
Can the Non-Violent Resistance Approach be Child-Focused? 
 
 

A few years ago I was introduced to Non-Violent Resistance by Peter Jakob1 while 
working in a Multi-agency Children’s and Families service. While recognising the 
approach to be helpful, I was aware of a nagging personal reluctance to fully embrace the 
ideas, feeling that in supporting the parents in resisting their child’s unwanted behaviour I 
could inadvertently be encouraging ‘child-blaming’ rather than being ‘child-focused’ as I 
intended, (at the time I was studying Child-focused Systemic Practice) . In an attempt to 
resolve this dilemma I chose the question above for my Masters Dissertation. I undertook 
a qualitative study which identified a number of interesting ‘themes’  relating to the 
language used in NVR when describing violent young people and also what it means to 
be ‘child-focused’ which has been published2 .  
 
A ‘war’ theme  emerged from the NVR text3, in which the violent child is described as a 
powerful strategist intent on societal domination, with the aim of frightening parents into 
helplessness, and/or to provoking the parents into counter-violence which gives 
justification to their own actions. When this theme surprisingly appeared I understood my 
unease when using the approach, especially in relation to the assumed innocence of 
‘childhood’.  While the ‘war’ theme is dominant in the section of text analysed, an 
alternative ‘family values’ theme emerged, in which the young person is seen as being 
capable of showing and receiving love, and of having positive tendencies. The 
recognition of these themes has enabled me to focus more on this ‘family values’ theme, 
especially when talking with other professionals, enabling the approach to sit more 
comfortably within the framework of UK child services. 
 
Recent developments in the use of NVR (Omer and Jakob, personal communication) 
have focused on the need for ‘reconciliation gestures’ after every ‘act of resistance’; and 
also on helping parents acknowledge and address their child’s ‘unmet needs’ through 
‘reconciliation work’.  This fits in with ideas of what it can mean to be ‘child-focused’ 
which emerged from the research, which included the concepts of parents at least 
‘hearing the child’s voice’ and of bringing the child into the room ‘virtually’ in parent-
only sessions. This approach resonates well with me, and also with the words of a focus 
group member from the research, who said:  
 
‘The parents are the parents, still the parents, and encourage that role because a child 
needs the parents more than the child needs a therapist’. 
 

                                                 
1 Jakob, P. (2006). Bringing Non-violent Resistance to Britain Context, 84, 36-38 
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