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the Johannesburg Board of Cheriti:z<*, the Probation Office and
the Children's Aid Socizty. By Lhe early 1940's other agencies
had been incorporated into the progromme, for example, the

Men:@al Health Society of the Witwatersraond, the Rand Aid

Assiciation, the Socicl Services Association, the Y¥:-cial Affairs
Department of the Johannesburg Munic.pality, the Johannesburg

o
Child Guidonce Clinic and the Queen Victoria Maternity Hospital.3'

e et Tt

The FWC clso explored new avenues as possible placements
for students. In 1948 for example, she approached the Tronsvosl
Memorial Hospital for children to enquire whether final year :
students could work there. As there was no social worker cn |
the staff at the time she suggestec “hat Tir. Gordon of the John
Grcy Community Health (zntre Staflf and ‘ionorary Tutor at the
University, could supervise the studen‘s, but in fact she paved
the way for the appoiniment of a social worker at the Hospital
itsolf by outlining what tasks could be undertoken by such a

person,

* Miss I. Ftheridge o’ the Johanneshurg Municipality kindly
supplied the following informaticn about this body: "In
1926 the Provincial Administration enacted the Charitable
Institutions (Contr>l) Ordinance under which was appointed,
at first by the Administrator of the Transvoal and from
1941 to 1951 by the Minister of Social Welfare, the old
statutory Johonnesburg Board of Charities subsequently
known as the Johannesburg Weifare Board.  This was at
first an active bady which vas responsible for many
progressive measures .n Johonneshurg, such as the setting
up of the first Cocse Register, encouraging the University
to found u Suci 'l Science Department and the City Council
to estubiish its S.cial Welfare Department.”  One of its
founders, Mr. u.L. iHlardy was resoonsible for establishing
the non-statutory S cial Welfare Committee on which every
welfare orgarisation in the city was entitled to
representotion.
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Contact betwaen the FWC ond the staff of the agencies used
for practical training was maintained in various ways.  Stoff
from some of the ugencies were invited to give lectures at the
University from timz to time althouvgh they were not accorded
the status of honorary tuters. The FWC also visited the agencies

periodically ond served on the Boaids cf a number of them.41

In 1960, the FWC drew up o document entitled "Details of
Practical Training in Social Work" which provides valuable
inforn tion on how the Wits. field work programme operated in
practice at that time. The oagencies used for plucements were
listed as follows:

Union Department of Social Welfore and Pensions

Provincial Hospitols including gereral hospitals

(Europeun and Non-European); and maternity,

children's and psychiatric hospitals,

City Health Department (Tuberculosis Section)

City Porks and Community Survices Depariment

City Non-Europecan Affoiis Department

Yoluntary welfare agencies, including -

Child Welfare Society

Mental Health Scciety

Child Guidance Clinic

Rand Aid Association

Cripples Care Association

Society to help Civilian Blind

S.A. Association of Youth Clubs etc.

In describing supervisory practices ir these agencies, the
FWC stated that the quality ond nature of tihw supervision were
not uniform, Both individual and group supervision wvere

provided, ond the document continucd:
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Arrangements are flexible and voxried.  Apart frem
attendonce at case discussions, staff meetings or
programme plonning discussions and periodic
discussions with o senior member of staff, much o~
the supervision is carried out on an informal
basis. ... It is our belief that co-operation between
the University and the ogencies is of greater
importance thaa any fixed provisions for supervision,
and we are grotified at the interest shown in the
supervision of our students. ... I do not know
whether it is pcssible or desirable to ottempt to lay
down hord and fast rules for supervision. What seems
to be important is that supervisors should have an
understanding of inter-personal relationships as well
as proficiency in their work and that we should
endegvour to help studente to adapt tc and learn from
different types of experience. 42

As far as meetings of Supervisors are concerned, the FWC
first arranged such a gathering at the University in May, 1958.
This was uttended by 21 representatives of the various
organisations providing practical training for social work
students and had the stated purpose of finding out "whether
there could be closer co-operation between the University and
social work and other personnel directly concerned with the
practical truining of students"d3 and of promoting discussion

of common problems.

This meeting was followed in 1959 by a one waek course on
"Supervision in Sociol Work™ organised by Professor Wagner and
Dr. T. Seawright for supervisors of staff and students in sociol

work agencies.

The course was planncd os a team effort ond the lecturers

and group leoders were drawn from the disciplines of clinicel

psychology, psycho-arclysis and psychiatry as well as sociol work,

After the Conference, the papers delivered were publishad

. . . 44
in a duplicoted booklet entitled "Supervision in Social Work.?

o
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Arising out of this course, o number of weekly discussion
groups for supervisors were organised in 1959 and 1960. These
ware under ihe leadership of Dr. Julian Kotz, at that time
Medical Director of the Johonnesburg Child Guidance Clinic, and
Mr. R. Gluckman, clinical psychologist at Tara Hospital, and

participants paid a fee for attending.

In the ensuing years the FWC periodically arranged
informal meetings which were attended by cose supervisors and
other staff members from field instruction centres. The
discussion certred around the training programme und difficulties
which arose. One meeting hcld early in 1963 emphosised the
importance of close communication between the FWC, the ogency,
the supervisor and the student and noted that it was imperative
to provide suporvisors with details of the students® syllabus

ond individual characteristics.

From Ociober 1966, annual end-of-year meetings of supervisors

and agency executives from field instruction centres were

instituted on a formal basir The 1966 meeting expressed the

vic. *hat

contact and conmunication between studert and agency
supervisor through the medium of the Superviscr of

Field Work was important to ensure the integration of
theory and practice. It was decided that the

Supervisor of Field Work interview individually all

third and fourth year students after the completion
of their practical traoining in ogencies, and thereafter
discuss any general issues pertaining to student 44
training with the supervisors in all training agencies.

This was a significant statement in tha' it represented
a mondate from the agencies to the FWC to develop her role in
the future as a focilitator of communication between agency,

student ond University.
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At the meeting hel” in October 1947, o senior member of

‘he University administration, Professor S.P. Jackson, Deputy
Vice-Choncellor of the University gave a welcoming oddress in
which he thanked the agency representatives for "their invaluable
contribution to the student training progromme in social work."47
This was the first time since the inception of such meetings
that ithe University Administration had played an active part

in recognising the extent to which community welfare organisation

participated in the curriculum for the B.A.(Social Work).

On the lst April, 1968, the University were hosts at a
morning coffee party given at the Women's Residence on the Campus
for senior sociaol work staff of all agencies and organisations
participating in the field work progromme. This too represented
increased recognitior on the port of the University cuthorities
of the contribution made by these agencies and facilitated the
cultivation of cordial working relationships between the FWC's

and the agencies.

At the 1968 Annual meeling of supervisors and agency
executives, the FWC gave a short talk on supervision and much
discussion followed on the nature of the process and the
necessity for introducing troining courses for supervisors.

This led to the introduction of seminars for supervis.rs in 1969,
and the drafting of the Guides to Field Instruction Centres
which specified the School's requirements for the fisld instruction

of its students.

In November, 1968, the Director of Studies of the School
of Social Work attended a meeting at Tara Hospital to discuss
the possibility of affording teaching stotus to poro-medical

staff in teaching hospitals of the Provincial Hospital

N e i
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Administration, as was already the case with medical staff and
physicists. Mr. Glyn Thomas, Academic Adviser to the Office of
the Principal at Wits. acknowledged the need to recognise dual
functions when teaching services weve rendered by persons outside
the University staff and suggested that honorary University
status should be accorded to people in such a position. However,

as Director of Studies of the School, Dr. BrUmmer expressed the
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view that the per capita basis of payment for supervisory services

rendered net the case effectively as far as the School of Sociel

Work was concerned, and therefore no change was contemplated at

thut time.48

4,7 The Field Work Consultant's Practices and Procedures
in relation te studonts reczeiving field instruction
in community weltare organisations

When Dr, F. Brlimmer as Research Officer of the new State
Department of Social Welfare visited training institutions
offering courses for social workers in 1938, he reported
favourably on the University of Stellenbosh and one or two other
Universities. His reports un :these institutions provide an
indication of what the Department of Social Welfare st that time
regarded as the various components which should mc r up the role

of an adequate field work consultant. Relevant points are:

Cultivating co-operation with outside agencies and

keeping in cluse touch with them.

Providing strong supervision and guidance for the

practical work.

Discussing cases and problems in field work in seminars

with groups of students.

Giving students individual interviews regularly in
order to discuss cases, keep in touch with the students’

progress and give advice in a tactful monner about the
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students' general behaviour and other personal
characteristics which could influence her work

as a social worker.

He therefore advocated close contoct between the FWC and
students in connection with their practical work. However, this
seems to have been a relatively neglected dimension of the FWC's

rolc¢ at the University of the Witwatersrand until 1968 and 1969.

ST TN RTEY T T

Individual interviews were held with students from time
to time, for example, when placements were being orranged, as
these were done on the basis of student preferences wherever
possible. In the late 1950's and eorly 1960's students were
helped to decide on their prefercnces by the oractice of iaviting
agency personnel to give a lecture ot the University to third
year students on the work of their particular ogencies.so At
the first meeving of Supervisors which took place at the
University in 1958, it was agreed that in the case of certain
agencies of a specialised nature, for example, the Johannesburg
Child Guidance Clinic, th.: FWC should arrange for the agency
to interview students who wished to receive practical training
there prior to plaocement, However, in general, the policy at
Wits. sec s to have been to use student preference as the

starting-point for placement in field instruction centres.

T v s ey o, T
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At tiu-s during the period under review, the FWC would
also have individual interviews with students just prior to
their plucements in order to prepare them for work in the
ogencies.SI'sz However, there does not seem to have been an
on-going process of communication between ithe FWC ond individual

students in relotion to their field instruction experience.
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The policy in relation to showing students their
evaluation reports also szems to have been unclear. In the
mid-1960 s it seems that the FWC initioted the policy of
allowing students to read their reports at the University,5
but prior to this, students were as a rule only shown their

evaluation reports if trouble hod orisen during the placement,

and not because this was o logical step in a continuous learning
pricess, VYery often, when interviews were held between the FWC
and students, these were crisis-oriented and occurred when

serious problems had cropped up during o placement.

There does not appear to have beer a close association
between the FWC, students and agency supervisors. If and when
the FWC visited agencies to discuss placements, the students

seem not tc have been infoimed of this as a general rule.

Class discussion of case material from the agencies
however does seem to have been a feature of the relationship
between ithe FWC and the students for most of the period under
review., In the early 1940's students were expected to write
full reports vn their placements, which were discussed in class;
loter in that decade ligison was facilitoted by inviting social
workers from the agencies to leud case discussions with third
and fourth year students at th» University for which they wer
paid o nominal fee:55 at the first meeting of supervisors held
at the University in 1958, = decision was token which sonctioned
the discussion of cuse material in class provided all identif/ing
data were excluded. The purpose of such closs discussions
woul i be to help students with difficulties in integrating theory
and proctice.56 Thioughout the period under review, these case
discussions with the FWC tended to focus on the intellectual
aspects of practice, and from 1954 onwards group discussions

with o clinical psychologist were arranged by the University to




e ek ke PV DALt 5 V0 ey

135

to aid finol-year students with the more personal, emotiongl

aspects of their professionol development.

4.8 Summary of Trends

When social work education was introduced at the University
of the Witwatersrand in 1937, the field work compouaent was not
initiﬁlly given sufficient emphasis,  Community welfare
organisations were used to provide practical training but the
situation was unsatisfactory in terms of equipping graduates
for professional practice in posts subsidised by the Deportment
of Sociol Welfare. The situation wos improved in 1939 by the
appeintment of o temporary assistant to deal with the practical
training of students, This post was converted into o junior A
leciureship in 1942 and a lectureship in 1945, The incumbents
of these posis ho. .uring commitrents as well as responsibility
for field work, but developments occurred in the field work
curriculum nevertheless. Noteworthy were the introduction of
evaluation outlines for reports on students' practical work and
the importent role played by the Community Health Centire
(University of the Witwotersrand) in the field work programme.
Throughout Phase One in the historical aevelopment of the Wits.
course Las defined in the previous chapter) the regulations for
the degree made reference to procticul troining and this remained

the cose until 1949,

From 1947 to 1956 the University published no syllabus
detgils in its Calencar. Therefore, from 1950 when the regulations
ceased to rafer to field ~ork as a requirement, until 1957 when
the published syllabus cgain described the rules reloting to
practical treining, the University calendare contained no
reference to field work. This compcnent reappeared in the

regulaticns in 1961.
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During the second phase nf the history of the degree,
from 1947 io 1967, its naome changed from Bochelor of Arts in
Social Studies to Bachelor of Arts in Social Work(1956) and the
theoretical curriculum underwent important developments. Progress
was made in the recognition of the field work component. Apart
from the inclusion of field work in the regulations, o post
entitled *Supervisor of Field Work" was created, and sporadic

courses and meetings for supervisors were held. On the whole

however contact between the FWC and supervisors was informal
and irregular, and neither was there on-going communication end

contact between the FWC ard individual students.

Towards the end of Phase Two, annual meetings for supervisors
were introduced and the University Administration began to give
increased recognitinn to the contributicr of community welfare
organisations to the education of social work students. With
the advent of the School of Social Work, the field work stoff
was expanded, guides to field instruction centres were drawn up,

contact with students intensificd and seminars for supervisors

organised. Remuneration for field instruction services was
also introduced, payment being made to ogencies on the basis ~
the number of days worked by individual students. Prior <
this, the only agency which had received payment from the
University was the .Jonannesburg Child Guidance Clinic which from
1948 was given an aanual grant of RS00 for training students.
This agency was therefore exempted from the per capita payment,
and o second exception was made in the case of WITSCO which clso

received a lump sum payment for services rendered to the Uriversity.

At the end of the period under review therefore, that is, the
end of 1967, the field work component in the curriculum was
poised on the brink of full maturity. The appointment cf a

full-time staff member to act solely as field work consultant
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with the assistance of the junior field instructor hecalded o
period of further expansion in which the field wcrk progromme
was placed under the administration of a Committee of ihree
stoff members, the Field Instruction Committee of the School

of Sccial Work, which meets frequently and reports to the staff
periodically, and ir which provision was made in the regulations
for the degree Bachelor of Arts in Social Work for the formol
quontitative ossessnent of students' performance in the field
and for the inclusion of these marks in the students' final

exominution marks.
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Part IIT

Aspects of the Field Instruction Progromme
at the University of the Witwatersrand
1968-1969 and Implicotions for the Role of
the Field Work Consultant.
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CHAPTER 5

FUNDAMENTAL POLICY DECISIONS IN FIELD INSTRUCTION:
GENERAL CONTEXT OF THE FIELD WORK CONSULTANT'S ROLE

Field instiuction is an integral part of social work
education and it is therefore important for schools of social
work to define their policy with regard to this area of the
curriculum.  While the 1959 Curriculum Study of the Council
on Social Work Education in the United States made some proposals
about field work it did not concern itself with this issue in any
depth, One writer in fact hos commented that the study left field
instruction "unstudied and unresolved“l and it has only been in
the subsequent decade that Schools of Sociel Work in the United
States have givai concentrated attention to this question and
have undertaken a limited number of empirical research projects

ir. this area.*®

Schubert writing in 1965 differentiated between t .o types
of policy decisions which schools should make about their fleld
instruction programmes. On the one hand, there are fundamental

policy decisions which relate to questions such as the following:

1, Should the educational emphasis in field work be an skill
in practice or on knowledge about practice? In either case how

many methods should be included?

2 Should class and field courses have shareo content and
objectives or are there certain objectives which are unigue to

field instruction?

3. What should be the time distribution between class and
field, both in terms of guantity and spacing? This introduces

the question of block und concurrent field work.

*See tor eromple work by Margoret Schubert, Sales and Navarre,
Sheldon Rose listed in Bibliography.
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4, Who should be responsible for field teaching, school or
agency based instructors? How many placements should ecch
student have during euch year of the course?

Subsidiary decisions relate to asvects of field instruction
such as the following:
1. Amount and timing of orientation of students to agency.
2. Timing of assignments that involve ossumption of professional
responsibility,
3. Selection of wssignments.
4, Number of assignments.
5. Expectations of the students recording.
6. Use of individual and group supervisory conferences, and

their cont-nt,

7. Use staff meetings and consultations with specialists,
8. Sources c¢f observation of the student's work.,
9. The evaluation process,

This dissertation is concecned mainly with some of these
subsidiary factors. The question of the amount of time cllocated
to field instruction, the relationship between block and concurrent
placements, and the optimum number of placements for ecch student,
will not be explored, Discussion will be concentrated on the
role of the field work consultant within the existing structure
of the fourth year of study for the degree of Bachelor of Arts in
Social Work a* the University of the Witwatersrond as stoted
esorlier. This involves the placement of students with one
community agency fcr concurront field work on two doys per week
vntil 400 hours have been accumulated, and during the nlacem:nt

oh agency-bosed supervisor is responsible for the field instruction

programme.
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However, certain fundomental aspects of field instruction
policy at Wits. will be described as these form the context within
which the FWC operates.

Betty Lacy Jones in her Introduction to the book "Current
Patterns in Field Instruction in Graduate Social Work Education"
published in 1969 suggertcd that the following questions wexe
helpful in "identifying the parts of field instruction that are
arranged in different combinations to form individual potterns in

schools of social work."

What is curriculum vontent for field inst: ~tion?

|

wWhere ¢.es field instruction take place”

Who is the fiesd instructor? -

How is the teacning done?

|

when does field instruction toke place and for | w long?

or

She audded that the answers to these questions are determined partly
by a porticular school's educational approach, partly by exigencies
and practical considerations, purtly by individual preferences,

and perhops, partly by chance.3

From the his- orical account of social work education at

Wits. in chopters three and four of the present study, it is

clear that field instruction at this University has virtuolly, from
its inception, been generic in that students were expected to have
experience in all methods of social work at one time or another
during the course. However, curriculum objectives were not
explicitly stoted until 1969 when for the tirst time a Guide to
Field Instruction Centres entitled "Field Instruction in Social
Work for Senior Students" was compiled by the School.* This
Guide referred to the field instruction of both third ond fourth

®* See Append’'x 4
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year students., Later in the some yeor, on cdditional “Guide to

Students"* was compiled. This was based on the Agency Guide hut
it loid down objectives for fourth yecr field instruction in mors
specific terms. It described the purpose of field instruction as

follows:

"l. Field instruction forms an inteyral part of the professiongl
education of social workers. Its aim is to enable the student to
relcte theory ond practice, gain skill in social work practice, and
develop self-awareness. To achieve these objectives, the field
instruction of students is the shured responsibility between the

School of Sucial Work ond field instruction centres in the community.

2. In the fourth year of study, field instruction is aimed at
en h¢ student to develop her skill in social work.  She may
ce aic primarily on sociol casework, or in certain instances

on social group work or community organisation, yet field instiuction
should also equip her to use o combination of these primary social

work methods.

3. It is also regarded as important for a student to receive
field instruction in the secondary processes of social work, viz.
social work administration and social work research during the

course of her learning one or more of the primary metheds.”

Marguret Schubert in another article on field instruction
published in 1969 states that tw. main approaches to educational
objectives seem possible: firstly, a problem approach which seeks
to help the student acquire masteiy of a particular human problem
area, for excmple aging; ond secondly, a methods approach. Within
this latier opproach "one could conceive of o number of variations.
One might sesk mastery of one method and ability to use it in one
type of agency or in o voriety of settings. Or there might be

concentration in one method wiih jome ogbility to use others in

*See Appendix 5.
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one type of agency or in o variety of settings. And, finally,
one might envision on objective that includes the use of multiple
methods in one type of agency or in a vu:iety.“5

It is clear from the statements in the Wits.Guides quoted
above that the Wits, field work curriculum in the fourth year is
designed to enable students to concertrate on one method but
develop some ability to use others in one type of agency. Owing
to the practical realifies of the socia. work agencies in Johannesburg
which at the time of this study provided, in the main, only
cusework services to clierts, mosi students concentrated on this
method virtucily to the exclusion of group work and community
orgarisation. Therefore the present study is concerned mainly
with the roie nf the FWC in relation to agencies providing field
instruvction npportunities in casework os one of the three primary

methods of social work,

However, the curriculum at the Wits.Schcol alse laid a
great deal of emphasis on social work administration on the . isumption
ikat this is o vital process in any agency rendering services in
any one of ths primary methods. Even in an agency which perhaps
views .tself as providing only a casework service, social work
adwinistration is an inherent part of its organisation, being
concerned with the formulation of agency policy and its translation
into service. The School therefore regarded administration as on
important component of the curriculum for field instruction and one
of its objectives was that the student should have the opportunity

to learn about aspects of administration as port of her placement.

Social work research is mentioned in item 3 of the Guide too.
Should the agency be engoged in ony research project, it is

desirable that the student be exposed to this either in an

e o n = AT



observational or participatory capacity. However thus far in
practica, this has seldom been the cose. The student's main
exposure to research occurs through the writing of the dissertation
based on a modesi research project (see Items 30-33 in Guide to
Field Instruction Centres, 42-45 Guide to Students*) and thougn
this may be bosed on empirical daia from the agancy, it is
supervised by a staff member from the School and there‘ore is not

part of field instruction within the ugency.

The first of the items from the Field Instruction Guide
guoted above illustrates too what the Wits,approach is to the
first of the fundamental pelicy questions cited by Schubert viz,
whether the emphasis in field work should fall on skill in practice
or on knowledge about practice. This is ¢ complex question which
is being examined in discussions of innovations in field instruction
patterns in American social work at present., The Wits. approach

may be described as being similar to that of Schubert viz.

The educational emphaosis in field instruction should

be in the direction of the develnpment of skill in

practice, with an important modification. The

professional person should know whot he is deing; he

should be able to describe his actions and his

purpos+s and tc analyze his successes ond his failures.
This does not represent an cxireme position in favour of skill to
the exclusion of the knowledge component. Neither does it imply
on apprenticeship model of teaching and learning which, in the
words of Finestone "takes the current staote of social work

7 . . s

knowledge and practice cos fixed." The type of field instruction
envisaged should enable the student to develop skill in the
exercise of professional judgement in the analysis ~f the complex
number of factors involved in social work situations, as well as
skill in the constructive use of her own resources in relation

to chonging circumstances. As Schubert states: "Professional

% See oppendices 4 and 5.
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education (in contrast to apprenticeship) recognises
change and uncertainty as a cuntinuing fact of life“s
and one of the unique contributions of field work to such
education is the opportunistic woy in which the good field .eachar
or supervisor caon moke use of unexpecied events and relate these
to a conceptual framework. Schubert describes it this way:

The orderliness of the field has to do with the

way the field teacher helps the student to perceive

and respond to the apparent chaos of regli life ?
Yet another objective of social work education whici -~an be
attoined only in the field and not in the classroo: ne vvll
awareness in real terms of the stress of professior i responsibility,
as Lyndell Scott has pointed out.10 Particioating in decisions
and events which affect the lives of "real" wan beings is a very

different experience from cuinsidering such mc..ers intellectually

in the clasaroom.

These are some onswers from Wits. to the first of Betty
Lacy Jones' questions, vizvuhot are the educationaol objectives

and curriculum content of field work?

The second guestion, "where?", rel .ting to the location
of field work, 1% ulso a complex one occupying i great deal of
attention ot present in the United States. Miny American schools
are currently experimenting with innovative models such as teaching
centres and service centres, which are described for example in
Bet‘y Lacy Jones' compilation of articles, piblished ir 1969.11
By virtue of the fact that the Wits, field work programme features
the placement of students in community ogencies for field
instruction, it moy be said that Wits.uses what Hole hos called

the troditional model of field instruction.12 It is the FWC's

role in relation to this model which is the object of the present
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study. However, the rationole of using agency placements for
field instruction will be briefly stated here. Tre writers of
the Functional School of Social Work theory such as Virginia
Robinson, Rosa Wessel, Goldie Basch Faith, and Ruth Smalley, from
the University of Pennsylvania School of Sncial Work, and Ruth
Gilpin from the University of North Caro . lay a great deal of
emphasis on the importance of experience within on ogency for tha
educaotion of social work students. In 1953 Goldie Basch Faith
wrote that a salient trend in the history of the University of
Pennsylvania School has been "the seriousness of its long-
maintained interest in the student's uxperience goined in the
service agency".13 An explanation for this interest may be
found in an excerpt from P- inson written in 1942:

We have learned to value the actual agency experience

as an essentiol element in student trairing. His

field placement gives the student from th. beginning

a responsibility as a functioning part of an agency

offering service to clients, more reagl than is

possible when he is placed in a treining district

set up and controlled by the School. 14
The some views are reiterated in Smalley's book published in

1967, but this approach is by no means confined only to the

faculty of the Pennsylvania School.  Schubert states categorically

that "the agency has an importont role in professional education™
and adds that it is in"the reul world of social work practice ...

where the student must find himself, perhaps trying on varions

15

models for size before he reaches his own professional identity.*”
She and others recognise however, that there are difficilties
inherent in the partnership between school and agency by virtue

of the fact that the school's primary function is edu.ation of

students while the agency's primory function is service to clientel-,

To ease these difficulties, to facilitote o constructive

working r:lationship betwe~n school and agency, und to assist the
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student in the taik of unifying class und field experiences -

these constitute thes focus of the FWC': role.

As stated earlie- in ihe text, the question"When?" relating
to the timing of field irs-:uction wi'l not be considered hers,
so that Betty Lacy Jones' fifth question does not apply. The
third and fourth questions remain:

Who is the Field Instructor?

How is the teaching done?

The first of these involves a number of issues, one of
which may be regarded as a fundamental policy issue in Schubert's
terms and others which are subsidiary issues. The basic issue
relates to whether the field instructor or supervisor should be
an agency employee or a member of staff of the School of Social
Work. This is yet another complex, controversial point in
formulating field instruction policy and there are advantcges
and disadvantages attached to both types of arrangemens.
However, the Wits,situation at the time of this study followed
the traditional pottern of using agercy emplo: ees as supervisors
and it is therefore the [ pli.ations of this type of arrangement
for the rnle of the FWC which will L. ~n.sidered in the

discussicn which follows.

Prior to *his however, the main features of the irodiiional
medel of field instruction will be described., This model is being
questioned in the United States at prese.t (the early 1970's),
and much experimentation is toking place. As Younghusband
wrote in 1960, after the publication of the Curriculum Study:

“in truth, the United Stotes is the world's labora. .= of social
work education” but, she odded, "it must be r:membered ... that
the practice of sociol work elsewhere is not generally ot as

advenced o level as in North America."
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This remains true of contemporary South African social work. As
Van Rooyen has stated, social work in the Republic has not yet
attained the status which it enjoys in the United States, and
there is a shortage of funds and senior personnel which affects
the field instruction of students.l7 This partly accounts for
the relative lack of experimentation in this country where the

traditional pattern still predominates.

This pattern whick, according to Mark Hale, hus cvilved
over many years and has in general been supported by faculties
as an effective learning system, has been characterized by him

in the following terms:

1, The focus is on development of practice skill
in some one method of practice.

2, Field learning and class learning pro-eed
concirrently with relatively early “ntroduction
of th~ student to case-carrying, service-giving
responsibilities and learning experiences.

Some schools intersperse the clcss and field
learning at regular intervals, using a sysiem
of "block" placement in agencies.,

3. The field learning experiences are bused primuarily
in the ogency where the student is placed.

4, The learning experiences ar« organised and
directed by the ogency's function and the service
needs of the clients included in the student's
caselood,

5. The primary teaching-learning method is the
tutorial or individual conference based on
relationship and role identification with the
chief mentor - the field instructor.

6. Work components in the experience are high,
inasmuch as the student is expected to perform
the work role of an employee in accord with the
agency's policies ond procedures

Within this traoditional model, what are che detailed

requirements whics the School has of the ugency, relating to the
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supervisors ussigned responsibility for the field instruction of
students within agencies, and thy methods of fiold teaching?
In terws of Schubert's classificetion cited at the beginning of
this chopter, these ure subsidiory decisions about field instruction,
ond it was these which were oddressad in the research prcject in

the present study.
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CHAPTER 6

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In a 1970 American publicetion describing a research project
dealing with field instruction Esther Sales and Elizabeth Navarre
state that "field instructcrs have truditionally been given the
autonomy to structurs supervision in the manner best suited to
their abilities and judgements of student learning needs. ! They
add that field instructors have "“occasionally expressed a desire
for clearer guidelines for performance of their role "but it would
seem from other statements in social work publications and from
the writer's experience in social work education in Johannesburg,
that supervisors in fact welcome more frequent and authoritative
guidance from the University on what is axpected of them in field
instruction. The Briilsh literature on supervision alludes
frequently to this point. Deed, for example, stated in 1962 that
"for some time past social workers have been saying that they
wish universities would tell them eractly what they expect in the
way of experience ond supervision for their students.“2 This
request is phrased in extreme tverms which Deed goes on to gquestion.
Thern is o need for field work consultant and supervisor to work
closely iogether in planning and executing a field instruction
programme which will be maximally beneficial to the student. The
supervisor cannot be autonomous in the field instruction situation
and even if he could, from where would he derive the expertise
which would enable him to decide how to function?  Woodcock
conducted g study in Britain into the reactions of 40 supervisors
to the beginning stages of supervisioen. This revealed that the
vost mojority had faced with clarm and anxiety the prospect of
taking students for supervision and the general view summ.rised
by one respondent was that "the rcferring college should take an
active part in first training the supervisors before letting them

loose on helpless students" and should centinue working co-operatively
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with supervisors rfterwards3. Pettes too refers to the need for
mutual consultation and planning, but clearly the first steps
must be token by the University.4 As Goldie Busch Feith of the
Pennsyl onia School of Social Work states:

Pivotal to the school~agency relationship is the

clority of the School's thinking about the noture

of appropriate field work. Gut of all its rich

potential for experience, what is the agency

expected to offer the student in order thot his

field work will be geared to an educational purposs
defined and shared? 3

This was the centrul question which guided the research
described in the following sections of this chapter and the

subsequent Chapters.

6.1 Research Design

6.1.1 Rationale

On the bnsis of the writer's experience as FWC at Wits.
in the two vears preceding this research project, combined with a
study of availahls literature un the subject, certain selected
features of field irnstruction were identified as important pre
requisites for ensuring thot the st:dents learning experience in
the ogency would be a cons' uctive one fostering professional

development.

As Bernece Simon stated ia 1966:

If we try to identify all possible or desirable
experiences. we shall have a never-ending list,....
A design of learning experiences cannot be worked
out in specific detail by the school to cover the
range of field placements used. A design of
learning experiences should be a guide to the field
instructor .... For the school, this guide should
constitute o guaronty of a minimum equality of
learning apportunity for all students. A desinn
of learning experiences is simply a fromework by
which to organise content in fielc tecching.
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Clearly, it is an important feature of the FWC's role
to formulate objectives relating to the method and content of
field instruction. However, as Charlotte Towle wrote ir 1954,
"it is to be remembered that a profession's leaders cannot

advaonce it beyond the lerel of common practice."7

The existing circumsiances of the field work programme in the
community weltfare agencies co-operating with the University wculd

be an important determinant of the FWC's rol.. It was decided
therefore to discover empirically what the level of current practice
in field instruction was within the agencies providing field
instruction opportunities to fourth year students., The findings
would serve to suggest ways in which the field work consultant
could guide the future develecp:ien* of the field instruction

programme.

Each student's field instruction placement, with th:
student~supervisor relationship ot its core, was selected as the

object of study.

As Stiles wrote in 1963:

What is the current practice of supervision in
social work agencies? Do social workers know
the extent to which supervision is used in the
field, the averoge duration of supervision...,
how it is usad or how it is done?.... Until
verificble data are availauble, social workers
will have difficuity in evoluating supervision
accurately.

She was referring to the supervision of social work praoctitioners

but her remarks are no less applicab.e to the tield instruction

of social work students. As a CSWE workshop report in 1962 stated:
Tlie school assumes resocnsibility for all educational

decitiune .... The school must, therefure, keep in

clote touch ot all times with the student'a progrumme."9
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Examples of research projects based on a similar rationale
are those reported by Taber in 1957 and Rose,Lowenstein and Fellin
in 1969. Taber described evaluative research in field instruction
being conducted by George K, Herbert und others on the faculty of
Tulene University, New Orleans, who adopted un "information system
upproach® which provided for continuous weekly feedback of
information about learning experiences to o faculty commiitee which
annlyzed the information,discussed it and made adjustments in
current plaonning if required.lo Sheldon Rose and his asscciates
questioned 261 student respondents from the University of Michigan
School of Social Work., They "sought to demonstrate the usefulness
of an instrument designed to measure student perception of field
ins*ruction” and concluded from their study that "data so obtained
can provide some direction for the school's effort in the development

ond improvement of field instruction."l

6.1.2 Respondents

The fourth-year students of the School of Social Work at the
University of the Witwatersrand in 1968 and 1969 and their supervisors
in the field instruction centres were used as respondents. The

rationale for this procedure was as follows:

d. As supervisors were responsible for providing field
instruction, it was considered important to ascertain from them, what
the agency's policy with regard to field instruction was, how they
implemented this policy, how much of their time was occupied in
supervision and what the content of supervisory discussions was, as

well os certain of their professional characteristics,

b. As students ore the consumers of the educational procress
it wos considered important to ascertain how they perceived their

field iistruction experience.

C. As one of *'\e essential aspects of field Instruction is

the communicaotion existing betwveen supervisor and -tudent, it was

P



congidere] that it would be valuable to compare thes responses of

supervisors and students.

All the fourth year students receiving field instruction
in 1968 and 1969 and the social workers acting as their supervisors

were used as respondents, with two exceptions.

In each of the two years cne placementi was omitted from the
study because of exceptional circumstances. These two omis=ions
left o total of 1l studenis in each year. Each student acted as

o raspondent, making a total of 22 student respondents.

A number of different arrangements existed in the differen+
field instruction cenires regording the allocation of supervisors

to these 22 students. These were as follows:

a. In some cases, one student was placed in an agency
and one social worker was responsible for her supervision. This

social worker t-en completed u questionnaire in respect of that

student's placement. This applied in the case of five students over

the two-year period, three in 1958 and two in 1969.

b. In other cases, one student wans placed in an agency
and more than one social worker was responsible for her supervision.
The supervisor most closely concerned with the student's doy to
day supervision was then selected to act as respondent and the

other social workers involved in the supervision were designated

"additivnal supervisors."” This applied in the casc of three students

over the two-year period, two in 1968 and one in 1969.

¢. The third arrangement involved two students placed
in on agency where one ond the same sociul worker was responsi. e
for the supervision of both students In these instances, the
supervisor filled in o guestionniire in respect of each student's

placement. This coplied in two agencies both in 1968 aond in
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1969, and in one othex agency only in 1969, thereby affecting
ren students, four in 1968 and six in 1969.

d. The final possibility involved two students placed
in the some agency but supervised by two different social workers,
each of whom then completed a questionnaire in respect of his
particular student's placement. This applied in two agencies,
one in 1968 and onother in 1969, and involved foir students, two each
year. In five cuoases the same agency was used as a field
instruction rentre in both years of the study. In three of these
instances, the same social worker acted os a supervisor in both
years. In two of these three instances, an additional sociel worker

also acted as a supervisor in one of the two yecrs, as there was

an additional student that year, Tn the remaining two agencies,

different supervisors operated in the two yeuars of the study.

In oddition to the five agencies used ns Field Instruction
Centres over the full two year period, ~hree agencies vere used
in 1968 cnly and another two were used in 1969 only. Over the
two year period, therefore, ten agencies were used for student

placements. These were made up as follows!

4 fomily welfare agecncies, one of which was a multi-

service agency with an emphasis on community work.

1 child guidance clinic.

1 social work department in g psychiatric hospital.

1 comwnity psychiatric agency.

1 community cgency for the physically discbled.
1 residential institution for alcoholic persons.

1 residentiagl institution for mentally retarded pa.e<nns,

| ) * JUPSN
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The field instru.tion centres have been designated alphabetically
from A to J in order to protect the anonymity of the ag.<cies and
the supervisors. They were selected as field instruction .entres
by the University mainly on the bosis of the availability cf
suitable supervisors and in addition, on the basis of the desire
of individual students to gain experience of the particular types

of service offered by the agency.

Within these ten agencies involved in the study over the tuo\
-aar period, 14* individuel :-cial workers acted as supervisors and were
he afore used os respondents. Five of these completed more than
vt guestionnoire as they supervised more thar one studeat either
in the course of one year or over the two year period. There were,
therefore, 22 resnonses to the questionnaire, one in respect of

aach student plocement, These figures are reflected in the

following table,

Because supervisors were assured of tota! anonymity ard ¢
number of them did in fact, roturn their questionraires anonymously,

a matched poirs tcchnique could not be used in the analysis of the

data.

* 3 gcted as supervisors in both years of the study, 1968 and 1969

6 acted os supervisors in 1968 onl  -d

5 acted as supervisors in 1969 only.
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TABLE 4, FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SUPERVISORS RESPONSIBLE FOR
SUPERVISINC DIFFERENT NUMBERS OF STUDENTS 1968 - 1969

Number of Students Number of Mumber of Responses to
Supervised by One Supervisors Questionnaire
Suparvisor for each fProduct of Columns 182)
v-— distribution Total
1968 | 15469 Total of students 1968 | 1969 '
1968 & 1969 1968 & 19469
1 0 1 5 5 0 5
0 1 1 4 0 4 4
2 0 2 1 2 0 2
0 2 2 i 0 2 2
1 1 2 1 1 1 2
i 2 3 1 1 2 3
2 4 1 2 2 4

Four additional social workers were involved in zupervising
students as additional supervisors, but they werc omitted from the
group of respondents as they merely supplemented ths supervision
given by other social workers who were directly responsible for the

day~-tu-day supervision of the students concerned,

These and other statistics mentioned previously are reflected

in the following table:
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TABLE 5; DISTRIBUTION OFf 4TH YLAR JOCIAL WORK STUDENTS AND SUPRRYISOMNS
[7] { 968 - 1969
r AN
1968 1969 Total 1962 and 198
vy Nuster of | Wuwber of No.ef séditional | Total Womber of | Wumhcr o f ¥o. of additlonal | Tetal Womber of | Number of No.of adaitivnal | Total
students Supervicors | Supsrvisors Supervisors Students Supervis ra { Supsrvisors Bupervinors Students Bupervisors | Supervisers Supervionrs
r.1.C, in 1968
and 1909
A 2 g - @ 2 8 -
3 2 B+1-2 - F] 2 -
t 5 2 - 2 ) -
v 1 é . & 2 Oime - 2
| 1 1 - 1 1 1 2 b ]
r.1.C. in
1969 wely
1 4 2 - - - - 1 i - 1
c - . - - 1 1 » 1
TG In
hS only
» 1 1 1 2 - - - -
| G ] t 1 1 2 - - - -
J t 1 - 1 - - -
Cotely 1O 1 . 2 1i 11 ] 2 10
1i245% 196%; 7
\

* ROTKs

A tinged number, thus @ s Indlcaten the sawe social worker acting as Supervisor in both years, 1964 and 1969

Abbreviation P.I.C, signifies Pield Instruction Centre
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In summory then: eleven student placements in each of the vears
1968 ond 1969 formed the object of study. Information wos
elicited from the students and their individual supervisors in
respect of sach nlocement, ond results were therefore based on
44 responses, 22 from studenis and 22 frcm supervisors. In the
case of the students each response came from o different studen:,
ond the totol rumber of student respondents was therefore 22.
However, as some supervisors were ossigned responsibility for
wmore than one student, the total number of individual supervisors
providing dato was 14, The number of field instruction centres
where these 2° piacements were located was 10, five of which were

involved over the two year period.

6.1.3 Questionnoire Construction

Questions were formulated in order to elicit from students
and supervisors certain factuol data reluting to the field
instruction placements in general ond the supervisory process iIn
particulor. These we.e based on o siudy of the relevant literatuve
ard on the writer's exnerience with the field work programme in
1966 aond 1967. In 1967, fourth year students had written
unstructured cccounts of their weerly experiences in their field
instruction centres ond this hod served ax an explorotory study
which provided o rich source of dr=a for the structured questionnaires
used in {he resecrch project itself, The final versions of tha
gquestionngires were based on discussions with experienced colleogues

both within the University nnd in the fieid of sociel work prectice.

Two parollel questionncires wese constiructed, one Tor supervisors

and one for students.* The supervisors' guesijenncire contoined

a—re

*The questionncires are reproduced in Appendices 1 ond 2
of the present study.
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22 quettions, the students' 21. Of these, 19 questions covered
the identical subject matter reloting to aspects of field
instruction in general and supervision in particulor. As
supervision is the educational core of the field instruction
process, it was considered essential to discover to what extent
the existing supervisor-student relationships measured up to the
model as derived from the literature. This would determine in
what direction and at what pace the field werk consultant should

operate in her efforts to guide the field work programme.

6.1.4 Administration of Questionngires

These questionnaires (to be referred to as the annual
questionnaires) were administered in October 1968 to the eleven
students ond nine supervisors from eight agencies involved in the
field instruction progromme that year, ond in October 1969 to the
eleven studeris -ud eight supervisors from seven agencies involved
in the fourth yeonr field instruction programme that year.

October was selected as the must suitoble time to adminrister the
questionnaires as all the student placements in each year had

terminated during the immediotely preceding weeks.

The 22 student guestionnaires were distributed to students
personally at the School of Social Work and were returned in the
same manner. The 22 supervisor questionnaires were mailed to
the agencies concerned. Each questionnaire had o detachable slip
attached, stating the name of the student in respect of whose
placement the guestionnaire was to be completed. Raspondents
were assured of anonymity and a stamped addressed envelope was

enclosed to facilitate return of the questionnaire.

6.1.5 Supplementary Project

The annual questionnaires described obove were zompleted

ot the end of the academic yeur and referred to o scven month
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period dating back to March of each year, when the students!
concurrent placements had commenced., The responses to these
gquestionnoires were therefore of a generalized nature and were
hased on the respondents' impression of events during that

extended period,

At the end of 1968 it was decided to supplement this
proiect in 1969 by another project viz.a more detailed, up~to-the~
minute study of supervi.ion as it occurred week by woek throughout
the student's placement.  Arother questionnaire was designed
contrining similar questions to those on supervision in the annual
ques:ionnoire;  this will be referred to us the weekly questionnaire.*
Supervisors were informed cbout this additional project but it was
decided to use only the students as respondents in this case because
of the time involved in completing the questionnaire each week in
a situation where the field instruction by itself was hypothesised
by the writer to be making sericus inroods on the supervisor's

Yimited time.

These questionnaires were given to the 11 student
respondents at the School of Social Work and they completed and
relurned them weekly to the writer. Each student completed one
questionnuire in respect of one chronological week during which
she did field work in the field instruction centre to which she
had been allocated. The University regulations spacified 400
hours os the tiwe required for fourth year field instruction and,
as a general rule, the students worked two full days rar week
(Thursday and Friday) in their agencies for twenty~five weeks
during the academic year in order to fulfil these requirements

i.e. working a total of 50 eight-hour working days. However,

*This questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix 3
of the present study.
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many exceptions arose: in some weeks, either the Thursday or
Friday was a Public or a Religious Holiday or the student could
miss o day through illness. In the short vacations, students
were permitted to work up to five days in order to make up time,
so that their field werk could terminate earlier in the year,
thereby giving them more time for concentrated study before the
final examination in November.* Consequently the eleven students
worked at slightly differing rates and for differing numbers of

weeks before completing the required four hundred hours.

Tt was considered that supervisors could not reasonably
ke expected to provide mcre than one supervisory session per
calendar week, even if the student worked more than two days in
that week; in other words, the writer considered that it would
be unreasonable to expect a supervisor to provide a formal
supervisory session for every two days worked unless those two-day
working periods occurved in sepurcte calendor weeks. Consequently,
student respondents completzd one questionnaire for every one
colendar week of the academic year whether they worked one, two

or more days in the cgency that week,

Altoguther the students as a group completed o total of
276 field work weeks, For certain valid reasons, such as the
exigencies of the timetable, the ronge was from 23 to 27 weeks
per student, The mean number of weeks worked was 25,09, and

the mode , 25 weeks.,

0f these 276 field work weeks, however, 10, thct is, one
weok for each of ten students, involved attendance at u
Confersnce relevunt to the studenis' courses, and this left a
totol of 266 ogency field work weeks, that is, weeks in which

students rec.ived one or more days of field instruction in their

#Students were not at thot time permittcd to engage in field
instruction octivities during the four-weck mid-yecr winter
vacation.
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fleld instructicn centres, and therefore weeks for whica they
completed one of the weekiy questionnaires. The manner i which

these weeks were made up is reflected in the following . «t' |

Table 6. Frequency Distribution of Fiold Work \
weeks of varying lengths, 1969

B e e e e e B e Bt b o
Numbsx of days in Number p &
agency field work week of weeks ercentage
2 days in agency 209 78,57
1l day in agency 20 11,28
21-5 days in agency 17 6,39
1 day in agency + 1 day

or a visit of
observation 10 3,76
TOTAL 266 100%
O e

Whera it is appropriate, results derived from student
responses to the weekly questionnaires will be presented to

surglement the resuits from the annual questionnaires,

6.2 Methods of Data Analys's

The dota from the annual questionnoires used in this study
were obtained from twc independent populations which were smoll
in size, namely, 22 students, and 14 supervisors who contributed
22 responses. MWhere it was necessary ond relevant, namely in
those instances where there appeared to be o marked differe-ce
in the responses from the two populations, the Fisher Exnct
Probobility Test was applied to determine the level of confidence

with which it could be stated "that differences could have not

occurred by chunce."1
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The Fisher Exact Probability Test has been described by
Siegel os "an extremcly useful nonparametric technique for
onalyzing discrete date ... when the two independi 7t scmples are
smoll in size."13 Accorling to Horris K. Goldstein, non-parametric
theoretical methods of drawing inferences are "not bused on the
assumption about any distribution of the statistic in the population

but on the sample statistics alone.“l

He goes on to state that non-parametric techniques are
generally newer than parametric statistics and many of them, since
they require only nominol or ordinal scales, fit social work data

better than some parcmetric statistics.

In the vase of the present study, with two independent
populctions of small size, the Fisher Exvct Probability Test

appeared the most appropriate test to apply.

Siegel describes the test as follows:

It is used when the scores from two independent
random somples all fall into one or the other of
two mutually exclusive classes. In other words,
every subject in both groups obtains one of two
possible scores. The scores are represented by
frequencies in a 2 x 2 contingency table:

- Tutal
Group I A B A+ B
Group II C D C+D
Total A+CB+D N
-Eigure 4,

Groups I and 11 may be any two independent groups, in this case,
students ond supervisors. The column headings, here arbitrarily
indicated os plus and minus, may be any two clossificatiors, such

as for example, formol and informal supervision. The test
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determines whether the two groups differ in the proportion with
which they fall _uto the two classifications. For the data in

the table sketched obove, (where A,B,C and D stand for frequencies)
it would determine whether Group I and Group II differ significantly

in the proportion of pluses ond minuses attributed .o them.

The exact probability of the observed occurrence occurring

by chance is given by the following formula:*

p = (A4 B)I(C + D)I(A+C)i(B +D)*>
NTATB!C!D!

Where i 30 or smaller and where neither of the totals in the
right~hai.d margin is larger than 15, Table I in Siegel's appendix

can be used 1o determine significance leavels.

The binomial test was also applied when relevant. This
is o one-sample test described by Siegel. It is the method of
choice when "the data are in two discret~ categories ond the
design is of the one-sample type.“16 For any population of two
classes (for example, students and supervisors reporting on one
particular issue), if we know that the proportion of cuses in one
class is P, and the totol population equals 1, then the proportion
in the other class must be 1 - P for which the symbol Qisused.
In the present study, the null hypothesis is that P = Q = . In
oiher words, one would expect supervisor and student responses
to be¢ equal, each being half of the totul of the two groups.
Furthermore, N« 25 in this case, and consequently Table D on poge

250 of Siegel could be used to determine p.

It should be noted i1haot while statistical tests of

significance were applied in this project, the population was

*The explanation fer the symbcl ! is as follows, toking 4! es
an example:

4::4.3.2.1:4)(3)(2){1::24
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small and in effect each difference was significant since in the
context, the field instruction exnerience of every student is

significaont to the School which is equipping all its students for

responsible professional practice.
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CHAPTER 7

SELECTED FEATURES OF THE FIELD INSTRUCTION PROGRAMME :
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND E..”?IRICAL DATA I

The dato presented in the following sections have been
organized acctording to topic rather than research instrument,
since parollel questions were frequently asked on all three
research instruments. In order to euase the reader's task, the
source for dato pr-sented i1 each table will ie indicated beneath

that table.

7.1 Who were the Supervisors?
What were some of their characteristics?

7.1.1 Was there one, clearly-uesfined supervisor?

The social worker in the agency who acts as the student
supervisor is a most important member of the educational teom as
he* has central responusibility for teaching the studen in the
field. As Tybel Bloom of the University of Pennsylvania, School
of Jocial Work said at a CSWE meeting in 1963

The crucial value and obligation of this pesition,

to the student, the School, aond the agency cornot

be overemphasized ... He is equipped to help the

student to know what he is doing, why it is necessary

to do it, and how his «ffort relates to the larger

social context of the community and the profession

as well as to the client's "world".

Logically therefore, in relation to any student placement,
there should be no confusion os to the answer to the question

“"Who is the supervisor?" The identity of the supervisor should

be cleas ond unambiguous.

*The reader is reminded that for simplified reading tha
supervisor will be referred to in the masculine gender ond the
student in the feminine.

i “-"' L . . B .
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As Rosema.y Reynolds, writing in 1951, stated categorically:
"Each @ udent works consistently and regularly with one supervisor
during his entire field placement in an agency.” She added that
this constituted "the real core of field work." It is policy

at the University ot the Witwatersrand that the student is placed

for field instruction with the agency as a whole, not with an

B s & s e T

individual social worker functi~ning as an independent entity.

The entire organisation must Le involved to o greater or lesser

degree with the field instruction programme. The Board ox Head

Office must sanztion it, the Executive Director must assist in
the plunning and be involvad in the selection of the supsrvisor,
ond other staff members must toke an interest, perhops providing
the student with cases and having informal discussions with the
student. But sound administrative practice demands that the
lines of responsibility be clearly defined within an organisction.
If this is not so, confusion can result which will be detrimental
to the execution of the task whicn the organisation must carry
out. Consequently, ore supervisor specifically so designated,
should be allocaied the task of organising the student's field
instruction programme and of assuming responsibility for her

supervision,

The relotionship between supervisor and student is a vital
factor in the student's learning process. It is o professional
relationship with the purpose of developing the capacities of
one party in the relationship, and like all such relationships,
it hos o beginning, a middle and an end and develops as a
1~lationship throughout these time phases. This concept is
summarised in the seccnd of Ruth Smalley's principles generic
for sociol work practice:

The effectiveness of ony social 'ork process,
primary or secondary, is furtherec by the
worker's conscious, kncwing use of time phases
in tho process (beginnings, middles ond endings)
in order thot the particular notential in each

time phose mog be fully expluited for the
other's use.

i N } a _ N



C e el SRR AL TN €L L e e o

Smalley cites the process2s of social wor<« education and
supervision os secondary or focilitating processes in social work
and the writer identifies with this view. It follows then that
one and only one member of staff in the agency should be allocated
the tosk of supervising the student, and the student in tuxn
shnuld be quite sure of the identity of the social worker who is
to ert as her supervisor., It is obviously important too that
this relationship should continue unbroken throughout the student's

placement,

The supervisor himself may consult others both inside and
outside the ogency about the student's supervision. If he is
a rank-ond-file social worker or what Pettes calls a social worker
at the field level4 he may have his own supervisor within the
agency with whom he discusses his own cases and/or his supervision
of the student. Supervision is an exacting task and particularly
an inexperienced supervisor will in all likelihcod have the need
to discuss the dynamics of the supervisory process. The FWC
has on important role in this connection, but so have experienced
practitioners. Kent refers to the importance of providing
consultation services to the "novice" supervisor5 and Patterson
and Clayton believe that such services are important for all
supervisors regard19556 of length of experience. Consultation can
be provided by senior members of the agency staff, or even by a
consultant outsids the agency. However, these are the supervisor's
relationships, ond the student should clearly perceive that she
is accountuble only to her own supervisor. She zhould not feel
that her field instructor's supervisor is olso directly avuiluble
to her for supervision. The field instructor himself must be
able to contain the anxiety within the situation and not deflect

port of the responsibility on to his own supervisor,

According to Pettes, if the student should be dealing with

some cases frcm administrative sections in the agency other thaen
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that of which the supervisor is a member, it is the supervisor

ond not the student who must carry responsibility to the other

administrative heads concerned.

The supervisor will also discuss the student's field
instruction with his colleagues, particularly ticse who have
allocated clients from their case-loads to the student for the
period of her placement. The student too should have contact
with other sncial workers in the agency, both rank-and-file
workers and the executive director or head of depariment, as well
as with agency volunteers. As Young says:

However reluctant to be involved, the total staff

has 12 accepl students who are placed fcr training

in the agency, and the student's experiences and

opportunities for learning wiili be much greater if

he is readily accepted.

However, it is the supervisor-studeit velationship that is the
central one for purposes of the student's field instruction; it
is the central cleuring house through which the student's
experiences with ull other people in the field, collecgues as
well as clients, may if necessary be channelised, discussed and
integrated into the student's professional develcpment process.
Renee Berg, P.ofessor of Social Work at the Uriviisity of

Pennsylvania School of Social Work, sums up “his type of viewpoint

as follows: if the current conception of field wnrk is that it
should offer learning opportunities reloted to all parts of the
curriculum, then as a consequence "the field agency is called on

to provide an educotional setting in which many staff members will
responsibly contributs to the student's education, although the
supervisor will remain the key person who will help him integrate

various fucets of his learning.”

The extent of the participation of other stoff members is

. 10
according to Peties “one of the most delicate areas to work out.”
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It may sometimes hoppen that u student will attempt to
use other staff members inappropriately in order to avoid use of
her supervisor. In such instances the other staff must be
alert to the need to refer the student back t3 her supervisor.
There are no rigid rules cbout this, but there must be awareness

that the problem con arise.

In the present stuay, the onnual questionnaires administered

v
b
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to students and snpervisors contained questions* aimed at determining
whether there was nne social worke: responsible for the student's
supervision, or whether two or more members of staff were involved
either at one and the same time or ot different times during the

placement.

TABLE 7: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES FROM SUPERVISORS
AND STUDENTS REGARDING THE NUMBER OF AGENCY STAFF
MEMBERS ASSIGNED SUPERVISORY RESPONSIBILITY AT ANY
ONE TIME DURING THE STUDENT'S PLACEMENT

o — te— e e e s oS i)
Number of Number of Responses
Supervisors 1968 1969 Total 1968 gnd 1969
» < 0 > P
at any one | ¢ nS jag =5 Students Supervisors
Q. o o Q. o o
1) Lo Bs | (1] H M
time o “ | o e ! No. |Percent| No.| Percent
[ [
1 9 10 |10 {19]36,3619] 86,35
2 2 1 0 3| i3,64}1 2 9,09
3 0 0 1 0 0 1 4.55
TOTAL 11 11 11 11 22 1100,00 | 22 { 100,00

Source: Students' and Supcrvisors' Annual Questicnnaire.

* Questions 12, 13, 14 Students' Annual Questionnaire.
Questiors 16, 17, 18 Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire.
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Table 7 reveals that 19 out of the 22 respondents (86,36 rercent)
in coch group over the two-year period reported that only one
supervisor was responsible for the supervision of the student

at any one time during the placement. In the caose of three

placements however there were multiple supervisors ot one time.

Additional data on this subject were derived from the

students' annual questionnaire.* These are reflected in Table 8.

TABLE 8: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT RESPONSES
REGARDING THE NUMBER OF AGENCY STAFF MEMBERS
RESPONSIBLE FOR SUPERVISION THROUGHOUT THE
PLACEMENT.

Number of Student Responses

Total 1968 1969
Number of Supervisors [1968 | 1969 ora and

Number | Percentage
1 throughout placem2nt 4 6 10 45,45
2 concurrently throughout
plocement 2 1 3 13,64
2 at separate times:Sub-total: 5 4 9 40,91
Supervisor on leave 2 4 6 27,27
Supervisor left agency 3 0 3 13,64
TOTAL 11 il 22 100,00
. - — = e ——— e e

Source: Students' Annual Questionnaire.

This table reveals that while 19 out of the 22 students had only
one supervisor at any one time during their placements (see

previous table. only 10 or 45,45% of these, i.e. less than half

# Question 11, Students' Annual Questionnaire
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the total number of students, retained one supervisor throughout
their placements., The remcining nine students had two supervisors
during their plucements, each at a different time, Of these nine,
six hod alternate supervisors when the usual supervisor went on
leave, while three students changed supervisors in the last month

of their plocements because the originul superviscr left the ngency.

Data from the weekly questionnaires* confirm that 4 students in 1969
nad formal supervicory session: with supervisors other thun those
initially appointed to supervise them., This occurred in 9 out

of the 266 field work weeks worked by the group as a whole, the
distribution for the 4 students being 1,1,4 and 3 weeks respectively,
The one student who had two supervisors throughout the placement,
viz., a social worker at the field level and his supervisor, had
formul supervisory sessions with both of them. This particular
student had only six formal supervisory sessions throughout the 24
weeks of her placement. Of these, four took place with her main
supervisor and two with that supervisor's supervisor. The group
cs a whole therefore had forma. supervision with supervisors other
than the one officially assigned to them in 11 out of the total of
266 field work weeks, that is 4,13%,

7.1.2 Where wos the Student Supervisor located in the agency

hierorchy ond was he relieved o7 any part of his
worklooed for purposes of student supervision?

Whether the social worker selected to act as student
supervisor shculd be at the field level, ot the stoff supervisory
leve! or ot the executive level within the ngency hierarchy
requites consideration by the FWC. According to Pettes, ideally

the supervisor is in a middle manogement position in the agency

* Students Weekly Questicnnaire, Question 2.
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i.e. in on intermediary pcsition between field workers and the
chief of the agency or department. He would therefore be at the

staff suporvisory level mentioned obove.

Irrespective of where the studert supervisor is located in
the agency hierarchy, he should not be expected to nssume the task
of student supervision without some adjustment tc his workload.
The 1962 CSWE workshop report makes this pointlz, os does Pettes
who states "the all too prevalent custom of simpiy odding a student
to his usval workload is foir neither to supervisor nor student".
Brown and Gloyne's survey also revealed thot sevier social woik
staff considered that if ~ high standard of piofessional education
was to be maintoined, some re-adjustment in the work responsibilities
of the supervisor was necessary in order to release time for
students.l4 Because of the relevance of this principle, the
annual questicnnaire administered to superviscrs cortained questions
dealing with these matters.* The responses ite tabuleted in the
following table:
TABLE 9:  FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION CF SUPERVISCRS {N AGENCY

HIERARCHY, INDICATING WHETHER THEY WERE RELIEVED
OF PART OF THEIR WORK LOAD FCR PURPOSES OF FIELD

INSTRUCTION
oz — ——— -
Number of Supervisors 1968 and 1969
Position in Agency Worklood Reduced Total
Hierarchy Yes No Number Percentage
Administrator 1 6 7 50

Supervisor 1 4 5 35,71
Field Worker 1 1 2 14,29
TOTAL 3 11 14 100,00

Source: Supervisors' Annuul Questionnoire.

* Questions 20 and 21(c) Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire.




Holf the supervisors involved in the field instruction
programme were at the top level of the agency hierarchy, occupying
posts such as Director, Secretary/Sociol Worker, or Senior Sociol
Worker. 1In one such case, the supervisor was the only social
worker employed in a secondary setting. Only two supervisors
were social workersat the field level and the remaining five (35,7%)
were at the middle-manugement level described by Pettes as the most
dosiruble.15 However, only one student supervisor at each of the
levels in the ogency hierarchy i.e. three altogether out of the
total numbher of 14 suservisors, (21,43%) were relieved of their
usual work-load to any extent in order to release tiwe for student

supervision,

7.1.3 Qualifications and Experience of Supervisors

The qualifications and experience of the sociol worker
are other important criteria for the selectior of the supervisor.
A student supervisor,according to Pettes must be a competent
practitioner with an interest in teaching, and must be firmly
integrated in his agency, with the ability to use its aduiristrative
machinery effectively., Other qualifications are "os many and

1
varied as tha students to be taught.”

However, the professional qualifications and work experience
of the prospective supervisor aore always significent considerationa.
Clearly it is highly desircble that the supervisor should have
professional qualifications in social work, and the FWC should
strive to attain this ideal in aJl placements. Brown und Gloyne
illustrote this point by quoting one University lectuver who in
response to their queries stoted that "1t should be rade clear to
the ogencies in tne first instance thot the selection of supervisors
without professional qualifications is an exception."l7 Yet the
exigencies of the practicol situation sometimes require that this

exception be made. In o community with limited field work

1
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opportunities or in a situation where expanded facilities are
required, the FWC needs at times to be flexible in this regard.
Brown and Gloyne found in their survey that some courses in
Britain haod used some very gifted supervisors among those with
no professional qualifications in socicl work.18 Should such

individuols be used as supervisors, the FWC would have very

particular responsibilities in preparing and supporting them.

Opinions vary as to how many years of practice the student
supervisor should have had, and in practice, choice is often
governed by the low of supply and demand, Pettes states that
generally at least itwe years professional experience is considered
detircble,19 and the 1962 CSWZ workshop report cites a similar
time period viz., two or three years of prectice in the sume method
the supervisor is teaching, after attaining the professional
qualificction which in the U.5.A., is o master's degree.20 When
exceptions are made for substaontial pre-professional education
experience, this should be qualitatively evaluated. In another
CSWE publication, Tybel Bloom commented as follows on the use of
recent graduates as student supervisors:

While these may be persons of promising calibre who

have hod the benefit of new knowledge in their own

racent educational experience and who comprehend the

educational purpose, they still need to be ®seasoned"

os professional social workers before undertaking

supervision of students.21

In South Africa, the Department of Social Welfare and Pensions
will provide a subsidy for a supervisory post only in respect of

persons with @ minimum qualification of a Bachelor's degree in Social

Work and eight years experience.

In the present study, questions® were included in the
supervisors' annual questionnoire to ascertoin details of the
respondents' professional qualifications ond yeors of experience.

The results ore tabulated in the following table:

% Supervisors' Annual Questionnoire Questions 21(a) and 21(b).

| " L et
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TABLE 10t ACADEMIC QUALIFICATIONS OF SUPERVISORS AND YEARS
OF EXPERIENCE IN SOCIAL WORK PRACTICE

PR mes ma e e = : et e g e g
No. of Supervisor Responses 1968 & 1969
Academic
Qualifications Years of Experience TOTAL

I
2-5|6-10111-15|16-20{ 21-25[No.| Percent

1. Post-graduate
qualification in
Social Work (Degree or
Diploma 2 21 14,3

2. Bachelors Degree in
Social Work 21 2 2 1 71 50

3., Arts degree plus Post-
Graduate Diploma in

Social Work 1 1 2] 14,3
4. Diploma in Social
Work 1 1 7,1
5. Arts degree 1 1 2| 14,3
TOTAL 41 5 1 3 1 |14]100,00
B ———

Seven out of the 14 supervisors who acted as field instructors
over the two year period under review had the basic professional
quaiification for social work practice in South Africa, namely, a
Bachelors Degree in Social Work, and one haa a Diploma in Social
Werk. Two of the seven grnduates stated that they were at the time
studying for post-graduote dejrees in social work, while another
two of the 14 supervisors alrcady had post-graduate qualifications

in social work.

It will be noted thot two of the supervisors participating
in the progromme hod Arts degrees which did not include sociol work
as o subject. They were nevertheless used by the School for the
following reasons: one supervisor had an honours degree in
psychology ond much clinical experience in counselling ond wos

assisted in supervising the student by o colleague with o Bachelor's
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degree in Sociol Work. The other supervisor with an Arts degree
was in tho final year of stuay for o post-groduate dipioma in

social work and had many ycars of experience of social work practice.

As for as experience is concerned, no supervisor had less
than two years experience and ten out of the fourteen had more
than five years of experience in social work practice since
graduation.  On the whole tharefore the supervisors were an

experienced group of practitioners.

7.1.4 For what period of time did the supervisor
commit himself to act as rupervisor?

Another importont qualification for a student supervisor
cited by the CSWE workshop report is that the field instructor is
expected 0 perceive his educotional role "ir a responsible fashion
in regard to his ccntinuing as tield instructor for o reasonable
period of time.“23 This means that certainly within ¢ student's
plaocement the supervisor should be committed to his role, and

furthermore he should Ideally continue as a supervisor from one

year to the next. This ideal has rot been attained irn practice

even in the United States. In 1961, Berengarten repcrted an
. . 24 .
"alarming rate of turnover of field instructors™ ~ in American

Schools and the FWC in contemporary South Africe also needs therefore

to examine this aspect of the field instruction programme.

T P et e

s

In the present study, only three of the 14 supervisors
(21,73%) acted as field instructors for the two year period under
review. (See Chapter 6, Section 6.1.2.) The remaining six social
workers who octed as supervisors in 1968 did not continve
student suparvision in 1969, and were replaced by five supervisors
who were new to the Wits, 4th Year field instruction programme,
Over the two year period of the study therefore the staff turnover

was high.



The figuresx presented in Toble 8 reveal further thot a

significant proportion of supervisors did not supervise for the

full durction of the students' placements. Nine students or
40,91% of the total population had supervision from substitute
supervigors during the course of the year. In six instances

(27,27% of placements) the supervisor assigned to the student

.
L
1%
L

went on leave during the time the student was at the agency, and
in three instances (13,64%) the supervisor left the agency v
approximately one month prior to the terminution of the plocement.

In the remaining thirteen placements 59,09%, thke supervisor acted as

such for the entire period of the student's plucement.

7.1.5 Number of Studerts per Supervisor

A final poini to be considered in relotion tc the
supervisor is whetiher it is educationally desirable to allocate
one or more students to each supervisor. Authorities quoted in
the literature are divided on this subject. Sidney Berengarten,
Director of Field Instruction at the New York School of Social
Work, Columbia University iegards the field placament of a single
student with an agency supervisor as "a serious prcblcm."zs The
curriculum study undertuken at the same school by tlermon Stein in
1960 revealed that student prefererzes for field placements as
reflected in responses to questionnuires administered toseveral
hurdred araduating students and alumr:i were heavily in favour of
the unit pattern, i.e. where one supervisor vas respousible for
4-6 students or more. The multiple pattern followed in popularity
i.e. where a number of students were placed with a number of
supervisurs in one agency, while the single pattern was heavily
rejected.26 However, in practice in many schools in the United

Sta‘es it would seem that agencies [1equently take only one student

at o time, In 1963, Tybel Bloom reportcd that of 121 supervisors

emplc ed in the Master's Degree prograomme of the University of
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Pennsylvania's School of Social Work, 8) supervised only one
student;27 While in 1969, Margaret Schubert calculouted that a
large number of students, perhaps half of all master's degree
students, ore placed with agency field instructors, each of whom
supervise one or two students at a time.28 Annette Muller writing
in 1965 considered that in South Africa it was undesirable to place
more than one student at o time in ary aueacy unless it was «

very large organization such as the Department of Social Welfare,
and in fact practical reclities in this country often dictate

the single placement of a student irn an agency.29 Ho -ever, this
is a costly and time-consuming provess from ihs point of view of
developing cc -etence in the supervisor and can b frustrating for
the supervisor when his student is on o leawning plutequ or
regressing educationally. Patterson and Claytor present arguments
tar and against the system‘ao However, FWC's snould hecome
acquainted with the advantoges and disadvantages of each
arrangement.  Broun and Gloyne studied 12 student units ir Britain
where the agency appointed a member of its staff for the special
purpose of supervising a group of 1-4 students at a time and found
empirical evidence of their value.al Though in all cases the
supervisor was regarded as a full member of staff it is interesting
to note thal in 9 of the 12 units financial support for the unit
came directly or indirectly from public funds. The danger of
student units is that they can become insulated from the rest of
the agency and it is important to take steps to prevent this. One
method quoted by the authers is for the student unit supervisor

to share responsibility fcr supervirion with other members of statf.
Such a systcm then approximates the multiple pattern.  The central
point is thut though some student s cefer to be the only «.cuent ir

an agency, there are many advantuges to a systewm wheire tu. or more

“students share o placement either with a joint supervisor or

separate supervisurs. Students learn from each other, and give

suppart to each other. In addition to krowledge which can be




ocquired through the group method as well as through individual
supervigion, "the presence of other students helps dilute the
intensity of the dependency on the supervisor. The time pcttern

32

of professional maturation often becomes accelerated."

How were the students in the present study distributed?
These figures were presented in Table 5, Chapter 6. An
examinagtion of this table reveals that a total of 10 agencies
participated in the field work programme over the two year period.
5 of these parcticipated for one of the two years only, 3 in 1968
and 2 in 1969, Each of these five featured single st ient
placements. Of the five agencies which acted as field
instruction centres in both years, one had a single student placed
with it each yeai, ond one other (Agency D) had one student in
1968 but two in 1969. Eight of the 22 students in the population
(36,36%) were therefore placed singly in agencies. The remaining
fourteen students were placed in pairs in four agencies, three of
which took two students each year of the study period and one of
which took two siudents only in 1969.  Of thess sever "double"
placements, five involved the allocution of the twe students to
one suvervisor and the other two involved a multiple pattern that

is, 1wo students eoch with o different supervisor.
In ro agency was there a student unit as such, although the
placenent of more than one student with one supervisor resembles

the student unit pottern of placement.

7.2 Selected feotures of Field Instruction Placements

7.2.1 How is the Student's Stotus in the Agency
presenied to clients?

When o student first arrives at an agency for a
placement, she often feels strange and opnrehensive and as

Llewellyn points out on important first step is "to help the
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students o.-ient themselves physically and psychologically to the
aetting."33 Mary Hester describas it this way: "Since anxiety
is aroused when one is in an 'unknowiny' position, it follows that
the supervisor's aim is to reduce this by giving knowledge

quickly when needed."34

This knowledge refers to the physical lay-out of the ugency,
where the student must sit when interviewing or writing and
where she must keep her personal possessions and files, the time
and place of tea-breaks, student's access to secretarial assistance
and telephones, and cimilar matters. Communicating such
information to the student enables her to feel accepted and
welcomed and is an important step in aiding ner identificotion

with the agency and consequent integration of learning.ss*

One of the most important orientating pieces of informgtion
is how the student is to introduce herself to clients. The
student is a learner in the agency but part of her learning involves
assuming ihe responsibility of o worker. Meny guthorities such as
Pettes and Young in England and Rosemary Reynolds in the United
States, consider that students who arc at an advanced stoge of
their training ond who are placed for a lengthy peariod in an agency
should be given o different status with clients from that of «
student, Accerding to Pettes, in mout agencies the student assumes
the role of worker and does nct tell c¢lients she is a student.
This helps students to have more confidence with clients and
“"proclaims the fac*: that the agency considers them capable of

7 .
carrying responnibility."3 It also protects the client from the

* The orientation of students to the agency will not be discussed
in greater de:ail here as in the Wi:s.system, this occurs during
the short blo:k plocement in the same aegency which invariably
precedes the :oncurrent placement in the 4th Year of Study.
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aonxiety of feeling that his worker is irresponsible ond incompetent
simply because she is a student. Some agencies prefer to confer
special titles on their students, for example, Temporary Assistant
or Part-Time Social Worker. Another possibility when students

are introducing themselves to clients is to soy: "I um Miss Jones

from the ABC Agency" thereby not committing themselves to a specific

description of status.

The most important consideration is that the Agency should
formulate some policy in this cornection and communicate it clearly
to the student. The supervisor must go further however and should
moke sure that, whatever the arrangements, "all siaff know them,
including, most importantly, the telephone operator, porter or
receptionist and clerical staff. Anyone who may have contact
with the student's clients should know, not only the student's
designation, but what explanation may be given on days the student
is not present and to whom (usuully the supervisor) any emergencies

should be referred."38

The importcnce of clear communication brtween supervisor and
student cannot be overemohasised, both in this connecticn ond in
respeci of other aspects of field instruction, such os time of
supervisory conferences. The FWC must continually be aware of

this fuct and communicate it to supervisors.

As Dwyer and Urbanowski point out: "As in classroom courses,
the content of field instruction needs to be identified and

3
planfully communicoted to the students.™

In the present study, questions* were included in the annual
questionnaires administered to respondents in order to gother

data on thess matters.

* Questions 3,4,5,6 Students' Annual Questionnaire
3,4,5,6

Questicns 3,4,5,6 Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire.
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Responses to the question asking whether the supervisor
informed t+. student about the manner in whi:h she shoul.' introduce

herself to clients, are presented in Table 1l.

TABLE 11: RESPONSES OF STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS REGARDING
WHETHER STUDENTS WERE INFORMED OF AGENCY POLICY
AS TO HOW THEY SHOULD INTRODUCE THEMSELVES TO CLIENTS

.

Was Policy Number of Responses
about p—
Introductions 1968 1969 Total 1968 & 1969
Communicoted -
to student? Students S?per— Studenis S?per- Students Bupervisors
visors visors
Nol % Nod %
YES é 11 7 11 13| 59,09 22{100,00
NO 5 0 4 0 9| 40,91 0(100,00
TOTAL 11 11 11 11 {22}1100,001 22,100,00

Source: Students' and Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire

Note: For 1968 p = L,02
For 1969 p = ,045
For 1968 & 1969 p = ,001

One hundred per cent of the supervisors over the two year
period responded that they had informed the students how to introduce
themselves to clients, but only 59% of the 22 students reported
that they had beer informed of agency pclicy in this regard;  and
this difference is stotistically significant at the 0,1% level of
confiaence, The inference to be drawn is that the two groups

perceived the situation differently.
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TABLE 12: CONTENT OF SUPERVISOR'S INSTRUCTION TO STUDENT
AS TO HOW SHE SHOULD INTRODUCE HERSELF TO CLIENTS,
AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS

oo -]
Con‘ent of Nuwber of Responses
Instruction
as to 1968 1969 Total 1968 & 1949
manner of
Introduction . Students Supervisors
Students 3:p§i; Students 3;p:§—
s SOTS 1 No. % NoJ %
As a student 0 2 0 1 1 0 3§ 13,64
As a staff
member 1 2 4 0] 5| 22,73} 2| 9,09
No specific
designation 5 7 3 10 8| 36,36 17| 77,27
No instruc-
tion 5 0 4 0 91! 40,911 0] O
TOTAL 11 11 11 11 i 221100,00| 221100,00
Source: Students' and Supervisors' Annual Questionnoire.

In those cases where an instruction was given, the mojority of
responses from supervisors and students indicated that students wex»
told to introduce themselves in a non-specific fashion, such as "I om
Miss X, from the ABC Agency." The Fisher test indicates that in
this case there is no statistically significant difference between

the iwo groups of responses, however.

This non-specific type f introduction has the advantoge of
neither arousing the client's onxiety nor of misrepresenting the
student's true status. If subsequently the client should ask the
student if she is a student, she con answer truthfully without

embarrassment to herself.
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TABLE 13: RESPONSES UF STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS REGARDING
WHETHER THE AGENCY'S TELEPHONIST/RECEPTIONIST
WAS INSTRUCTED AS TO HOW THE STUDENT'S STATUS
SHOULD BE PRESENTED TO CLIENTS
Was Number of Responses
instruction
given to 1968 1969 Total 1968 & 1949
telephonist~
receptionist? Students S?per— Students Super~| Students Pupervisors
visors visors

No. % No! %

Yes 1 6 4 10 5| 22,73 16} 72,73
No 9 4 4 1 13| 59,090 5| 22,73
Do not know 0 0 2 0 21 9,09 0} O
Not
applicable 1 1 1 0 21 9,090 1 4,54
TOTAL 11 11 11 11 22 |100,00{ 22100,30
Source: Students' and Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire
Note: For 1968 p = L0l
For 1969 p = ,05

For 1968 and 1969 p ,01
There is a statistically significant difference between the
responses "Yes" and "No" given by supervisors and students to the

question:

"Was any instruction given to the telephonist/receptionist
of the Agency as to how the status of the student in the
Agency should be indicated to clients?"

Over the two year period, 72,73% of supervisors answered in
the offirmative to this question while only 22,73% of students
answered positively. Once agein the inference to be drawn is
that there was not clarity of communicotion betwzzn supervisor

and student on this motter, and misunderstundings arose os a result.
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One student repcrted an incident which illustrated the
possible consequences of ignorance on the part of the telephonist
in this connection. She had presented herself as o social worker
to a particular client, but when the client telephoned the agency
on a day when the student was ut the University, the telephonist
referred to the student ac o student. The client was surprised
and distressed and subsequently refused further contact with the

agency.

TABLE 14: CONTENT OF INSTRUCTION TO TELEPHONIS(/RECEPTIONIS/
AS TO HOW STUDENTS' STATUS SHOULD SE PRESENTED TO
CLIENTS, AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS

i Content of
instruction
to
telephonist- Total 1968 and 1969
rec:pt;onxst S . . Students
as to how Students| ~ P® " IStudents|VPeT™  |—
students are visors V1SOIrs
described
to clients No.| % No.! %
As o Student 0 1 C 1 0| O 219,09
As o staoff
member 1 5 3 4 418,18 9 (40,91
In an evasive
manner 0 0 1 5 1| 4,55| 5 122,73
No instruc~
tion given 9 4 4 1 13 | 59,09 5 (22,73
Not applic-
able/Do not
know 1 1 3 0 4118,181 1| 4.54

TOTAL 11 11 11 11 221100,001 22 1100.00

Source: Stiudents' and Supervisors' Annual Questionnaires.
In those coses where respondenis reportad that on instruction

had been given to the telephonist/receptionist, the largest number
of supervisor responses (40,91%) of the totel) ond the largest
number of student responses (i8,18% of the total) indicated that




the telephonist/receptionist was told to refer to the stud:nt as
a staff member. However the difference between these responses
and those where the telephonist was told to refer to the student
os a student is not significant statistically. (p = .55 for the

2y oeriod, 1968 and 1969)

7.2.2 Selection of Cases for Students®

This subject has been widely canvassed in social work
writing in Englond, the United States ond South Africa, and the
Third International Survey of Trairing for Social Work published

by the United Nations in 1958 olso gave attention to this matter.

One of the fundamental criteria in selecting o case for a
student is the educational value of the case. As Finestone
says p sional field instruction ar opposed to apprenticeship
involves conceptual learning, i.e. the product of o method of
teaching which stresses learning of generalizations drown from
specific related experiences, Therefore, in selecting a cas»
"the gim is not service per se, although this must ond will taoke
place, but thke generalized learning which can be distilled out of
the experience of giving service. The oim is not to have the
student learn . cose, but to learn from it. The field instructor
selecting und preporing for assignment of a case to a student,
asks himself not only 'What does the case need?' but 'What can the
student leaorn from this cose?  What concepts, propositions and
principles are involved? How are these reloted to those that the

student i. learning from class and reading?'"

Of course, the studeat's cuseload hos to be drawn from the

current clientele of the ogency, ond clients cannot be produced

®* Becyuse students hove had preliminary block placements in
similor ogencies in the third year of study it is assumed
thot they are assignec direct responsibility for carrying cases
virtuolly as soon a: the fourth ycar concurrent placement
commences.
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to order. However, the supervisor's awareness of the learning
needs of the particular student con act as u generul guide to the
selection of cuses. These needs may be formulated into an
educational diaynosis, perhaps based partly on information
furnished by the FWC and partly on the supervisor's own ossessment.
Kent mckes the point that while such a diagnosis may be used in
selecting cases for the student, how it should be used is debatable.
For example, the sume need might be deolt with differently

depending on the stag: of the student's training.

One of the most important needs which all students have,
particularly in the early stages of the .lacement, is to gain
reassurance about their ability to be of service to others., 1In
the words of the United Nations Third International Survey:

It is an essential principle of initial case selectior
that early cases should be such as to give students
confidence in sociul work as o helping method and
themselves as helpful persons.

Examples of such cases ore people who have the ability to
relate vasily to others but are experiencing some disturbunce in
the environment which is amenable to amelioration by the
vtilization of community rescurces. The student naed- to be
given ar opportunity to see scme movement in the ~aond to
achieve some degree of success. She should n. e ussigned
fomilies or individuol clients with a record of lack of movement

over a prolonged period.

Sometimes what appeared to be a "simple" case initially
develops into a complicated and difficult situation. In such a
case, rather thon terminate the stud-ont's contact with the client,
the supervisor should assist the student in carrying through a
sociaol work service. Students need t> experience also difficult
ond frustroting cases in order to preparve themselves for the
realitios of proctice but there should nat be too many of these

in the student's smoll caselood as this could discourage the

— -
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student. However, in order to simulate the demands of real
pructice, some supervisors stop s-lecting coses towards the end
of the student's placement so that she can learn to cope with

whatever type of problem is presented.

In general,it is important that the student's caseload
should provide her with o variety of learning experiences.
Frances Dover, in describing o five-year demonstration project
involving a Student Training Unit at the Jewish Guild for the
Blind for students of the New York School of Social Work, st: Led
that one major consideration in selecting cases was "to allow
tne student g wide range of experience with the kinds of life
situations that come to the attention of “his particular ogency
.etting43 and other authorities reinforce tni< view. Peltes
points out that students should have experience of .0ollaborative
work in some cases,44 Anderson, Pfeiffer et al advocate the
assigning of both short-contoct and long-tesm cases because of

45

the specific teaching vealues ot each.

This criterion for selection often implies that cases must
be drawn from o number of social workers in various parts of the
agency (if it is a large agency) and not only from the supervisor's

workload. This involves administrative and relationship

complications, and the Supervisor must be made aware of these and
take care in reassuring his colleogues that all is well with their
cases. Some workers are dubious of a student s ability to handle
cases and it ie important for the FWC to assure the supervisor und
other social vorkers in the agency that though students may be
young ond reclotively inexperienced, they have some professionol
knowledge and usuvally a great deal of enthusiasm und concern for
clients and ‘herefore seldom moke mistakes which cause clients

irreporable hcmm.
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According to Young, many supervisors prefer tu build uwp a
student's caseload from new work coming in to the agency ond
"there is much to recommend this plun"47 as events cften move
quickly at the beginning of a case. However, sither system of

selection is acceptable in a field work prooramme.

In the present study, the onnual questionnoire administered
to supervisors contained o question* in which the supervisors
were asked to stote the basis on which they selected cases for
inclusion in the student's workload. The supervisor's rssponses

are tobulated in the following t 2.

TABLE 15: BASES FOR SUPERVISORS' SELECTION OF
CASES FCOR STUDENTS

Reasons for Selectiny Coses Number of Supervisor Responses

for Students 1968 | 1969 | Total 1968 and 1969

1 Kelatively uncomplicuted :
cases 5 2 7

2 To providc comprchensive
experience of the agency's i
clientele 3 4 7

3 Cases offering particular
types of learning
opprrtunities 3 3 | 6

4,.Cuses appropriate to
students' ability and
learning needs, including l

need to achieve 2 é
5.0nly new cases 1 0 1
&4.No selectiuvn late in

placement 2 1 2

TOTAL 16 14 30
Source: Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire

* Sypervisors' Arnual Questionnaire Question 2.
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[t was possible for each supervisor to cite more than one
reason on the basis of which cuses for students were selected, and
the nunber of supervisor responses is therefore 30, which exceeds
the nurber of placements supervised (i.e. 22) by eight. T
reasons given have been categorized on n nominel scale. The
categories however are not entirely mutually exclusive. Suza
could refer to o similar bosis of choice which was however
motivat:d differently, for example, relatively uncomplicuted cases
could have been selected to meet the student’s need to exue .(vice

achievenent, but need not have been.

Tte categories named are all similar to those described in
the literature as oppropriate bases for the selection of casas for
studente, There is a more or less equal distiibution of responses
over the first four cotegories which describe intrinsic qualities
in cases which predispose supervisors to select them for inclusion

in o stuaent's workload,

Students were asked in their annual questionnaires* whether
they participated in the decision to include specific cases or
groups in the’r workload. Their responses arc presented in the

following table:

TABLE 16: STUDENTS' PARTICIPATION IN CASE SELECTION

e e e et Sfe S0« ettt b ot e o e e oo g et — ]
. . Number of Student Responsas
Did Student particivate in
c s Total 1968 and 1969
case selection? 1963 | 1969
No. %
YES 5 9 14 63,6/
NO 6 2 8 36,34
TOTAL 11 11 22 100,00
Source: Student<' Annual Questionnaire

# Students' Annual Questionnaire Question 2.
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