While it is important that cases be selected for students
so that thev can have ¢ variety of experience., with different
types of clients, and that sometimes in order to further o
particular student's learning, she should ce allocnted coses
which might present her with certain difficulties, nevertheless
allowing the student some choice in the selection of coses can
also oid professional development. If two equally suitable cases
ore ovailable to the student, allowing her some self-determinction
can decrease on<iety and harness motivation., It is true that
ir practice socicl workers do not heve this choice, but for the
purposes of field instruction where the focus is on the development
of the student, giving the student a certain degree of choice
within 1%mits can b+ beneficial to teaching and learning. In the
preseni study, the majority of students over the two year period
viz. 63,647 did periicipote in the decision to include specific

coses or groups in their werk load.

7.2.3 Number of Coses aliocaicd to Students

It on esscntial principle of field instruvction that
the student's role in the ogency is primorily thet of o learner,
"whose primory task is not the manogenment of nis cases, but o
conceptuol approach to the processes of treatment in which he will
engage with his clients."48 The main medium for this learning
is the assignment to the student of a small number of cases. This

enables the student to analyse the details of each case ond his

own proctice in “slow motion,™

Brown and Gloyne's study revealed some differences of opinion
regarding the degree of concentration on a few cases bearing in
mind the need to odopt to later pressures of employment ond it was
gencrolly recegnised that the pace should be quickened towords the

end of ¢ plocement, However, mony supervisors continue-d to

emphesize the Lenefits of intensive rcther thon extensive cuperierce
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for learning purposes. In the United States, Selyan writing in
1968 stuted as follows:

The assignment of o limitec number of cases reduces

the possibility of escape into activity for activity's

sake, or of exclusive attention to operationol skills,

ond brings to focus the need for o progressively

deepening understanding of the nature of psycho-social

dysfunctioning and the development of increasingly

selective modes of intervention 90

What is the ideal number of cases a student should carry?
There is no easy answer io this question as many factors are
operative, for example the student's stage of learning, the amount
of work necessary tor each case and the demands made on the
student by any particular case. A survey of the literature seems
to indicate that troditionally studentshave carried loads of
approximately 5-8 at one time, perhaps reaching a total of 12 over

1he full period of the placement.

Corol Meyer, Professor of Sociul Work at Columbia, is very
critical of the traditional model of field practice and describes
with odmirction a project at her School whereby the social service
departn nt of a large city hospitul in o ghetto area of Naw York
was administered by School staff as a tecching centre for students.
Yet she ton cites 7-9 on-going cuses 3s & suitable locd for a
student. However, the difference in her concept of field

instruction, is that students should carry other responsibilities

in oddition, such as perhcps assignments in group work and
community cction. Meyer considers thot such o progremme aquipe
students more adequately for the demends of fuiere practice in
social work51 and the present writer as one FWC at Wits, supports

thi: point of view.

In the present study, the questions* in the onnual questionnaires

desigred to elicit information on this motter therefore mode

w—

» Siydents' Annual OQuestionnaire Question 1
Suparvisors' Annual Questionngire Uuestion 1.

—— ™ oo e e S



provision for respondents to include cases and groups in the
computation of the size of the student's workload. Responses

are tabulated in the following toble. It will be noted that

the intervals in each category are not equal*, It was considered
important to have iwelve as the upper limit of the first class

-as this is the highest figure quoted in the literature for g
desirable case load over the total period of a student's placement.
The next interval ended ot 20 in order to encompass another
estimate quoted in the literature, namely that by Rosemary Reynolds.
According to her, students in the second year of the Masters®
curriculum in the United States could handle fifteen to eighteen
cases at a time,53 though this caseload is handled in three doys
per week in the agency whereas students in the present study worked
only two days per week. Nevertheless this figure is found in the
literature, and vas used as the basis of the second lowest class

in the categorizctisn formulated for tabulation purpo-

#Authority for this procedure comes from Goldstein who states that
“ihe difference between classes (on an interval scale) need not

be equal."52

I L
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TABLE 17: NUMBER OF CASES/GROUPS IN STUDENT'S WORKLOAD AS
REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS

. } Number of Number of Responses
Cases/Groups
in Student's 1968 1969 Total 1968 and 1969
Workload
i Students |Supervisors
Student# 3:22?; Students izzzi-
8 NoJ X Nol] &%
1 - 12 4 5 4 4 8| 36,36| 9| 40,91
13 - 20 2 1 3 5 5| 22,73} 6| 27,27
21 - 30 3 2 2 1 5| 22,73 3| 13,64
31 - 40 2 2 1 1 3| 13,64| 3| 13,64
No ’‘ntor-
mation 0 1 1 0 1| 4,54| 1] 4,54
TOTAL 11 11 11 11 221100,00| 22|100,00
SIS S
Source: Students'and Supervisors' Annual Questionnaires

The responses of both supervisors and students indicata that
only 40% (approximately) of students had workloads of 12 cases or
under, which is the size of caseload many writers cite as the most

desirable.

If one combines the figures falling within the first two
categories, remely 1 - 12 cases and 13 - 20 cases, and computes

the mean of student aond supervisor responses, it appears that just

over 60% of students {in round figures) had case loads falling within

the limit guoted by Reynolds as desirabie for second year Master's
degree students nearing the end of their studies in the United
States of America. Consequentiy ulmost 40% of students had
caseloads in excess of even the highest figure cited as acceptable

in the literuture on the subject.
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7.2.4 Attendance ot Administrgtive Meetings and
Visits of Observation as Part of Field Instructior

A recent trond in social work prr~‘ice particularly in
the United States has been a closer slliance be:seun the methods
of social work administration and commuuity oxgunization.54 This
has been reflacted in the Wits, curriculum where the two methods
have been taught in a combined -ourse since 1968 and where innovative
projects in field instruction specifically in these methods are

being introduced in the 1970's.

Hovever, within the traoditional pottern of field instruction,
how can the administraticn and community organization content be

maximised, as well as the related content area of sncial policy?

As eurly as 1955, Finestore wrote as follows:

The casework ngency is an educational resource for
the teaching not caly of casework skill and knowledge
but olso of many other aspects of social work,
Administration, community rezources and need, the
place of the ageacy in community orgunization, ...
are some of these generic aspects 99

In 17962, a CSWE Workshop on Field Instruction laid down as

one qualification for a supervisor thiat he should have

Capacity to teach the student to work collaborativ:ly
within all relevant aspects of an agency programme,
This includes ... helping the student to understand
the relationship of the ogency services to the
community and to other services, and to identify
broud social issues of fecting agency service; helping
the student to understand the structure and sponsorship
of the agency and to relate poritively to lay
leadership and community understanding 56

The following cre two ways in which studenis car. be exposed
to these as.ects of sc_iol work practice even when alaced for field

instruction in an ogency concentrating on cosework services:




(a) Attending administrotive meetings within the agency
(b) moking visits of observation to other social welfare

agencies ond institutions in the community.

(o) Attendance at Administrative Meetings

The Wits. philosophy about social work practice is that
the administrative process is inherent in sociol work service of all
kinds and it is considered desirable thervfore that students have
experience of this within the agency. Initially students may perhaps
be required to write a paper on the agercy structure, sponsorship and
functioning but in addition "the supervisor can and shoi'ld provide
him with opportunities to see pu.icy u.stussed at all Jeles."57 The
stuaent needs to bezom~ aw.re of whnt it x -ons to be pert of g total
organisation and how agency pulicy and odriniscrative procedures
affect both the ma.agerent »f !or cases, @ ider- ssues, This can
be done in seveinl ways, one of waich 1. o community agency, is

through attending meetings of the Eoard and observing the actual

process of policy-maoking.

As Dover points out, in the Jewish Guild for the Blind
Demonstration Project, "meetings with the Board served the mutual

purpose of bringing students face-to-face with top administration

and observing at first-hand some of its activities., At the same time,

such contacts served to keep alive the Board's strong and continued
interest in the student training programme."58 In agencies where
the Board moy initially be hesitant to allow studen®s to witness
their deliberations because, perhaps, of confidentiality, special
meetings could be arranged to enable the students and Buard mambers
to meet each other more informally. In Government or Provincial
Departments s..dents could spend some time at the Head Office w! sre
policy and administration could be described by the head of the
department ond senior members of the administrative staff. Brown
and Gloyne described similor special progrommes in some British local

outhority services, but added that while understancing of policy and
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administration wus widely agreed to be important in their survey,
educational programmes for this purpose wera relatively "undeveloped

59

or experimentcl.”

The position in the Wits field instruction programme in 1968-

69 in this regord is reflected in Table 18 on pags 207,

(b) Visits of Observotion

An importunt element in social work expertise is
extensive xnowledge of community resources and their differential
vse for the benefit of clients. According to Aptckar the
administrution of o concrete service is what distinguishes social
susework from counsclling and psychotherupy,éo while in Barbara
dootton's opinion, "in the complicated modern world with its ever
more complicated system of social services, such expertise becomes
more and more valuable" and "qualifies for professional statvs in

its own right."

At South African Universities, visits of observation feature
routinely in social work courses. At Wits. for example they form
part of the field instruction in the first year of study. They
should however continu. as one aspect of the content of field
instruction in long-term concurrent placements such as in the 4th

Year at lfits.

Shannon regards field trips to agencies offering a variety of
services as an importart teaching device, In describing a field

work programme in a public assistance agency, she stated:

1t wos felt that the student could develop uw broaodened
ond enriched concept of decling with humun need through
actually seeing an agency aond its facilities and hearing
about the philosophy and oractice of other agencies
working on o*he- aspects of the proble.: fcund in his
cases, Tn addition, he would have a chance to enlarje
his hknowledge of the specific services offered by @
variety of agencies, 62




In the Student Unit Project described by Dover, three trips
were generaolly arvenged during the year to other services catering
for visually handicapped persons and their families, These proved
to stimulate thought in the students in terms of community
organisation concepts, for example duplication of services and

unmet no.ds.63

Vigits of observation therefore enable students to develos
a grosp of the administration of sociul services, ., appreciate the
inter-relationship of iheir field instriction cenires and other
agencies in the community and to build up a knowledge of resources

availcble to a sociul worker in helping clients.

The extent to which attendance at Board Meetings and visits
of observation to other services featured in the Wits field

anstruction programme in 1968-69 is presented in Table 18.%

* Quastions 7 and 8, Students' Annuol Questionnaire.
Questions 7 ond 8, Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire.
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The responses of both asupervisors and students indiccte
that more placements provided for visits of observation for
students than for studentis' attendance at Board meetings or
meetings of other committees concerned with the administration
of the service provided by the agenties. The n'mber of responses
from supervisors ond students on the latter point differed only
slightly: 1l students and 9 superviscrs over the two yeur period
indicateu thot studen:s had not attended meetings ¢! administrative
committaes. The arithmetic mean of these two figures is 10, In
other words, in approximately 10 out of the 22 placements, i.e.
45,5%, students did rot observe the deci. ~n-making bodies in tie
agency ot work. If one computes the m t" e negative responses
from supervisors and students on the que iion ot visits of
observation i.e. 6 out of 22, it anpears *hat only ebout a quarter
of the students (27,27%) did noi vicipate in tai: activity.
In approximately three quarters or .ne placenente thcrefore,
students were given the opportunity to visit organizations and
services whose work was related to the services offered by “he tield

instruction centres where th:y were placed.

7.2.5 Writing Letters and Telephoning in
Connection with Cases

The aim of field ins.ruction is to develop professionol
competence in the student social worker. She must therefore
assume responsibility fer all aspec's of the cases she is handling.
This includes writing letters and making telephone calls in
connection with the case as well as interviewing. Both these
activitier in sociol work require rkill aond *he supervisor must
give the student the opportunity to perform these lasks in order

to develop the requisite skill.

The client's first telephone call to the ogency may be a
vital step in the process of engaging in casework treatment. The

student must learn hoew 1o hondle = calls competently. When
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a student telephones a clieut at work or at home, and the client
is out, the student must learn what typ« of message to lecv:, if
any, in order to preserve confidentiality. A telephone interviaw
during the course of treatment is often important also, and aay
be more difficult than g face-+n-face interview where the visual
dimension con aid in assessme When a crisis arisss in the
client's life situation, dealine professionally with the client
over the telephune may be crucial. The student must learn how
to convey empcthy, and how to respond appropriately merely by
listening to the client's manner of speaking. In inter-agency
telephone calls ioo, there are professional skills to ucquire cnd
the super\isor must arrange for students to gain experience in

this typ2 of wo-'.

Letter writing is an important part of recording, and as
Gordor Hamilton wrote “skill in practice and skill in recording
ar: so closely interdependent as to be almost indistinguishable."64
Students huve to learn to record for the agency's files and for
their own learning purposes and in addition they have to leatin
to produce reports and letters whi ' will be sent out of the
agency., According to Anderson, Pfeiffer, Schubert ond Scott
who in 1953 describcd the content of field work in a casework
setting ut tne School of Social Welfare, University of Cclifornia,
Berkaley, letters fall into three general classificatiors:

(i) Letters to clients

(ii) Letters to social agencies, including official
reports, summar.es for use in consultation,
requests for service from other agencies.

(iii) Letters to non-social agencies or to persons
not connected with social agencies.

I1f possible students should have experience of writing all

three types of letters. Az P lscilla Young states: "Social

wurkers ... have tu learn to phrose their letters aond reports in

| P




ways which are comprehensible ond acceptable to the recipients....
It is al. too easy to create misunderstanding, confusion or ill
wiil by feilure to communicatas clearly'.66 Social work students

wust master the art of communicating cleorly in letters and reports.

Letters written to clients to ruke appointments for interviews
at the office or on a home visit should be written with sensitivity
as they are "on integral part af ite tuial treatment procesa."6
They should have a professional qua.ity and yet sufficient informality
so thot the client would have a sense¢ of personol contact.  They
should be specific enough about the purpose of the appointment so
that no unnecessary unxiety will be aroused in the client but not

so specific that he would feel limited in his response.

Students stould have to write letters using o variety of styles
ranging from the strictiy formal to the easys, collogquial style

guitable wher the recipient is a child.

Letters of referral cre particularly importont. The purpose
of the letter must be cleariy and explicitly staot2d aond necessary,
relevant background intormation provided, Correct titles shovuid

always be sed and accurate reference numbers cited.

In dispatching the letter from the agency students must learn
to observe the agency's admiristiative requirements, for exomple,

relating to who is entitled to sign a particular letter.

Figures indicating how muny Wits, students were given the
opportunity to moke tslephone cv'.ls ond write letters® as part
of their field work placement in 19£5-1969 are presented in the
following toble:

® Questions 9 ond 10, Studants’ Annuval Quostionnacire
Questions 9 and 10, Supervisors' Aanual Juestionnaire
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DRAFTING OF LETTERS AND TZLEPHONING BY STUDENTS AS

REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS
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This table reveals that acco.ding to the responsos of both
students cnd supervisors, virtually all placements gave students
the opportunity to draft letters and use the telephone in
connaction with the work of the Agency. In 1968, there was at
least one ogency, and possibly three according to the students,
an which students did not perform these tasks, but by 1969 all

44 responses were positive.
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CHAPTER 8

SELECTED FEATURES OF THE FIELD INSTRUCTION PROGRAMME:
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND EMPIRICAL DATA II

SUPERVISION

The content of field instruction has many components but
the nerve centre of the programme should be the supervisory
process. The interocticn between supervisor and student should
provide the student with a constructive learning experience
which furthers her professional development by bringing together

for her the diverse elements of ner field work experience.

What is supervision? Etymologically, to supervise means
"to oversee, to direct, to superintenc?.“l Robinson states
however that in proctice supervision hc- "token on itself the
additional responsibility of teaching the learner the skill
required. In every field of werk - in the crafts, the arts,
the professions - supervision hos evolved its own peculiar

n:inod uppropriate to the field and the nature of the skill it

. 2 . . .
teaches and supervises.” In modern industry, human relavionship

vronsiderations now enter into the supervisory process, but it
remains basically o form of control which hoids workers to

standard performance in time and quality of work.

In social work also, the administraiive component in
supervis.on was puramount initially. Lola Selky describes pre-

1917 education for social work practice a: follows:

It was a form of upprenticeship traunina. carried

oh in ogencies, with experienced proc itioners

tok, ; over responsibility for helping the inexperienced
to "learn the trade™. ... New workers learned defined
tasks and procedures by doing them under supervision...

PN
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The supervisor's job was more administrative than
educational.... The supervisor had the task of
assigning a work load, and checking on the new
worker's performance in order to determine if he
or she was cbiding by the rules and procedures

of the agency.

However, gradually suparvision in social work acquired
different connotctions. In 1936 Virginia Robinson of the
Pennsylvania School of Social Work defined it as

on educational process in which a person with o

certain equipment of knowledge and skill tukes

resporsibility for training a person with less

equipment.... In the field of social casework,

this teaching process is carried by a succession

of conference discussions beiween the supervisor

and the student. 4
In other words, social work supervision was now viewed as both
a teaching and administrative process. By 1949, Robinson
added another element to her conception of supervision by stating:
Since supervision in social casework teaches a
helping process, it must itself he o helping
process sc that the student experiences in his

relation to his supervisor o process similar to
the one he must learn to use with his client. 5

The third element had been added to the concept, namely, helping.

The modern opproach tc supervision has been succinctly

summed up by Charlotte Towle who wrote in 1963:

Supervision in social agencies has beer defined

as an odministrative process in the conduct of
which stoff development is a major cuncern,
Supervision is a process in the conduct of which
the supervisor has thres functions ~ administration,
teaching and helping., 6

It is interesting to note thot in a footnote in the same
article, Towle refers to the trend in the United States to

dasignate student supervisors as "field work instructors.™




Toile dissociated l.erself from this trend, preferring to retain
the title "supervisor" becavse it gives prominence to the interplay
of the three functions rather tham concentrating on the educational

function to the relative exclusion of the other two.7

The conception of supervision as a three~fold procest has
been widely developed in British and Awerican literature. For
exomple, Pettes® comprehensive statement on supervision is baosed
on this fromework and it is interesting to note that Pettes
represents both American aond British influences. She is an
eminent social work educator from the Uni‘ed States who spent

two years working in Britein as a Senior Fulbright Scholar.

In Soutih Africa, until the very recent past, the concept
of supervision was not as clearly defined. At the 1959 Conference
held at Wits. on the theme "Supervision in Social Work", Wagner,
Hough and Seawright gave papers incorporating the modern, professional
viewpoint8 but in 1963 the Department of Social Weifare and
Pentions published a booklet entitled "The Responsibilities,
Skills and Personal Attributes of the Supervisor"9 which tended
to depict the supervisor's rcle in the narrow sense more appropriate
to an industrial enterprise than a social agency employing
professional stcff. In Barette's wo-ds, "the ideas thcugh
excellent in themselves, are phrased in a language foreign to

. - . 1
social work" ond could be "misleuding and open to misinterpretation.”

Subsequent writing in South African social work clarified the
concept, however, In 1965, G.A. du Plessis, a Senior Professivaal
Officer in the Department of Social Velfare and Pensions wrote
o Master's thesis on the subject folliwed by an article in the
journal "Social Welfare and Pensions.” Muller's doctorate
referred to the issue and Bopape's ond Botha's dissertations each

gave a full exposition of the subject. There have also been
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articles by Shaow, Van Rooyen, Barette and Stewart on the subject.*

Because the present study emanated fiom the need of the
FWC to observe tta supervision of students :n practice, it will
concentrate on defining aspects of supervision in operational
rather than theoretical terms. According to Lilian Ripple, in
order t~ explicate a concept in operational terms

one develops a concrete st.tement, or set of

stutements, which encompass the *operations®

or "signs" by which the concept iz specifically

described in the context of the observation -

taking procedures of thi, partizular investxqation}l

The present study set out to answer the following

que-tions:

Within the concept of supervision as a teaching, helping,
administrative process arising out of the relationshin between

supervisor and student;

1. Whaot should characcerise the supervisory process in terms

of its form, duration, frecuency, organization, time and content:

in terms of form is it informal and/or formal? in terms of
duration, how long does it last? in terms oif frequency, how

often does it occur? in terms of organizatior, who is responsibie
for it? in terms of time, when does it occur? in terms of cuntent,
what is discussed? Related questions ore also discussed, -uch

as the use of procr<s records and evaluation in supervision, and

the use of group supervision.
2. To what extent do these characteristics feature in practice?

3. What is the relevance in terms of the role of the field

work consultant?

* Details of these works are provided in the hibliography at the
end of the present study.
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8.1 Genergl Character-istics of Supervision

In terms of tne traditional patte: of field instruction

a model description of supervision would be s folliws:

Supervision consists of a successiun of individual conferences
between aupervisor and student, which are of a tutorial nature.
These conferances ore scheduled on the initiative o the supervisor
for a specific and regular 'ime each week and for o relalively
fixed duration of ubout an hour and o half. The supervicor is
available to .he student for informul discussiont betwven scheduled
supervisory .cr.arences but as the placement progresses the student
should attempt to contain her gqueries until the formal supervisory
session. The conteat of the supervisory sessions should be such
as to fulfil the educationcl, helping and administrative f nctions

of supervision,

In the questionnaires administered in the present study,
gquestions were included to gain information on all these aspec's.

which wili now be discusscd seriatim,

8.2 The form of Supervision: Formal and/
or Informal Supervision

As Dornthy Pettes wrote: "The student supervisor teoches
in a1 infiniie variety of ways, but th2 mojor teaching setting
is within the individuc! supervisory session."l2 The idertical
view is expres-,ed by mo., orther writers on the subjecr such as
Annette Muller and F.C. Shaw in South Africa; Priscilla Young
and Lolc Selby in Britain, and Inter alio Anderson, Pfaiffer,
Schubert and 5cott in the United Stotes.®  Ruth Shonnon pe-taps

provides ttr most cowprehensive motivation for the system in th:

* Details + these publicotions are lo be found in the
Bibliography at the ead of tne present study.
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following statement published in 1962:

In the tutoricl met'wod chara teristic of field
instruction, the individual conference with :he
student is the basic vehicle for teaching. The
individual conference (after the field instructo:
has read the student's process recording of his
cases) enables the instructor to understand the
student's particular learning needs and problems,
the quality of his thinking and feeling, und his
potentiality for becoming a caseworker. The
regular weekly conferznce is ti.e mediun through
which the field instructor provides the individually
planned educaional experience that is the heart
of the field work teaching method in social work.
It is also throvgh this medium that the instructor
creates the kind of learning atmosphere in which
the student con fecl most comfortable. Bv means
of the relationship established in the conference,
the instructor offers the student the support and
help he nevds in trying himcelf out in the new and
uncharted ways of hcelsing people 'n trouble. 13

Rescarch support tor the system is provided by Solowon
Green, whe found in his do-toral dissertation presen.ed at
Pennsylvania in 1965, that "the sup-rvisory coaforence is
a significan: teaching-lear1ing relationship, perhaps not

14
as fully appreciated by field instructors.”

Discussions between the supervisor ard the student need
not be confined to the individuai formal supervisory session,
and in practice this is seldom so. Unscheduled informal
discussions may also occur between formal conferences. These
may be porticularly importent to the student near the beginning
of the placement whan her uncertainty ond anxiety increases her
dependency nends. Even the student who reacts to her initial
uncertainiy with o strong desire to demonstrate competence and
coping obilities and who anrears excussively independent will
usually experience a period of great dependency. Early in

the viacement therefore the supervisor should make it cleor
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to the student that he expects her to come for help frequently.
As Pattes points out, the student will be less hesitant to do
so if the supervisor gives her some indication of the

circumstarices under which he may or may not be interrupted.

At the some time however, the supervisor should indicate
that aos time passes the student will be expected to keep as
many of her questions as possible for the formal conference.
The supervisor should alwuys be available for consultation in

case of emergencies, but as Cunliffe states:

It is important that students get o sense of

programming in their agency experience, and

it is olso important that they learn a certain

amount of self-discipline.... Here it is also

important that the supervisor develops this

same sense of timing ond disciplines herself

in relation to her work with the student,l5

Nevertheless, hoth formal cnd informal channels of
communication are ever present in organisations and the supervisor
must be aware of these and use them appropriately. Students can
learn much from professional discussions over lunch or ten or
perhaps en route to observotional home visits,6 and such discussions
can take place with the supervisor and with other members of
siaff. Pettes considers that such communications can be both
valuable and ot times dangerous, and the supervisor must therefore

be constantly aware of the relationship between

informal and formal communication, make use of

both, und taoke responsibility for seeing that

appropriate matters ore tronsferred from one to

the other.

In the present study, questions were included in the Annual
Questionnaire administered to students and supervisors on the

incidence of informal and formal supervision in the placements. 43

ov* of the 44 responses from students and supervisors indica od

B I R




that both formal and informal supervision occurred during
placements. The one exception was a student in 1969 who
reported that no informal supervision occurred. In fact,

on examination of the weekly sheets submitted by this student
during the year revealed that short periods of informal
supsrvision had occurred early in the placement, but that no
informal discussions were held with the supervisor for the

last 13 weeks of her placement. Data derived from the

student's comments on her weekly questionnaires and from
inteyviews between the student and the FWC indicate that the
reasvn for the dearth of informal contact was the poor relationship
between supervisor and student. The nature of the relationship
is reflected in a comment on a formal supervisory session written
by the student four weeks before the end of the placement:

"In this session, I discussed my feelings about

termination with my supervisor, He did not help

me with these feelings. I felt gs though he was

so threatened by what I was saying that he could

only defend himself, and not even listen to me.

I was told that 'parting is a reality of life';

and that if 'one' gets upset about it, ther 'cne'

will have o depressive vbreakdown, ‘One' aisured

him that this was not the case!"

This student was clearly distressed about the imperszunal approach
of her supervisor and the undercurrents of hostility in the
relationship accounted for the obsence of informal discussions

in the placement.

Responses of students and supervisors as to whether formal
or informal supervision was the predominant pattern ure reflected

in the following table.*

* See Questions 17 a,b,c Studerts’ Annual Questionnoire
Questions 13 a,b,c Supervisors' Annual Questionncire

-

! . e N e e e o




O N TN T
R O Y ST TR S 0 (SO L S . . B i - ——

TABLE 20:  TYPE OF SUPERVISION PREDOMINATING AS
REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS

Number of Responses
Type of supervision 1968 1969 | Total 1968 and 1969
(c.-f 20 E“? S Wl Students [Supervisors
Q. [ o] a w g
T| 88| 5|88
-a_ i E 7 3 ) NOq x Nan x
1. Only formal supervision 0 0 1 O] 1| 4,55{ 0 0
2. Formol supervision pre-
dominating 5 8 61 10} 11} 50,00{18 | 81,82
3. Informal supervision
predomingting é 2 4 1| 10{ 45.45] 3 | 13,64
4. Considerable time on
both types 0 1 0 0] 0] o.00f 1 4,54
TOTAL 11 { 11 | 11| 11} 22}100,03{22 {100,00
Source: Students' and Supervisors Annual Questionnaires.

If response one is combined with response two and compared

with response three from supeivisors and students, p = ,08, which

is not significont stotistically. Nevertheless, there is g
terdency towards significance in the faci that 81,824 of supervisors

perceived that formal supervision was the predominant pattern during

the piacement while only 54,55% of students had o similar perception.

If the responses in category three ore isolated, namely,
responses from supervisors and students stoting that informal
supervision was the predominant pattern, and the binomial test is
applied, p = ,046 which is statistically significant. In other
words, a significont majority of students perceived that informal
supervision wos the predominunt pattern of supervision during

their plocements. The inference to be drawn is that the

L . e e
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communications between supervisors and students as to what was

formal supervision and what was informal were not sufficiently

clear.

Responses to questions* on the weekly questionnaire completed
by students in 1969 ulso shed light on this issue. These are
presented in Table 21:

TABLE 21:  OCCURRENCE OF FORMAL AND INFORMAL
SUPERVISION AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS, 1969

Type of Supervision Field Work Weeks
Provided Number | Percentage
A. Ouly Formal Supervision 42 15,79
B. Both Formal and informal 134 50,37
C. Only Informal Supervision 72 27,07
D. Neither Formal nor Informal 18 6,77
TOTAL 266 100,00
Sub-Total: Formal (A + B) 176 66,16
Sub-Total: Informal (B + C) 206 77,44
— =]
Source: Students' Weekly Questionnaires.

This table revenls that the most frequently occurring pattern
was for students to have both formal and informal supervision in
any one field work week. This occurred in 134 of the 266 field
work weeks, thot is opproeximately 50% of the iotal. However,
an examination of the weeks in which only one type of supervision

occurred, reveals that informal supervision alone occurred in

» Students' Weckly Questionnaire. Questions 1 and 7

s 2kl bbb ke

9
v
,.

{

!




in a greater number of weeks (7?) than did formnl supervision
alone (42). Informal supervision thersfore seems to have
occurred more frequentily than formal supervision during the

1969 field work year in the student yroup as a whole.

Informal supervision occurred in 206 of the 26€¢ field work weeks
worked altogether i.e. in 77 44X of the total, while formal
supervisicn occurred in 176 of the total of 266 i.e. 66,16%.

An examination of the results of individual student: reveals
that only 3 students had more weeks with formal supervision than
informal tupervision. One reported an equal number of weeks
for each. 1n the case of 3 other students, although the number
of weeks with informal supervision exceedued the number of weeks
with formal supervision, the difference ranged between 1 and
4 weeks only. In view of this small differepce, it is possible
that at the end of the year when these students completed the
annual questionnaires, they perceived the pottern of supervision
as having beer predominantly formal.  They would therefore have
made up the group of 7 students in Table 20 who reported in 1969
that formal supervision wus the predominant or the only type of
supervision they exjerienced. This may have been their perception
ion in view of the fact that participants in the field instruction
dyad may be more awure of formal supervision as supervision than

of informal supervision which may in retrospect appeur more like

cosual conversation than as a teaching-learning situation.

Nevertheless, the fact remains that in terms of the number
of weeks in whick each type of supervision occurred, whether
separately or together with the other type, the number of weeks
with informal supervision exceeded the number of weexs with

forma) supervision by 30 (206 minus 176) for the yroup as a whole.

! . . . e




One student who had her first formal supervisory session
in the 17th week of her placement, that is after two thirds of
her placement had elapsed, commenteda as follows on her weekly

questionnaire:

"This was my first formal supervisory session with

my supervisor this year. I can hardly describe

the tremendous difference it has made. There is

no comparicson at all between formal and informal
supervision. In formal supervision both student

and supervisor have prepared for the discussion,

ond then it is a real learning experience. With
informal supervision everything is so aimless ond almost
chaotic, one is not very sure what further action

to toke in cases."”

8.3 Duration of Supervision: Irformal and Formal

8.3.1 Duration of Informal plus Formal Supervision

The usual estimate cited in the literature of the
amount of time a supervisor must devote to student supervision
is eight hours per week.l7 However this figure provides for
all the activities related to supervision, such as preparation,
reading stvdents' records, uttending meetings and consulting
with the FWC as well as the time devoted to octual supervision,
both formal and informal. In a time study of supervision done
by Noel Timms in England in 1962, the supervisor's activities

were described os follows:

A. Reading records of the supervisor and of other staff
to find suitable cases for the student.

B. Discussions with other staff members relating to case
selection for student

C. Preparing students for work on cases

D. Reading students' records.
Supervisory Conference

F. Other discussion with the student (for example, unscheduled

discussion cbout cusework in particular cases).
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Cerework by the supervisor on students' cases not on the
supsrvisor's own caseload.

H. Discussion with University Staff, both in regular meetings
(e.g. Seminars) and about individual students.

I. Other activities, such as compilation of reports on
students, introduction of student to agency and other

tasks.

Timms' figures show a considerable variation both in
total time spent and in the proportions of total time devoted to
the different octivities. In order to reduce the variations

he considered the time spent over the first six weeks of the
placemert only. This revealed that 7 out of the 1l suparviszors
spent between 16 and 21 hours in supervisory uctivities over the
6 week period.l8 On the basis of Timms' figures, the present
writer computed that the mean time per week spent on supervisor)
activities by these 7 supervisors was 2 hours 18 minutes. In
1967-8, Sales ond Navarre also did a time study of supervisory
activity in agencies providing field instruction to students of
the University of Michigun School of Social Work. They listed
these activities as formal, planned contacts, emergency contacts,
informal contacts and preparation, and their mean waeekly time per
student amounted to 3 hours 42 minutes.19 This time did not
include some of the activities listed by Timms, for example,
contacts with the University. It was confined to activities
more directly related to supervision rather than to field
instruction in general but what is interesting is that both
these empirical time studies produced figures of time spent well
below the € hours quoted by Pettes and others and based only on

estimates.

Few references vould be located in the literature which

described the amount of time per week which should be devotod

A
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only to supervision, if supervision comprises both formal and
informal discussions. Timms' research does contain some figures
relating tc both these activities but these are difficult to
ossess beca.ce they are presented in the form of total number of
hours devoted to these activities over the whole placement, in
11 placements stretching over differing periods of weeks ranging
from 6 to 22. The mean number of hours spent on supervision

per week was not calculated.

Sules and Navarre's study using field instruciors as

© ~gn time per student per

respondents does present figures -
week spent on the formal, plenned pc.visory conference,

informal contacts and emergency contacts. Informal contacts
are described as being mainly "casual talk regarding practice"

while Emergency Contacts are listed as follows:

Student needs specific item of information.

Student requests advice ~n problem in his practice.
Student wants help with chronic deficiency.

Special conference to convey agency information
Field instructor feels student needs additional
instruction.

Other.

Figures extracted from Table 1 in Sales and Navarre's project

are.;

101,28 minutes spent on formal conference.
28,02 minutes spent on emergency contacts.
22,38 minutes spent on informal contacts.

Total:151,68 minutes on supervision

In their study, therefore, according to field instructor
respondents 2 hours 32 minutes was spent weekly on supervision,

both formal and informal.20




Sales ond Navarre also asked students to indicate on o
research instrument how much time was devoted to their supervision
by the field instructcr.  Students supervised individually
indicated that the wenkly conference with the field instructor
took up 79,57 minutes on average, and other contacts with him
involved 54,64 minutes. This made o total of 134,21 minutes or
2 hours 14 minutes soent with the field instructor for supervision
both formal and infarmal.21 The authors comment on the discrepancy
in trc reports from students and field instructors on the lengih of
the formal supervisory conference and state as follows:

No reason for this discrepancy can be found in the

data as obtained and it can be accounted for only

by assuming sone subjective distortion on the part

of field instructors, students or both. 22

In the presen® study, a question was included in the
annual questionnaires administered to students and supervisors
asrking them to esiimate how much time per week was devoted to
supervision both in informal discussions and/or formal
supervisory s~ssions.* The results are presented in the

following table:

* Question 11 on Supervisors' Questionnaire
Question 15 on Students' Questionnaire

-
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TABLE 22: TIME SPENT ON SUPERVISION EACH WEEK AS
REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS

NUMBER OF RESPONSES
Time devoted
to 1968 1969 Total 1968 ana 1949
supe “visior _ _ | Students Bupervisors
each week Students igzzzs Students 3:::is -
No | % | No. %
1-.59 mins. 3 0 1 0 4] 18,18] 0 0
60~119 mirs, 6 8 7 & 131 59,0916 72,73
120-.239 mins 1 3 3 3 4| 18,8 6| 27,27
240 m'ns, or
mere 1 0 0 0 1l 4,55 O 0
TOTAL 11 11 11 11 22(100,00 22 | 100,00
Source: Students'! cnd Superviso. Annual Questionnaires.

The majority of respondents it both groups i.e. supervisors
and students, repcrted that 60-119 minutes i.e. between one and
two hours per week were devoted to supervision both formal and informel.
Less time was therefore devoted to supervision in general in the
Wits, field instruction progromme in 1968-1969 than in the Michigan
project in 1967-68, in terms of the reports of either students or

field instructors in that project.

8.3.2 Durotion of Informal Sup:rvision

While informol supervision is alluded to in works on
supervision by Pett9523 and Kentz4 there is little mention of it
in general in the literature and according to Sales ond Navarre
"thi. type of informal ¢ atect ... is seldom an explicitly stated
expectation for the field supervisor's xole."25 However, both

their time study and that of Timms revecled tha' supervisors do
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spend o portion of their time in this type of contact with
students. Only one of Timm's Supervisors had no "other
discussions”™ with students, while the other ten supervisors in
trhe study devoted an average of 13,6%* of total time de.otec

to supervisory activity, to this type of informal supervision,
the raonge being from 2% to 29% of total time26. Sales and
Navarre reported that on average 50,4 minutes per week were
devoted to informal supervision i.e. 28,02 minutes for emergency
contacts ond 22.38 minutes for informal contacts. The authors
considered this an nrteresting finding. In spite cf the lack
of emphasis on this activity in edvcativnel planning by schonls
it apparently involved more time than "other activities which

receive frequent mention in the literature.”

In the present study, a question was included in the
supplementary project in which students were atked to estimate
how much time each week wrs devoted to their supervision other

than in individual, formal supervisory sessions.

* This figure wos computed by the present writer on the
bosis of figures appearing in Table C of Timms' article
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TABLE 23:  "URATION OF INFORMAL SUPERVISION
AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS IN 1969

Field Work Weeks: 1969 |
Duration of Inforsal £ of Week L th
0 eeks wit
Supervision Number %Nof zgzul Informal Super~
- vision N = 206
1- 59 mins, 112 42,11 54,37
50-119 mins, 69 25,94 33,50
120-239 mins, 21 7,89 10,19
240 + mins. 4 1,50 1,94
Sub-total: Weeks with
formal supervision 206 77,44 100,00
No time 60 22,56
Total: 266 100,00
Source: Supplementary Project:

Weekly Questionraires 1969

According to the responses, informal stpervisory sessions
of less than one hour in duration occurred most frequently. This
time-period corresponds with that in the Sales and Navarre study
i.e. 50,4 minutes although it should be noted that this period

of informal supervision occurred only 1n 112 (42,11%) of the

total of 266 field work weeks.  When this figure is computeu as

a percentage of the number of weeks in which informal supervision
occurred i.e. 206 weeks,the figure is 54,37%.  This figure

would seem to be rather low in that it means that ir the remaining
weeks in which informol supervision occurred, i.e. 45,63% an

hour or longer wos devoted to informol supervision each w¢ k.

This would seem to represent o high proportion of the
student's time in the agency since in the majority of weeks the

students spent only two days in the field.
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8.3.3 Duragtion of formal Supervision

In contrast to the dearth of litierature on the
question of the duration of informal supervision, much has been
written on the duration of the formal supervisory conference.
Rosemary Reynolds refers to one two-hot  <ession per week28,
while Priscilla Young states that "about an hour and a half is
the usual time allowed for each supervisory session."2
Dorothy Pettes discussed the question fully in her book and
made the important point that the time allotted for each session

may vary with individual circumstances.  She wrote as follows:

Probably about an hour and a hulf is the most usual
time set, although anything from an hour to two hours
is fairly common. It will depend on the individual
circumstances of students and supervisors, For
instence many supervisurs who hove large groups of
students find it difficult to get in more than an
hour's session and yet manage very well, perhaps
because a weekly group session with all the students
provides sufficient supplementation.  On the other
hand, even in the unlikely event of a supervisor
having un'imited time for supervisory sessions, some
limit shn. ' oe set on the length of sessions in the
interests of gcod teaching and learning,  One must
take into account limits of interest span and ...
energy .... Bulance too, is important, and time
spent in supervisory sessions means less time for
work with clients, less time for recording and so
forth. Finally there is the development of working
patterns to consider. A time limit set upon the
supeivi "ory sessions helps the student to develop
the ability to orgonise his thoughts and to select
priorities for discussion, 30

I+ is clear from these quotations that an hour is the
minimum acceptable length of the formal supervisory conference

while ideuclly it should not exceed two hours in length.

In the present study, data on this issve were obtained

both from the annuol questionnaires administcred to sunervisors

-
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and students, cnd from the weekly questionnaires completed by
students only in 1969.* Table 24 presents statistics derived
from the Annual questionnaires!

TABLE 24: DURATION OF FORMAL SUPERVISCRY SESSIONS,
AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS

Source: Question 18b ~nd Question 1l4b respectively on
Students' and Supervisors' Annual Questionnaires.

Only one student and iwo supervisors over the two year
period reported having had formal supervisory sessions lasting
over un hour on average., In a lavge majority of placements
therefore f.rmal supervisory sessions involved the minimum period

desirable,i.e. one hour, or less.

The supplementury project in which each student in 1969
recorded the length of her formal supervision each week yielded

the following datao.**

Time devoted NUMBER 0OF RESPONSES
to formal
supervision 1968 1969 Total 1968 and 1969
each Students [Supervisors
week Super- Super-
Students visors Students visors | Noo| % |No. %
1-30 mins, 2 1 3 1 £122,73 2} 9,09
31-60 mins, 9 9 7 9 16172,73 18] 81,82
61l mins. or
more 0 1 1 1 1 4,5ﬁ 2{ 9,09
TOTAL 11 11 11 11 221100,00 22]100,00
o o e e e _W

* Question 18b on Students' Annual Questionnaire.
Question J4b on Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire.
Question 4 on Students' Weekly Questionnaire

#» Cucstion 4 on Students' Weekly Questionnaire.




TABLE 25: DURATION OF FORMAL SUPERVISORY SESSIONS

AS REPCRTED BY STUDENTS IN 1969

Time in minuies devoted Number of Field Work Weeks
to formal supervision % of Total | % of Waeks with
each wavk No.of Weeks | Formal Super~
Number | worked vigion N = 176
N = 266
1- 59 93 34,96 52,84
60-119 69 25,94 39,20
120-135 3 1,13 1,71
No informat: on 11 4,14 6,25
Sub-totul: weeks with
formal supervision 176 66,17 100,00
No time 90 33,83
TOTAL 266
b s
Source: Supplementary Froject

Weekly Questionnaire 1969

These figures reveal that the duration of formal supervisory
sesrions was the optimum period of one to two hours in only 25,94%
of the total number of field work weeks.* In 68,79% of weeks

(34,96% + 33,83%) students either had no formal supervision or

supervision lasting less than one hour.

8.4 Frequency c¢f Formagl Supervision

Reference has already been made to the fact that formal
supervisury sessions should occur weekly.
"The vsual practice is to arrange supervisory aessions once a
week, and experience has shown that this is a reasoncble time

span for most studentt."3]

view:

Annette Muller expresses o similor

As Pettes stotes:

* Pleasc see figure 6, page 244 for further dota on this subject.




Di« supervisor se metode van onderrig bestaan
hoofsaaklik uit gereelde periodieke individuele
besprekings met die student. Dit moet minstens
sen maal weekliks ¢cp 'n gesette tyd plaasvind, 32

In a concurrent system of field instruction such as that
at Wits, students work in their field instruction centres on

two doys each week as a rule. There is therefore o five day
intermediary pericd between successive attendances at the agency
and in order to ensure some continuity in the student's learning
experience it is essentigl that she meet her supervisor on o
formal basis by appointment each week. It would seem desirable,
from the point of view of learning tn orgarnise time and work in
o disciplined fashion, that only one formal super-isory session
should occur each week, although ar Pettes pointed out,
circumstances do vary in agencies and one should not be rigid

in this stioulation.

How frequently did the Wits fourth-year studeats receive
formnl supervision during the period under review? Data

derived from the annual questionnaires appear in the following

N
.
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TABLE 26:  FREQUENCY OF FORMAL SUPERVISION AS
REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS
NUMBE OF RESPONSES
Frequency of
Formal 1968 1969 Total 1968 and 1949
Supervision Students Bupervisors
Super- 4o | Super-
Students visors Studerts visors | No.[ % |No. %
Weekly 1] 15 | 68,18} 20 90,91
Fortnightly ) 01 0 0 0
Irregularly y 0 7131,82 2 9,09

0
5
TOTAL 11

Source: Studente' and Supervisors'
p

No respondents reportea that formal supervision ocev

fortnightly intervals.

interval between conferences was one week,

11 11 11 22 100,00 22 |100,00

Annual Questionngire,

-—-—-—======Q

rred ot

If it occurred with any regularity, the

and this was the situation

reported in the majority of student and supervisor responses (68%

and 90% respectively) over the totgl period

When the Fisher test was applied to the dota for the totgl

period, p = ,1 which is not statistically significant.

The more intensive stu

dy conducted in the supplementary project

revealed that formal supervision occurred in only 176 of the 266

(66,16%) field work weeks during which students worked in their

eyencies. In g certoin number of the weeks in which formal supervision

did not occur, however, o specific reason was cited for the omission,

for example,the absence of the supervisor through illness.

and other dato appear in the following table.

These
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It should be noted ihat the arbitrary designation
from A to G of the seven field instruction centres operating in

1969, as introduced in Taoble 5, Chapter 6, has been retained.

In view of the central importance of formal suparvision
in field instruction, the incidence of formal supervisory sessions
in o student's placement was regarded as one of the chief indices
of the quality of that placement. The students were therefore
ranked in ascending order in terms of the number of weeks in
which they received formal supervision expressed as a percentage
of the total number of field work weeks worked by each student
in he: field instruction centre. Students were designated with
numbers one to eleven according to this ranking. Students 9,
10 and 1l were so ranked in spite of minor stotistical differences
between them, in order to facilitute comparisons betveen the field

instruction centres where they were p’arned.

The percentage sub-tctals in table 27 have been graphically
depicted in figure 5, which illustrates the relotionship between
the nercentoge number of field work weeks in which formal
supervision occurred and the perceniage number of field work
weeks in which it did not occur because of some valid explicit,

reason involving the supervisor.
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This figure reveals that not one student in the group had
formal supervision every week of her placement. There was also
a wide variagtion in the patterns of the various agencies. Two
agencies (F and E) scored very low, with formal supervision
provided to the students in 16% and 25% of week: respectively,
These agencies each accommodated only one student. Two other
agencies (B and C) each accommodating two students, provided
supervisinn in 40-80% of the weeks, the first providing it to
its two students in 42% ond 50% of weeks respectively, and the
other in 68% and 78% of weeks, respectively. The other three
agencies (D, A and G) provided formal supervision in 80% of
weeks or more, the highest percentage being 92% which applied

to three students, one from each of these three agencies.

However, when unavoidagble contingencies in life such as
the illness of the supervisor are taken into ccuount, and a calculation
is made of the number of weeks in which formal supervision was
missed for a definite reason such as this, the picture changes
somewhat. In the case of two students both at the same agency,
(Agency D) the resulting total is 100%. 1n other words when
these students missed formal supervision, it was never by default

but always for a volid reason which was explicitly stated.

This additional calculation does not materially affect the

results of the two agencies with the lowest scores, however.

In the following figure, a comparison is presented between
the number of field work weeks in which each student received
formal supervision, and the number of weeks in which the duration
of that formal supervision was 1 - 2 hours (see Section 8.3.3) p.237.
The figure demonstrates the fact that there was o lorge discrepancy
between these two parameters. Even when formal supervision wos provided,
it losted the optimum period of 1 - 2 hours in far fewer instonces

than the number of weeks .n which formal supervision occurred.
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8.5 |Who Initiated Arrangements for the
Formgl, Supervisory Session?

By definition, the supervisor is responsible for the field
instruction of the social work student in the agency. The
relationship between supervisor and student is the medium through
which field learning and teaching occurs and the student is
expected to pnarticipate actively in this process. The student
can express criticisms or make suggesiicns for changes in her
field instruction programme, and should be encouraged to do so.
However, the primary responsibility must be the supervisor's
and it is he therefore who is expected to structure the student's
field instruction programme. As Van Rooyen states: ,Pruktykopleiding
moet 'n georganiseerde, weldeurdagte en doelgerigte proses wees
met 'n bepaalde vorm en inhoud."33 As formal supervision is the
core teaching-learning element in this programme the supervisor
must take the initiative in informing the student that a formal
conference will toke place, at a particular time conveaient to
both parties and at a partic.lar place. Lola Selby in describing
the educational responsibilities of the fieldwork supervisor
outlined a number of principles related to supervisory method
"that are always essential to observe if the supervisory -elationship
is to serve its professional purpose" and one of these is phrased
os follows:

"The supervisor should arronge a regular tutorial

time which chould be protected from interruption

in so for as possible."34

Both Bessie Kent and Dorothy Pettes too emshasise the
importance ot this cspect of field instruction perticularly at the
beginning of the plocement. The uncertainty and anxiely of the
a* dent at this time has been described earlier in the present
stuay. Pettes refers to the ombivalence involved in beginning
praccice. The student is eager to stari, yet uncertain of how

much may be demonded of her, and afroid of hurting the client.
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In these circumstances the supervisor can do much :o alluy the

student's anxiety by sp:lling out the supervisory process.

He needs to give the student firm assurance that
he will safeguurd him from moking serious blunders,
that the student will have ample opportunity to
discuss the case with his supervisor both before
and aftor seeirg the client, At the some time he
will need to convey the importance of the student's
participation, thut it i< 'discussion®, ond that
he will value the stuin. s ideas. 39

Elsewhere, Pettes emph. ises the importance of the supervisor

toking on active role ir ‘he folilowing terms:

The student has oz to learn, and 't is important
that his teacher kmows is job unt has scmething to
teach -im.... He needs the securit -  and supnert of
somec o who knows what it's all about. 30

Throughout the placement, the supervisor should continue to
toke the initiative ir ersuring that there is no confusion ubout
when and where formal conferences will tcke place. In this way,
he can reassure the student of his continuing interest in the

student's progress.

In the present study, the weekly questionnaire, contained
a question*relating to this issve. Responses are presented in
the following figure. Once agoin a comparison is presented
b: 'ween the number of weeks in which formal supervision was
provided in general und the number of weeks in which that

supervision wus pie ~arranged on the initiative of the supervisor.

* Question 3, Students' Weekly Questinnaire.
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The figure reveals a close relationship between the number
of weeks in which formal supervision occurred in each student's
placement, and the number of weeks in which such sessions were
pre-arranged at the instigotion of the supervisor. In other
words when formal supervieion did occur, in mostAcuses it was the
supervisor who took the initiative in making the appointment for

such supervision.

As with the incidence of formal supervision, the agencies
differed widely in the extent to which the supervisors initiated
formal supervision. The range extended from 8% to 92% of the
total number of field work weeks. Two ugencies, F and E, where
students one and two were placed respectively, fell below the
25% mark. In other words the supervisors in these agencies
initioted arrangements for formul supervisory sessions in less
than 25% of the total number of fiecld work weeks. In the care
of students 9, 10 and 11, placea respectively at Agencies A,D
and G, thuy all received formal supervision in 92% of field work
weeks and in each cose it wus the supervisor who arranged for the
supervisory session to toke ploze. At Agency C the supervisor
also tcok responsibility for organising every formal supervisory
session that was held, although in this case such sessions occurred
in only 68% and 78% of field work weeks for each of the two
students placed at tnct ugency.

8.6 The Time of Formal Supervision

One of the ways to ensure that formal supervision occurs
regularly is 1o set oside o specific time eoch week for the
supervisory session, For several reasons it is desirable that
the formal supervisory conference commence ot a regular time

each week.
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Two South Africen academics who have expressed support for
this view are Dr Annette Muller of Stellenbosch University und
Professor F.C. Shaw of Natal University. The latter wrote in
1969 that students' acceptance into agencies could be facilitated
b, clarifying details of supervisory sessions"at the onset so
that they are not just hit-and-run affairs fitted in as part of

a busy day.“38

Several British and Americon writers al:o emphasise this
procedure. Walsh states thot "specific conference times and

ways of working together should be established ot the very

beginning."39 while Pettes reiterates this view,

Why is it important for supervision to occur at the same
time each week? There are o number of rel.ted reasons. Firstly,
the knowledge that a particular pezriod of time each week has been
set aside by the supervisor expressly for the purpose of
supervising the student, provides the student with o sense of
security whick enables her to contain her anxieties ond queries
as far as possible o1 other times. It can therefore contribute
to a more economical use of time. As Muriel Cunliffe wrote:

It is important to try to keep the time set.

I know this is difficult in a busy office but the

advantage to be gained through this in the

developmert of the student-supervisor relationship

and giving the student o sense of security,is
invaluuble. 41

Emergencies do arise in ogencies which can disrupt time
schedules; but whet is important is that there should be some
structurirq of time in every social worker's work lood. It is
one of the objectives cf field work thut the student should
learn to organise her time and work, as this is one of the
features of professional practice. As Berkowitz states,

careful planning of conference time is one way of teuching the
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student the vali. of sound administrative procedures in helping
individuals integrate their work with ...a total programme of

42 :
the agency. Anderson, Pfeiffer et al. make the point that
"the scheduling of appointments for all types sf interviews is
on efficient, business-like procedure that expresses respect for
the rights of both client and student.“43 If the supervisor
mokes and keeps a definite appointment with the student for

supervision, he is providing a model on whick the student can

base her proctice.

Rhoda Sarnat gives another, psycho-dynamic, reason for
setting o fixed time for supervision. The way in which the
student reacts to this structure can provide diagnostic
information cbout her attitude to her work and to supervision.
Sarnat quotec the case of a» oldar, experienced student who was
having problems in re-assuming the student role and who
manifested his difficulties partly by "inadvertent scheduling
of appointments with clients during periods assigned to

supervisory conferances, and tardiness at these conferences.”

£
[
L

In the present study, the weekly questionraire included

a question* asking the student tc record vhat time her supervisory

B

session commenced whenever she had such a session. It wos
difficult io calculate the number of weeks in which formal
supervision occurred at o regulor time becouse the pcttern was

uneven in ‘h: case of most studenis and furthermore the contingencies
of life in a social work organization had to be token into accoun®

to some extent. For example, it is possible and acceptable for

the supervisor ond student to change the time of their appointment

* Question 5 - Weekly Questionnaire, Supplementary Project, 1969.
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from one fixed time to another fixed time during the course of
the year. In general, if there were at least 3 consecutive
sessions occurring at the saome time before the time changed to
onother recurring time, then i“ase 3 were counted as occurring
ot a fixed time. However, in certain cases exceptions were
made. The writer used her discretion after consultation with

a practising sccial worker acquainted with the supervisory
situation and the research project. Figures were interpreted
at times in relation to the overall pattern of each particular
student. A "fixed time" was defined as a recurring, specific
time of day plus or minus fifteea minutes. For example,
providing 11 a.m. on Thursduy featured nost frequently as the
time when supervision commenced, any time between 10.45 a.m. and
11.15 a.m. would be counted as the same starting time. Because
of emergencies which arise in the doily events in the agency, it
was considered that this leeway should be given. On the other
hand, o supervisor can be expected to organise his work to the
extent that an appointment with a student for formal supervision
should not be gltered to a time more than quarter of an hour

before or after the appointed time.

Two students (Students Numbers 9 and 11) omitted this
informaotion from their questionnaires in more than 50% of their
field work weeks and had to be omitted from the calculations.
The results of the remaining nine students ure depicted in the
following figure. For the purposes of the figure, the nine
students were once agcin ranked according to the number of weeks
in which formal supervision occurred expressed as « percentage
of the total number of field work weeks, and as before these

totols were also presented in order to allow for comparison.
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This figure reveals o wide variation in the resulis from
the different ogencies. 1In the case of two students (Students
1 and 2), eoch working oi two different agencies, the score was
zero. They had very few formal supervisory sessions and all of
these occurred at different times. In the case of one student
(Student 7) who had formal supervision in 83% of the field work
weeks she worked in her agency, her formal conferences commenced

ot a regular time in all cases.

The modal score was approximcotely 30%. Four students had
supervision at a fixed time in about 30% of weeks worked. Eight
out of the nine students for whom information was available,
therefore, had formal supervision at a regular time in less than
45% of the weeks in which they received field instruction in field

instruction centres.

8.7 Use c¢f Process Records in Formel Supervision

Process records of students' contacts with clients are a
valuable tonl for teaching ond learning in the supervisory
situation. Process recording shculd be differentiated from
verbatim recording. The latter "sets out the dialogue exactly,
or almost exactly, os it was spoken, as in a theatrical script."45
This type of recording may be used for a brief period at the
beginning of a placement but very eorly on a student should
be encouraged to record her observations and assessments of the
interview in oddition to the details of the conversation. Process
recording is tnat type of recording in which the process or
interaction between worker and client is recorded in chronological
order. As Young sta.es: "It is designed to highlight inter-
personal relations, und it therefore hos to be o very detoiled
record, including the worker's contribution cs wuch as that of
the client or group.“46 Gordon Homilton describes it as a
slow motion picture revealing every detail of the interaction

between the worker ond the client,




Agencies generally use briefer types of recording such as
condensed narrative or summary for service and administrative
purposes. Students must learn to be proficient in these forms
of recording too and must fulfil the agency's recording

requirements i1 respect of the ¢ they carry.

Howaver, for learning purposes, process recording is
indispensable. Dwyer and Urbanowski describe it as "one of
the most central elements in the student's field instruction"48
while Paomela Lewis, Head of the Social Work Department at London
Hospital, in a paper delivered at the University of Natal in 1970,
referred to it as "the best tool thct we have (in teaching - the
one we use most.)"49 Brown and Gloyne, in their survey of field
troining of social workers in Britain, found that process
recording was encouraged by academi aff and used by most

supervisors as a basis for discussions with students.

From the beginning of the placement the supervisor should
moke explicit his expectation that the student should submit
process rccords some time before the scheduled supervisery
confe ence so thaot the supervisor has time to read them. The
case to ke discussed may be selected by the student or the
supervisor, and as Young stotes "often there is no need to give
any thought to the choice of the cose, sinr.e one will present

itself naturally as the mosi interesting or difficult which the

student is hundling."5l Sometimes it is useful to anciyse
gh interview in which the student considers she has done well,
and not always to concentrote on difficult or unsatisfectory

cases.

Students nften find it helpful if the supervisor gives
them some idea of the form the record cthould take. Dwyer aond

Urbanowski suggest that a useful outlire for process records
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contains the following: Purpose of interview, observations,
chronological account of content, impressions, worker's role ond
plqn.52 Pettes stress~s that structure should be flexible so
that the student can develop her own individual, recording stylo.53
Although the selection of moterial recalled is bound to be
subjuctive to some extent, Young points out that the record is

nevertheless useful ond in time students develop the ability to

recall interaction with greater accuracy.

What is the purpose of process recording? Kent describes
the student's record us "a communication from the student to the
supervisor indicating where the student is in his thinking and
practice.“55 In writing the record, the student is forced to
rethink whot occurred in the interview with the consciousness that
her interaction with the client must emerge clearly for the
supervisor who will reod the record. Thereby, the student may
become aware of certain aspects of the case which had previously
escaped her.  The student's desczintion of hexr own role in the
interview enables the supervisor to keep in touch with how the
student is iondling a particular situation. The supervisor can
individualise both the student and her clients, and can assess the
student's ability to respo.d to the client at an emotional lavel
and to integrate her theoretical knowledge and past experience into
her practice; using the record os a basis for discussion gives
the supervisory session o structure and focus. Together, supervisor
= ’ f e and student can analyse the interview, and identify the student's
‘ weakresses and strengths in on atmosphere of acceptance. As Young
stotes, "the improvement of skill must come from analysing one's
own work, not onotho:er's."ﬁ6 The student can also increase her
self-awareness through such analysis. As a final cdvantage to be
gained from writing process records, Dwyer and Urbanowski point
out thot it gives the student an opportunity to gain the ease and

freedom in written expression that arc important for her professional

development.
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In using tho process rccord for teaching purposes the
supervisor must exercisc skill in selectiny ospects for discussion.
As Young stotes, "cuccessful supervisory teaching is a question

of finding o balance between offering ihe student sufficient
stimulation in the form of knowledge and ideas, criticism and
chalienge, while at the same time allowing, and indeed expecting,

him to learn for himself."58

It is clear therefore that process records should play a
nrominent part in field insiruction for the major port of the
placement. Towards the endof the period of field work when the
student has developed skill in observation, assessment of dynamics
ond description, it moy sometimes be acceptable to lessen the
emphasis on detailed recordi ., and basec supervisory sessions on
the student’s condensed record amplified by a verbal account of

interaction,

To what extent were process records used in the Wits, field

instruction programme during ithe period under study?

A general picture of whether process records were used or
not is obtained from supervisors and students responses to «
question®*on the annual questionnuires. These are presented in

the following table:

* Question 19 - Students' Annual Questionnaire
Question 15 -~ Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire
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TABLE 28: USE OF PROCESS RECORDS IN SUPERVISION AS

REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SUPERVISORS

NUMBER OF RESPINSES
Were Process [—
Records 1968 1969 Total 1968 and 1969
Required for Students %upervisors
Supervision Students S?per- Stiudents S?per- i?w .
v1isOrs visors|No. % 4o, %
Yes 11 8 11 1151 68,18/ 2" 100,00
No 0 0 31,82 O 0
TOTAL 11 1l 11 11 1221100,00{ 22 (100,00

For 1968 & 1969 p

"

Source: Students and Supervisors
For 1968 P
For 1969 p

1"

Annual Questionnaires.
,05
,107
,02

Of the 8 students in 1969 who indicated that they were required

te present process records for use in supervision, two added that

» nccurred infrequently.,  Thercfore,of the fifteen students who

sted that they hod been required to write process records for
¢ .rvisory purposes only 13 students or 59,09% of the total group
of . apc ed that this requircnent operated for ony significant
perio- ‘'uring the plocement. As far as the supervisors are concerned
kowever, all 22 reported that the students they supervised were

required to present process recorde for purposes of supervision.

However, ever ‘'nking the toble as it stonds, that is, with
15 students (68,18%) reporting that they were required to use
process records and 7 not, and 22 supervisors reporting that

students were required t¢ present process records and nil not,
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when the Fisher test is applic< p = .02 for the two year period.
In other words, the responses cf the two groups are significantly
different at the 2X level of confidence. Clearly, supervis.rs
and students perceived the situation differently, with supervisors
reporting a higher incidence of the use of process records than

did the students.

A guestion* was also included in the weekly questiconnaire
in 1969 50 that a more detailed answer could be provided regaiding
the extent to which process records were utilised in formal
supervision. The 11 students reported that process records were
used as a basis for discussion in individual, formal supervisory
sessions in 112 cut of the 266 field work weeks in which they
received field instruction in their ogencies. This .epresents
42,86% of the tolal number of weeks workea and 63,64% of the total

numbar of weeks in which formal supervision occurred i.e. 176 weeks.

In other words, when one examines the picture as a whole,
process records were used as a basis for discussion in almost two-
thirds of the formal supervisory sessions that were held. This
i a fairly low figure but not excessively so if one considers
that towards the end of u placemen:, when the student's skill hcs
ancreased, her verbal presentation .f the cynumics of an interview
moy be sufficiont bosis for a supervisory discussion, However,
because of the relatively low number of weeks in which formal
supervisory sessions were held, when *he number of weeks in which
procecs records were used is colculated as a percentage of the
total number of weel s worked, the figure drops to 42,8%, that is,

less than half the full number of field wori weeks.,

* (Westion 6 Weexly Quettionnaire
Supplementary Project, 1969

YO ve e ey e o
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An exgminotion of the results of individual students
reveals o wide range in the extent to which process records were
used in the different placements. This is reflected in the

following table:

TABLE 29:  DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN TERMS OF PERCENTAGE
OF TOTAL NUMBER OF FIELD WORK WEEKS IN WHICH
PROCESS RECOIDS REQUIRED FOR FORMAL SUPERVISION, 1969

y

Percentage of Totol Number of
F.eld Work Weeks in Which Number of Students
Process Records Required

Nil 2
1 - 333K 4
Over 33V3  to 662/3 % 1
Over 662/3 vp to 100% 4

TOTAL: 11

It is clear therefore that while at the end of 1969, all 11

supervisor responses and 8 of the 11 student responses indicated
that process records hod been used, in fact 7 out of the 1l
students were required to present process records for less than
two thirds of the length of the placement. Four of these used
process records less than one third of the tc.al time,while two
students did not present process records in any formal supervisory

sessions at all.

The responses of the 1l students on the extent to which
process records were used throughout their plucements are reflocted

in the following figure.
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Two students both working in the same agency (students 7
and 10 at Agency D) used process records as o basis for discussion
in 100% of the formal superviscry sessions that were held. Another
two students each from o different agency (Students 9 and 11) used
proces. records in over 70% of the total number of field work
weeks, and the remaining five were required to present process

records in approximately 20 - 40% of the weeks worked. Seven

out of the eleven students therefore were required to write process

records for supervisory purposes in less than 50X of the total

number of weeks in their placenants.

8.8 The Evaluation Session

The central purpose of field instruction is to enable the
student to develop that degree of professional competence which
will equip her to embark on the practice of sccial work in the
community. The evaluation of the student's performance in field

work is therefore an issve of great imoortance.*

The purpose of evaluation of field work is o twofold one:
firstly, to assess the student's work and projress, and secondly,
to further the student's learning, Particularly at the end of
a degree course in social work, it is important to assess the
student’s performance in the field as one criterion of her
readiness to leave the University and enter the world of proctice.
However, the other function of evaluation is equally important.

Constructive appraisel during supervisory sessions of what the

* At the time of writing (1973) another research project is
vnderwey at the School of Social Work at the University of
the Witwatersrand which is investigatirg the assessment of
field work and only a few brief remarks on the subject will
therefore be presented here.
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student has achieved and still has to achieve can be a useful

agid to the student in her development.

e

As such, evaluation should be an on-going process throughout
the placement, Kent points oui that "contrary to the belief of
many supervisors, students know they have a great deal to learn

and become very anxious if offered nothing but positive comments

;
[
‘; N

. 59 . .
about their work.' They appreciate constructive criticism and
sincerc commendation ond reassurance.  Anderson, Pfeiffer,
Schubert and Scott in describing supervision in the field work
programme at Berkeley, stated os follows:

Evaluntion of casework performance was u continuous
process that took place in weekly conferences, but
periodic written evaluations help students to see
their work in perspect’ve,to become aware of their
limitaticns and their areas of competence, and to
look *awar~d next sieps in leorning.  The students
themselves were helped to toke some responsibility
in the evaluution process.

Semi-formal or formal cvaluation discussions are useful at the
erd of the student's orientation period in the ayency and mid-
way through a lengthy placement, and certainly at the end of the
placements, supervisors in oll training coirses are expected

to present a formal, writien document evaluating the student's
performancz, Many supervisors find this difficult for a
variety of reasons; portily it may be because they do not know
what criteria for evaluation should be used and partly perhaps
because they lock confidence in their ability to judge the
student's performance. It is therefore essential for the school
to pro-ide the supervisor with a guide to the form the evaluation

report s"ould lake.

The Wits, research project mentioned obove is investigating
the volidity of quaniitotive ossessnent of field work according

to certain criteria, a system which has been in operation at Wits,
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since 1971, A number of earlier studies overseas devised
outlines under various headings. One of the first importent
studies was that by Rosemary Reynolds in 1946, and the standard
report form contoined in her book was used by many schools or
the Continent of Europe in modified form in the 1950'3.61
Another significant contribution has been made by Aleanor
Merrifield ana other faculty members and agency staff members
participating in field instruction in the School of Social

Sarvice Administration of the University of Chicago. This School
issued two publications in 1964 and 1969 reporting on the
construction of schedules to measure acceptable levels of
performance in graduate students of social work in the United
Stotes.62 In her bnok, Dorothy Pettes reproduces anoiher outline
from the University of Newcastle Upon Tyne.63 Margaret Schubert

has also made a valuable contribution to the subject.

Howevar difficult 1 way be for the supervisor te face the
prospect of communicating . evaluation of the student's work
in a faze~to-face interview with the student, authorities on the
subiect are agreed that it is most important for the supervisor
ond student to discuss the student's progress in one of their
supervisory sessions towaris the end of the placement. Brewn
and Gloyne found that in Britain "frank discussion of their
progress with students is encouraged by all training bodies and

||65

academic staff.

Priscilla Young discusses in detail why an evaluation
discussion hetween supervisor and student is necessary. The
student must be given the opportunity to paurticipate. Otherwise,
if her opinions were in conflict with those of the superviscr,
she will feel a "victim of injustice."66 The evaluation

discussion is best carried out in two stages according to Young,
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the main discussion occurring before the written evaluation is
finally drafted, and a second shorter one, when the document has
been written. This procedure ensures that the evaluation will

be regorded ar part of the supervisory teaching, It also ensures
that if there are areas of disogreement between supervisor and
student, these can be discussed again so that the final written
document is as far as possible an agreed statement. If the
evaluotion is to be a joint, thorough review of the student's
knowledge and capabilities, both suverviser and student should
prepare for the evaluation session, using the headings in the
evaluation outline as o guide. The final process will be greatly
facilitated if the student and supervisor are awure of the form
of the cutline from the beginning of the placement, and if

evaluation hos been an on-going process throughout the nlocemeni.

Evaluatinn wus not one of the major dimensions explored in
the present research project. One gquestion wag included in
each of the annuagl questionnaires* administered to supervisors
and studentis merely to enquire whether or not an evaluation

discussion took place before the student left the agency.

The results are presented in *he following table:

* Students' Annual Questionnaire, Question 20.
Supervisors' Annual Questionnaire,Question 19.

R




TABLE 30:  OCCURRENCE OF EVALUATION DISCUSSION AS
REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND SPERVISORS

mm

{
b
Did an NUMBER OF RESPONSES %f
evaluation 1968 1949 Total 1968 and 1969 i
discussion .
. o1 Students Supervisors :
toke place? Super- Super-
Students visors Students visors | Mo % |No, P
Yes 9 11 8 11 117 (77,271 22 |100,00
No 2 0 3 0 5122,73 0 0
TOTAL 11 11 11 11 22 1100,00 22 1102.00
Source: Stud ) Suervisors' Annual Questionnoires.

All the supervisor responses in both ysars of the study indicoted
that evaluation sessions had occurred at the end of the students'
placements. Twe students in 1968 and three in 1969 indicated to the
controry however. The difference 1s not stutistically significont

as p = .09 for the two year period.

8.9 JUse of Group Supcrvision

Although the troditiorul model of field instruction features
supervisicn of an individual, tutorial nature, group supervision
has also been used for mony years aend is gouining popularity as an
additional, or in some cases, the major, iorm of supervisory
teaching. It can be a useful innovation ot o time when the
educational resources of agencies are being strained by increasing

numbers of students requiring field instruction,

Abrahomson stotes that one of the major centributions of

the group work field has been to broaden und deepen the understanding

e e et ot N T
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of group methods in supervision, 7 and he has made a major
contribution to the literature on the subjeact, together with other

writers such as Margaret Williamson, Chichester, Abels and Maoyers.*

In many experimental programmes in the United States group
supervision is used in combingtion with individual supervision
to greater or lesser degrew.** In 1970 Mc New and de Young
described on innovotive approach to fisld imsiruction introduced
at Marywood Cullece School of Social Work in Pennsylveiic in
which group teaching was used as the rrimary mode of field teaching,
but even they conceded that "obviousl: there is a differential need
for supplemental conferences with the individual student” 8 and
in the same way, a traditional piogranmme of field instruction using
primarily individguacl supervision could benefit from the use of

supplementary gsoup sessions,

Sales ond Navarre in their detuiled resecrch study of
individual and group supervision confirmed their hypothesis that
from the supervisor's point of view the latter method involved
considerable time saving per student while students spent equivalent
omounts of time with their supervisors in each mode of supervision.
Students were found to perform equolly well under each mode of
supervision according to superviror's ratings of their practice
skills. Sales and Navarre concluded us follows:

Our advocacy of extended use of groun supervision

based on the findings from this study, should rot

be read as o rejection of oll individual supervisory

activities, but rather as a suggestion for incorporation

or extending group methods into the overall process of
supervision.

* Details of these publicaticns will be found in the
bibliography ot the end of the present study.

*#82¢ for example, published works by Mark H;le,
Margoret Schubert onu Mary Lewis et ol. listed
in the bibliogrophy.
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Group supervision is particularly vseful when there is a
student unit in an ogency but could be used whenever a number of
students are together in one agency for field instrumtion. For
students, the group learning situation as in the classroom may
be more familiar than the one~to-one setting. Getzel and his
co-guthors maoke the point that a current trend in social work

education as in other spheres of higher education is for students
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to porticipate more fully in the educational process even at the
policy-making level., Within this context, they state, supervision
in groups tokes on a particular significance:

It seems more pertinent for today. Conceptually,

it explicitly acknowedges that all people involved

in a particular social experience bring knowledge

ond skill in terms of their own lives and work

experiences that they can use to help others. 70
The mobilisation of peer leorning is one of the main odvantoges of
group supervision. There is a mutual sharing of ideas and feelings
and participants experience a sense of support through group
discussion of comnon problems.  Some students may feel more
protected in the group situation, each feeling "less under observation
and his individual performance less highlighted." Williomson
also points out that group supervision minimises the "grape* ine"
phenomenon.  "The need for help is great, and an astonishing
amount of mininformation and misdirection can get going in the

pursuit of this.' This can happen frequently in a situctioﬁ
where one supervisor is supcrvising two students and where one feels
the other is preferred. Tension and resentment can be generated
which can be more easily controlled when students and supervisor

confront each other simultaneously in a group situation,

The participatior of the supervisor in the group is most
imporvont. His leadership is o vital factor in the effectiveness

of the method. For this and other reosons, a number of studies
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have reported thut the transition from individual to group
patterns of supervision arouses anxiety and resistoiice on the

72

part of the supervisors involved.

The present study did not examine group supervision in any

detail but attempted to ascertain* whether or not group discussions

e AT T >

e

pccurred at all in the placements under investigation.
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TABLE 31: OCCURRENCE OF INDIVIDUAL AND/OR GROUP FORMAL
SUPERVISION AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS AND

SUPERVISORS
NUMBER OF RESPONSES £=T
Type of
. . 1968 1969 Total 1968 1969
supervision ]
1
occurring Students Bupervisors
Super- . +H':'uper—
Students visors Stude, |wisors | No. & No.| %X
Only
individual 10 7 1O ¢ 20 | 90,91} 16 172,73
Only group 0 0 0 0 01 O 01 0
Both ]
individual {
and group 1 4 1 2 2} 9,0., 627,27
TOTAL 11 11 12 11 22 100,000 22 100,00
Source: Students’ and Supervisors' Annual Questionnaires.

Not vne place ient featured group supervision exclusively.
Although there ore discrepancies in the responses ¢’ students and

supervisors, with regard to the other combinations, both groups

* Questions 18 c,d, in Students' Annual Questionnaire
Questions 14 c,d, in Supervisors' Annual Questionnnire
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indicate that in the majority of the placements, i.e. approximately
three quarters of the 22 placements or more, individual supervision
was the only iype used. In the cases where both individual ond
group supervision occurred, all the responses indicated that

jndividual sugervision predomirated.*  Group supervision was

therefore used to a minimal degree in the placements urde  crutiny.

The supplementary project in 1959 confirmed this. Th .e students

- v -

reported that they had had formal supervision in a group, but each
reported that this had occurred only once during the placement.
Group supervision therefore occurred in only 3 out of the totol

of 266 field work weeks studied.

8.10 Content of Formal Supervisorx,Sessions

In mid-1968 when the annual questionnaire 'sed in the
present study waos belny constructed the writer wos unable to find
a categorization of ‘the content of supervisory sessions recorded

in the social work literature. There were descriptions of the

supervisory process in terms of its functions and goals ond some
other descriptions of what the supervisor should teach in
supervision.  On the bases ¢f these published descriptions and
the writer's exploratory study in 1967, in which the fourth yeor
students ot thot year wrote norrative occounts of their field
instruction and supervision experiences, the list of topics used
in tF present study was drawn up. As Margaret Schubert wrote
of a similar inst,sument which she constructed and which she
described in an orticle whlished in S-otember 1968 whcn the
present study commenced, "the great difficulty of making clear

observations le. in the foct thot every conference touched on

7 .
so many different topics.” 3 Holtzman's rcsearch ot Columbio

* Questions 18e on Styudeots' Annual Questicnnaire
Question l4e on Supervisors' Annuuol Queetionnaire.
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ir 1966 confirmed the view that field teaching was a complex
phenomenon in which the supervisor predomincnily used a
combination of teaching meﬁhoda?4' The classification in the
present study is presentsd us a modest beginning, attempt to
construct an instrument to study empirically the content of
supervisory discussions between supervisor and student. As in
Schubert's case, there is inevitably some overlapping betweer
the several subject ureas and certain problems of definition.
The five main topics were selected on the basis of what seemed
most pertinent in the practical situation obtaining at the time,
and provision was made for a siath residual category termed

Yother,"

The five topics listed in both annual questionnaires and

in the weekly questionnoire, are as follows:

1. Objective action taken in the case - what has been done

and what must be dane next.

2. Subjective uspects of the case i.e. dynaomics of the
interview; the student's feelings and reactions; the student's
role in the interview; process of interaction between siudent

and client.

3. Integration ot theory and practice i.e. relationship
between theoretical concepts and events in the interview or case,

ond/or recommerdations of reading matter relevant to case.

4. Policy and administretion of ugency i.e. proc-dure relating

to translation of policy into service.

5. Office procedures such as keeping of records, content und

strle 0" letters, reports,

A sixth category termed “other topics" waus olso included
and respondents were asked to specify which other topics were

included here if they checked this item. In should be noted
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further thot as in Austin's orticle in which she stated that
*supervisory teuching is ceniered on the teaching of « 'cosa'“75
the term "case” was used to mean a unit of work with an
individual, o group, or a community organization project and by
the some token the term “client! was interpreted as an individual,
a fomily, o group or a community group. This was not recorded

on the questionnaire, but was communicated verbally to regpondents.

These topics were selected firstly on the baosis of the
three-fold task of supervision described in the literature namely,
teaching, helping and odministration.  The classification was
an attempt to translate these three functions into operational
terms; ir other words to onswer the question: What topics
hould th- supervisor discuss with the student during supervisory
sessions if he is to fulfil his teaching, helping and

administrative frnctions?

The classificulion was also designed so as to ceflect

certain other features of supervision described in the literuture,

For example, the following ideas, expressed in quotations

from the social work literature, served as orientating concepts:

Supervision, as it has been developed in social
work, is commanding respect in other professions

as well os in social worck education and training.
Becouse in supervision the basic laws of learning
have been applied in new and meaningful combingtions,
it is making a distinctive contribution to education
methods. 1t has synthesized knowledge about
intellectual processes, derived from the educational
field, with knowledge about the emotional ond social
components in learning, derived from both psycho-
analytic psychology ond social work practice.

Lucille Austin 1952,




A very important part of the supervisor's
teaching will include ensuring that the client's
needs are met and that the student works
correctly within agency function and policies...
The two major threads of continuity that should
run through the supervisory sessions are the
client's progress and the student's learning.

Doroithy Pettes 1967.

The supervisor is teaching constantly. She is
enlarging the student's knowledge abou nerself
and her fellow human beings ~ her clieats, her
colleagues, and her supervisor - and indicating
ways of helping and working with people. Social
wnrk teaching, particularly in the field,
involves very much more than the mere conveying
of a body of knowledge ... (It involves) the
intermixture of intellectual functioning and
emotional learning as the student struggles to
develop her capacity to use her total self-
intelligence, humoui, sensitivity - for the
benefit of her clients, 78

Bessie Kent 1969.

Another criterion for the formulation of the particular
topics used was that they should be reievant to the current
level of supervisory practice 'n Johannesburg os gauged from
the preliminary data gathered in 1967. The categorization is
therefore not as sophisticated as that developed by Schubert
but does cover the same areas as those described by others in
the literature. For example, ot the 1968 Conference of South
Africon Educators in Social Work, Miss M, de Bruyn of the
University of South Africa, described the purposes of supervision
as "the integration of thecry and practice, the developmeni of
the studants® abilities ond skills and the stimulotion of the

emotional growth of the student.”

Another relevont formulation is that by Ruth Shannon, who,

in 1962, wrote that during the superviscry ccnference, the

T
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