:  Do you mean those that involve the fundamental survival of the family unit or the health and well-being of the children?
Organizational Preference for Mothers: 'We're in contact with whoever is in contact with us’ .'
Although family social work necessarily involves working with multiple clients in each case—parents, children, other relatives, and sometimes educational professionals—most family social workers find it important to One of the most basic manifestations of the PCP assumption is that workers find it vital to have one person they can work with primarily in each family, but not to work with all family members. Tamar, a worker in a department in a high-income urban departmentcommunity, describes how she decides who is she working withwho that primary contact will be:
Once there's a figure that's more in contact with us it's something that's reciprocal! I mean, it's not that I can't address him and make a phone call, but I have less of a talk with him, like… I don't have, he doesn't see fit to…. And many times he mightcan say ‘ – ask my wife’ or something like that.	Comment by Author:  I suggest including the sentences before this conversation as well, in which I am assuming she explains why that primary contact is the mother. This will provide more context for her statement here.
Michal, a department manager and family worker in a DSS in a rural, high-income departmentcommunity, describes how the starting point of interventions dictates this work pattern:
In most of the cases, unless there's some info on risk for children, most applications are the family's initiative. So we're in touch with whoever contacts us, actually. Usually the ones contacting us are the mothers, not the fathers. We willaspire more and more aspire for contact with the fathers but it doesn't really happen in, I'll call it an excuse. In the excuse that the father works, [it is] that he couldn't arrivecome, I [the mother] am more available, I'm more, I can come more.	Comment by Author: OK as edited?	Comment by Author: Replace with ‘…’?
Both Tamar and Michal describe they're focustheir focus in  work with on mothers in their work more as an outcomea result of the preference of the families themselves, choosing the mother as the contact person. Implici and of mothers’ greater availability. Implicit in this reasoning is that having primary while contact with only one person in a family is necessary to conduct an intervention, ; contact with other family members is favorable beneficial but not necessaryessential. This is the embodiment of the assumption of the single contact person.
Fathers’ engagement necessary in complex situations
As discussed above, in routine situations, workers work exclusively or primarily with whoever initiates the department's application –, who is mostly usually the mothers. Not lessJust as indicative of the difference different of roles between of mothers and fathers and of the PCP assumption of the PCP is the pattern of contacting fathers only in complex or problematic situations.; . Family social workers seem to involve they approach fathers only when interventions reach a critical point. This is how Michal explains indescribes the difference between those what situations where she approaches fathers and those in which she works only with mothers:
[I approach fathers] If things are more fundamental, like family therapy, and less the economic or monetary parts,— like after-school activities, or clothing for the children, or other matters;, there it's less relevant to meet the father. I'm OK with talking only to the mother, and I get a picture general sense of the family. When it's actually concerning therapy, and in fundamental issues, like child protection, there the father has, of course, one hundred percent100%, I say that each parent has one hundred percent100% influence on the children, so it's not even a question.
Michal stresses the importance of engaging fathers –— but only in situations she sees as fundamentalcritically important. In day to dayroutine situations, she is content to work with mothers only. 
Another pattern of fathers' differential engagement is starting beginning the intervention with only just the involvement of the mother and then recruiting the father only when deemed necessary. Oshrat, a worker in a DSS in an ultra-orthodoxOrthodox, low-income departmentcommunity, unveils reveals her perception of father engagement while describing a case she is currently contending withworking on:
Say, we have a mother whose's cooperating all the time, and now we want to transfer a child from one institution to another, and he has some difficulties with this […] so a mother is one thing, but I am going to invite the father and tell him— – 'we're going to do this together.' It's very important that [the child] hears both voices.
Oshrat describes her routine work with the mother as satisfying –— until the intervention 'has some difficulties’.' When the situation gets complicated, Oshrat feels the need plans to recruit involve the father so as to better reach and help the child better. Hanna, from the same department as Oshrat, refers to a similar pattern when describing her work procedure with separated parents:
Interviewee: As a single mother she can tell me – —I want to open a case, I won't start inviting the father. She's the one managing this unit. But when significant decisions have to be made like sending a child to a boarding school, or Intervention Planning Committees in general, we invite the father even if they're divorced.	Comment by Author:  Footnote deleted; its content has been incorporated into the text.
	Interviewer: but But until then, up to this junctionpoint….
Interviewee: not Not in the intake [meeting]. If the father really does not live inside the house, and the mother comes to open the case, and she's managing the familyis unit of the family, then no, we won't make efforts to locate the father at this stage. Only later, when there are decisions [to be made]. It's not like we're making decisions at the intake.
Hanna refers to the committees, specifically to the Intervention Planning Committee,  ('Va'adot Tichnun Tipul Ve'haaracha'),as a junctionthe group that makes where essential decisions regarding the intervention are taken,; when the case is brought to that committee, that and therefore as ais the point where fathers have to be engaged. The Intervention Planning Committees, are a central element in the Israeli child protection system. They,  have the authority to recommend an interverntion plan, including allocating resources to such plans when needed or to initiateing a process for a court-mandated out- of- home placement.
 These committees are mandated by regulation, and contain comprise the family social worker, the child protection officer, and additional social workers and other professionals relevant to the case. The participation of both parents is mandatory, and the committeethe committee cannot meet cannot take place if one of the parents is missing and have has not signed a waiver:
The committee shall not meet without the participation of the parents. The parents are the legal and natural guardians of the children, and they have parental rights and obligations. As a rule, in cases of separated/divorced parents, the meeting will also be held in the presence of both parents. (Article 17A, Regulation 8.9, Social Work Regulations).
Because of these Workers hold These committees’ to be a central decision-making point,powers, and manysocial workers are legally mandated to ensure that fathers participate in them. see the importance of recruiting fathers specifically before them.The weight workers give to recruiting fathers cannot be separated from the mandatory requirement for father presence in these committees. The workers' insistence on recruiting fathers for the committees stems from the legal requirement. However, as demonstrated above,Yet most workers describe this this duty not only as a legal obligation but also as a chance to recruit increase fathers’ engagement, thereby enabling and provide better solutions for children (although some participants regarded this obligation as a bureaucratic burden).
The obligation to recruit fathers for the committees demontstrates simultaneously both the potential of promoting father engagement through regulations and its limitations. On the positive side, the mandating mandate for fathers’ father participation in the committee leads many workers to create a substantial connection with fathers, usually for the first time. However, this effect is limited to the mandatory requirement and does not seem to propagate spread to other aspects of the intervention, stressing the limited effectivity of regulatory action.	Comment by Author:  This seems to directly contradict the last sentence of the paragraph above. I suggest providing an interview excerpt to support this statement or else delete it.
Father’s engagement in cases of the mother's absence or disfunctiondysfunction
In some cases, fathers played a central role in the interventions, and we askedAnother indication of the pattern of prioritizing a PCP arises from examining interventions where fathers did take a central place. During the interview, each worker  workers were asked to recount examples of cases in which fathers were involved to a high degree. In almost all casesAlmost every time, the workers described cases where the mother was absent or incapable. As XX , a family worker from a DSS in an ultra-orthodoxOrthodox, low-income, urban departmentcommunity, recounts::	Comment by Author:  Please supply a name here.
Where there's more contact with the father and not with the mother, it's because it's a mother with postpartum depression, or she's using drugs, or she's diagnosed with some mental disorder and she's not in remission, but usually it's with the mothers, less with the fathers.
Lian, a team leader and family social worker from a DSS in a Palestinian-Israeli low-income rural departmentcommunity, answers the question about engaged fathers this way:
Interviewer: HaveDid you haved a case with father engagement?
Interviewee: Sure, of course there are. There's a case where the mother has cancer, and the father is always in contact with us regarding the woman and the children. He even comes here more than the woman. The woman, —I think that because of her illness she can't come.
Thus, most of the examples that workers give of engaged fathers are where the mother is not functioning, ill, or missing. This tendency uncovers—which reveals the workers’ the reliance on a single contact person. This person is regularly usually the mothers, and workers seek to engage fathers only when mothers are not available, and the need for an alternative primary contact person arises.
Sources of the Primary Contact Person Assumption
This project's designchoice of method –— an organizational ethnography—i – is less suited to uncovering the origins of the primary contact person assumption than to describe it, because of its due to its unhistoric nature, focus ing on the current organizational situation and not on past developments. However, one phenomenon arisinginterview trend may reveal the reason for the PCP assumption: from the findings may begin describing these sources:  the difficulties that workers describe in working with both parents. When asked to relate todiscuss cases in which they worked with both parents, workers usually describe it the interventions as as effective –  but also as consuming their resources, especially their time. This is how Michal, from a DSS in a high-income suburban departmentcommunity, describes such a case:
It was a very, very complex case. , and we always insisted on hearing them both. It was draining. Listen, today, in retrospect, I don't know how I could, onfor each event, to  open it to both of them. I don't know. It took two people […] it took two people and sometimes three and sometimes our secretary was involved in this too. We had to, around the clock, to check what was really happeninged in these cases.	Comment by Author: OK as edited?
Michal stresses the hardship difficulties of working with two parents and the extensive human resources required.  Moshe, from a DSS in a high-income urban departmentcommunity, relates specifically todiscusses the needed resources and to their the problems caused when they are not available. In this case, absence, as he describes a case in which tthe father was essential, on the one hand, and but was hard to reach on the other:
So really, it was quite a feat. It really wasn't simple. [The father] was a focus, he was very important, it didn't work, [the intervention] was stuck for so many years, and here, somehow, we made some contact with him. Can I say there's the availability and the time and the procedures to do it? Not at all. Parents are very… fathers are very important, and they are also very destructive many times, they aren't our contact persons.
Several points arise from Moshe’s account. First, heHe sees not only the great importance in working with fathers; second, he sees but also the difficulty in doing so. Moreover, he connects the lack of organizational resources to the inability to work with fathers. In Moshe's accountinterview, we can see, on the one both hand, the difficulty of working with fathers –— specifically, their 'destructiveness' – —and on the other, its importance.
Thus, even workers like Michal and Moshe that who identify the importance of working with fathers , like Michal and Moshe, see the complexity of doing so and identify the lack of organizational resources as a barrier. Interestingly enough, in both cases described above, the workers describe father engagement both as crucial to promoting a complex intervention, on the one hand, but and as difficult and challenging, on the other.
Discussion: from the primary contact personcarer assumption to the mother-based intervention
The previous section has outlined the nature of the PCP Assumption assumption and its manifestations and outcomes. We have demonstratedIt showed how social workers in Israel perceive interventions as focused around a PCP, how this perception manifests in work procedures and routines of the departments of social servicesDSSs, and how those lead to either to the exclusion of fathers or their marginalization from within the interventions or to their marginalization within it. 	Comment by Author:  I suggest deleting this because you did not show any outcomes, in terms of effectiveness of treatment or child well-being.
The PCP assumption draws attention to the structural and organizational characteristics of the family social work services. When discussing the causes of for the absence of fathers from social work interventions, this explanation article focuses focused not on gendered perceptions of social workers, fathers, and mothers or the general public,; instead, but instead it focuses on work procedures and routines that are, at least, on the explicit level,explicitly, gender-neutral. At least, at face value,: these procedures and routines do not contain specify a preference for working with mothers rather than with fathers' preference over fathers. Theybut only  contain a preference for working with a single person, without stating this person's gender.
As discussed above, eExisting research on the role of social workers in exacerbating father absence in general, specifically on social workers' role in this absencein interventions, has mainly focused on cultural causes, specifically on female social workers’ lack of therapeutic knowledge of social workers male clients and their dispositions towards fathers. These explanations are cultural because they turn touse broader cultural perceptions regarding gender roles to explain fathers' exclusion.
At first glance, the focus of the PCP assumption’s focus on the organizational level may seem contradictory to the existing literature's focus on cultural aspects. Attributing father absence to organizational factors can be seen as limiting the effect of cultural ones. However, a more in-depth look shows that, rather than contradicting each other, the cultural and organizational explanations complement each other. Focusing on the PCP assumption alone does not explain why this PCP is almost exclusively the mother. On the other handNor does, focusing on cultural explanations alone does not account for the high rate of father absence or its persistence in the face of changing cultural norms. Combining these explanations solves these two problems: t.
The primary contact person assumption receives its gendered character from the cultural causes of father absence. 
Because ofBased on the PCP assumption, social workers contact a single person per family. However, choosing the mother as this contact person originates in cultural causes. When choosing a primary contact personthe PCP, the workers prefers the mother because they see her as a more competent parent, because she they finds it easier to identify with her, because she isthey are concerned about the father being violent, or for any other cultural explanation. Thus, the workers' cultural tendencies lead them to choose the mother as the PCP, thus thereby giving this assumption its gendered character.
On the other handConversely, the PCP explains the prevalence and persistence of cultural explanations. The focus on a single contact person per family aggravates and reinforces cultural perceptions and biases. Theoretically, the decision to work with either parent should not be colored by bias or cultural norms; workers should be as likely to work with fathers as with mothers. But in the real world, The implicit assumption behind cultural explanations is that the decision not to work with the father is independent and based on the worker's willingness to engage with him. However, the PCP uncovers assumption reveals that the choice not to work withto work with one parent the father is not unrelated to working withlimits working with the motherother parent. When working with Thereforea primary contact person, the choicechoosing to work with the father means the worker cannot interact with the mother: it is a choice to prefer him over the mother. Father engagement seems to come at the expense of mothers, creating a zero-sum- game (Featherstone [, 2010] disucssed discussed a similar issue).	Comment by Author:  I suggest either describing that issue or deleting this phrase.
As Bythe PCP forcesforcing workers to choose between fathers and mothers, it the PCP assumption aggravates exacerbates existing prejudices and biases. Even a small preference for mothers on the cultural level will translate to a substantial –— indeed, as our data showws, almost exclusive –— preference in field practice. That This is happens because when PCP forces the choice of a primary contact person, a small difference in preference will translate to choosing the mother in the vast majority of cases, in a similar pattern to what theories of statisticalhow people’s prejudices discrimination describe regardingtranslate into workforce gender discrimination (Fang & Moro, 2011).
Together, tThe interaction of the cultural and the structural creates the mother mother-based intervention: its discussed above. the organizing principle of the mother-based intervention is that services are structured around the assumption thatcentrality of mothers stand at the center ofin family-oriented interventions. The roots of this assumption can be found in the interaction of the PCP on the structural level and gendered biases on the cultural level, as discussed above.
Indeed, thisThis interaction may provide a clue regarding both to the sources of the mother-based Mother Based Intervention and its resistance to change.  As discussed  aboveearlier, our data does not provide a historical explanation for the emergence of the PCP assumption. However, a plausible explanation is that PCP it originated in past earlier periods when mothers' preference role as carers caregivers was more prevailing dominant and explicit. During theWhen the formation of the social work profession, developed in the mid-twentieth century, mothers were seen as holding sole responsibility for the care of their children. During this period, designing the services around a primary (if not a single) contact person was a logical consequence of then-updatedthose professional perceptions.
In the late 20th and early 21sttwentieth and early twenty-first centurycenturies, gendered perceptions regarding parents' caring responsibilities have changed considerably, moving in the direction of towards a more egalitarian division of care (Lewis, 2001). These changes should serve to un-gender the PCP assumption. However, these changes failed to manifest in fathers' involvement in social services because the mother- based intervention has beenremains entrenched already as the preferred intervention method in social work. The changes served to the un-gendering of PCP, through the claim that the contact person can be of any gender. However, asAs shown aboveearlier, the interaction of the PCP with structural elements prevents the un-gendering of the Mother-Based Intervention.process in family social work.
That family social work is still guided by this intervention method is supported by its similar high prevalence A reinforcement to the resilience of PCP in the face of cultural changes can be found in its prevalence throught in the various cultural contexts included in this study. As mentioned aboveearlier, the departments DSSs included in this project represented a variety of Israeli cultures  - : Jewish Ultraultra-Orthodox, Palestinian, low low-income rural towns ('Ayeret Pituach'), and high high-income urban areas, and more. Despite the differences in the way different cultures in Israel perceive fatherhood (Strier, 2015), our research have did not found find substantial differences in the prevalence of PCPengagement of fathers between these departments. Therefore, one may assume that the PCP and its preference for mothers prevails despite changes in cultural norms regarding fatherhood, and that the relation between cultural norms and father absence from the social services is not that of direct influence, but is rather more complex.	Comment by Author:  Please explain or delete this material in parentheses.
Conclusion
The question leading this paper was in what waysTo answer the question of how does the organization of the social services affects the inclusion of fathers in family-oriented social work interventions. To answer this question, we have introduced the primary contact person assumption –: the tendency of social services services to focus on a single person as the contact person in each household. In family social work, that person is 
In the findings section, we have shown how routine work is focused on one contact person – almost exclusively the mother. Fathers are considered to be significant only in vital decision points in the intervention process or when mothers are absent or unavailable. Thus, fathers receive have a secondary place in the intervention process.
In the discussion section, we have connected tThe PCP assumption, which operates on the structural level, interacts with factors operating on the cultural level . We have shown how the interaction of these two levels createto create s the mother-based intervention –: the social services' tendency to work primarily with mothers and to sideline fathers. Although policies, guidelines, and best practices stress the gender neutrality of interventions, work in the field engages mothers primarily, as a result 
Focusing on the organizational level, we have addressed a gap in existing research that focuses on personal attitudes, perceptions, and tendencies of social workers, fathers, and mothers. As we have stressed, the organizational focus is not posed as an alternative to personal or cultural explanations but rather supplements them.
Thus, the focus on the organizational level allows the expansion of the discussion on fathers' low engagement from the social services and the identification of complex exclusion mechanisms,  that incorporating incorporate both structural and cultural elements. While explicit statements both in formal writing and by workers stress the gender-neutrality of interventions, are findings uncover the preference for mothers.
On the policy level, the main conclusion that may be taken from this study is that the engagement and inclusion of fathers inclusion should be a continuous, service-wide effort. Current attempts to engage fathers tend to focus on specialized father-oriented programs  (Seesee, for example, Sicouri et al., 2018; Zhang, Scourfield, Cheung, & Sharland, 2018), but this focus neglects the routine intervention process, which forms the central part of the interventionwork.
While this paperAlthough this article provides a novel insight into the impact of organizational factors on fathers’ exclusion's exclusion from social work interventions, organizational side, it does so in a preliminary way. We have presented a As a qualitative case study on family social work in Israel – and as a case study,, its scope is limited by itsand requires expansion. 
First, this paper has focusedfocus on a the specific (although central) field – mainlyof family social workers. Other areas of social work with families and children may show a different pattern of organizational interaction with fathers, and further research is needed in a more diversified setting. In addition, it is limited by its Israeli focus. 
More importantly, the Israeli focus of this paper presents a limitation. As described above, research on Although father engagement in Israeli social services presents patterns similar to those described in other welfare systems. , However, due tobecause of the substantial international variation  in the organization of welfare services, the our conclusions of this paper cannot be seen asmay not be applicable to welfare systems worldwide, but. Rather, it offers a framework for further study, focusing on different welfare systems and, preferably, on comparative research.	Comment by Author:  I would add a concluding sentence that despite these limitations, you think this is worthy of further study and the benefits that would come from that research.
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