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ABSTRACT

ROLE EXPECTATIONS FOR THE SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER

by Robert R. Schulz

EXpectations held for the school social worker (SSW)

by elementary school teachers, principals, and community

social agency workers in communities with populations between

100,000 and 200,000 were investigated. In addition, the SSWs'

position definitions and their perceptions of what expecta-

tions others held were studied. Hypotheses and questions

were tested statistically while role theory was used to inter-

pret findings. Data were collected with original, self-

administered instruments developed from interviews with SSWs

and the review of literature.

Hypothesis testing indicated that SSWs defined their

position as more influential than teachers eXpected it to be.

SSWs' definitions for their position as school persons were

similar to expectations of principals and they defined their

position as that of a professional social caseworker while

agency workers seldom reached consensus in their eXpectations.

SSWs reached consensus less often than principals, but they

agreed more often about their role than teachers or agency

workers; however, they seldom reached consensus on their

work role. And the hypothesis that professors of social work

were significant persons for SSWs was not supported.
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The finding that similar groups in four cities of com-

parable size held the same general expectations for SSWs and

no conflicting expectations appeared among teachers, prin-

cipals, agency workers, or SSWs suggested that the SSW

position was institutionalized.

Differences were always a matter of degree not kind,

with most expectations held at a preferred level, seldom

mandatory, and thus allowing SSWs flexibility in their posi—

tion. Principals reached consensus most often; however,

one-half of their responses were on simple words or phrases

which suggested that they stereotyped the SSW. In spite of

familiarity with SSWs, principals reached consensus on only

conventional functions, expected considerable flexibility

and leadership while also eXpecting SSWs to support the

school and have a strong education background. Teachers

reached consensus only uu% of the time, eXpecting decisive

support from SSWs without influencing the instructional pro-

gram. Agency workers knew SSWs well, but disagreed among

themselves on many items. They eXpected a mental health

orientation as well as proficiency in educational matters

and an interest in community service. They did not nec-

essarily expect SSWs to be oriented to individual-child

service.

The prominent eXpectation for the SSW was that he be

a professional social worker. A hypothesis was developed

from the findings showing the approach SSWs took in adapting

to the school system. It was suggested that this approach,
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fulfilling perceived eXpectations, was not satisfactory

since frequent errors, sometimes contradicting actual

expectations, were made. Also, many SSWs paid for the

approach with their frustrations at not doing things they

would like to do. SSWs were faced with an ambiguous role

because of the variations in expectations held for them.

They disagreed on their work role, particularly newer or

controversial aspects of it. Thus if SSWs conformed to a

traditional approach, as stated in other studies, some were

dissatisfied. SSWs also placed great demands on themselves,

explained as a way to combat ambiguity.

The outstanding characteristic of the SSW role was

that it was variable and dependent on situations. The SSW

would shift his stance from school person to social work

person. The psychoanalytic approach, common in social work,

appears to be diminishing among some SSWs who are more con—

cerned about social and environmental factors. A reformer

role is open to SSWs, but most prefer to limit themselves

to reform of the instructional program. This might be ex-

plained by the fact that most SSWs are former teachers. It

seemed probable that some SSWs idealized their position by

accepting the eXpectations of teachers, principals, and

agency workers as ideal while others took ideas from profes-

sors of social work.

The lack of clarity among groups for the SSW position

suggested although it was institutionalized it was poorly

integrated into school systems. And although this implied
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a lack of common standards for SSWs, it gave them flexibility

and unusual opportunity for freedom. The study suggested

that SSWs need not necessarily be former teachers. Some sug-

gestions for further study were included.
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PREFACE

Public schools in the United States have generally

failed to fulfill their function as institutions for

solving human problems in areas other than academic or

vocational; they have yet to Join with others in com-

bating such social handicaps as poverty, neglect, and poor

mental health with real vigor. True, some schools have

made efforts, but usually only where federal assistance

has been provided by various legislative enactments: they

are only beginnings.

Many believe that the fastest growing department in

public schools is the Pupil Personnel Service, including

nurses, psychologists, counselors, speech and hearing

specialists, attendance officers, and social workers, all

people who work with the community as well as with school

agencies, and who offer direct service to children and

their families.

Growing from the author's concern for humanizing

children's school eXperiences, this study is designed to

clarify one of the positions in Pupil Personnel Services:

the School Social Worker. School social work is not a

new service (it began in 1906), but one which is changing.

Hopefully this study will contribute to our greater under-

standing of the School Social Worker's role.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Need for the Study
 

School social work has recently develOped as a

specialized profession. As one of the school pupil per-

sonnel services, it has been given increased emphasis as

school districts attempt to use casework techniques in

solving student problems.l

Expansion of pupil personnel services, including

school social work, necessitates some role knowledge of

all related groups. Several

on tasks

valuable

standing

groups:

and role

performed by school

information, but no

of the eXpectations

recent studies have focused

social workers.2 This is

substitute for an under-

of related individuals and

this View is documented in social action theory

theory.

Interprofessional Research Commission
 

on Pupil Personnel Services
 

In 1962 several professional groups organized the

Interprofessional Research Commission on Pupil Personnel

Services (IRCOPPS) to make a national study of

 

1
Michigan State Department of Education Report with

Michigan Visiting Teacher Association, 1959.

2See Chapter II, Related Research.



non—instructional services for school children in the

United States. The Commission was supported for five

years by funds from the National Institute of Mental

Health, and prepared studies about school psychological

services, counselors, school social work services, and

others.

In establishing the Commission, the American Associa-

tion of School Administrators, the National Education

Association, the American Medical Association, and the

National Association of Social Workers (among others) were

acknowledging implicitly that some expansion of pupil

services in America's schoOls was necessary because of the

growth of school attendance and increased urban living.

Also, school districts were now able to employ more non—

instructional personnel with finances available through

federal programs.

Role Perception Studies
 

During the 196A-l965 school year, the central staff

of IRCOPPS conducted nationwide studies of role percep—

tions of pupil personnel workers. Workers' functions were

studied to learn how to better organize the service. And

one recommendation of these studies was further research

into the role of each position.3

 

3John Fisher, "Role Perceptions and Characteristics

of Attendance Coordinators, Psychologists, and Social

Workers," Journal of International Association of Pupil

Personnel Workers, March, 1966 (reprint).
 



Purpose of this Study

This study investigates expectations for the school

social worker held by elementary school teachers, prin-

cipals, and community social agency professionals in

communities with populations between 100,000 and 200,000,

as well as the school social workers' own position defi-

nitions and their perceptions of what eXpectations the

others held for their position.

This investigation should eXpand our knowledge about

the role of the school social worker in four ways:

1. Five general hypotheses will be tested.

2. Six questions will be answered.

3. Analysis of data will provide new information.

A. Application of role theory will suggest new

hypotheses and questions.

Basis of the Study
 

The School Social Worker
 

The school social worker's (SSW) position is not

clearly defined. Although the job has the same label in

different places, the functions and qualifications it in—

cludes differ greatly. Functions may vary from attendance

investigation to teaching to casework; and qualifications

as well differ considerably from state to state.

School social workers are traditionally caseworkers

who have come from classroom teaching to specialize in

work with maladjusted children. In states with



certification requirements, specialized advanced education

is required, often leading to an advanced degree; but this

is seldom a requirement. Some school social workers have

never taken a course in social work, while others have

advanced professional social work degrees.

The impression we have is that the role of the SSW

is a changing role. Social and economic changes have com-

bined with legislation to cause changes in school social

work.“ Among the forces producing change are: (1) intro-

duction of requirements for becoming a school social

5
(2) development of new school services;6 and (3)

7

worker;

increases in Federal financial support. Greater national

awareness of the needs of the many have combined with

increased financial resources to Open up the field; and

with this eXpansion have come many new questions about

what school social workers should do, and what character-

istics best qualify them to do it.

 

“Joseph Hourihan, Paper delivered to the National

Association of Social Workers, Atlantic City, May, 1965.

5Horace Lundberg, School Social Work (Washington,

D. C.: U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,

196“).

6Hugh Scott, "A Descriptive Analysis of the Evolving

Role of the School-Community Agent in the Detroit Great

Cities Improvement Project" (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-

tion, Michigan State University, 1966).

 

7Robert Rowen, "The Impact of Federal Legislation

on School Social Work," Social Work, Vol. 12, No. 2

(April, 1967).

 



Theoretical Framework
 

The school system is defined as a true social system,

one involving the concept of role. When the role expecta-

tions of groups are studied, a social system is presumed

to exist:

When orientations are grouped according to roles or

role exnectations that control them, and according

to the interacting groups to whigh they belong, we

are dealing with social systems.

Study of a role within a social system typically employs

interaction theory in analysis under the assumption that

individuals within a system are affected by the structure

of the system and objects (including others) within the

system. Individuals in turn affect the system and others.

Within this framework, communication and commonly-under-

stood standards are essential for a system to Operate

well.10

One important purpose of this study is to find

whether the expectations held by teachers or principals

for the school social worker are different from the school

social workers' position-definitions, if, that is, the

role has not become institutionalized.

An individual's behavior is strongly influenced by

the eXpectations which members of various groups

have of him and his relationships with them

 

8Wilbur Brookover and David Gottlieb, A Sociology of

Education (New York: American Book Company, 196D).

 

 

9Talcott Parsons and Edward Shils, Toward a Theory

of Social Action (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,

1951).

lOIbid.

 

 



role has added significance because certain of

these expectations have become institutionalized

and an individual is penalized if his behaviorll

deviates from that which is eXpected from him.

In a social system which is dependent upon common standards,

constructive processes of interaction are interrupted by

differences in eXpectations for a role.

Role theory, then, was an important consideration in

this study. It was suggested that we may approach role

theory in three basic ways:12

(1) role as an analytic unit for study,

(2) role as an object of study, or

(3) role as conceptualizations.

When using the theory as an analytic unit, role is

a means to study a social system. When approached as an

object of study, role is an end of study. When role is

conceptualized, parts related to role are examined. The

last approach takes the view that role as a concept is too

comprehensive; thus a topic like role conflict is a more

useful approach for analysis. Expectations is one concept

included within role theory.

This study contends the three approaches are not

mutually exclusive and that all can be used in analysis

of data and its interpretation. While its main emphasis

will be examining the school social worker role as an

 

11W. W. Charters, "The School as a Social System,"

Review of Educational Research, Vol. 22 (1952), p. “1.

l2Clinton Snyder "Variations in Expectations for

the Teacher Role: As Related to General and Specific Roles,

Expectation Categories, and Social Distance" (unpublished

Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1963).



Object Of study, interpretation will not exclude other

potentially significant insights into the system or into

topics which are part of the role.

Expectations are a limiting factor in this study:

it is a normative study. Normative studies of role are

concerned with what a role should be and what position

holders should do. Such expectations are presumed to be

13 Many ideasessential for predicting social behavior.

are available on how to approach a normative role study:

guides to terminology, models of relationships, suggested

methodological procedures.1u

The best way to learn the expectations of a group

15 These responses can provide ais to ask its members.

sketch Of group eXpectations and a resource for empirical

analysis. Discriminating questions should be developed

in order to identify important issues. This demands prep-

aration before going to the groups. Insight into the role

to be studied must be acquired and some procedures of

analysis planned in advance. Theory provides a tool for

analysis, while statistical analysis renders it Operational.

 

  

l3Neal Gross, et al., Explorations in Role Analysis

(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1966).

luIbid.

15
George C. Homans, The Human Group (New York:

Harcourt, Brace, 1950).

 



Considerable theory has developed about human expec-

tation. For example, the work of Meadl6 provides insights

into how important others' expectations are for self-

concept. Other writers suggest the significance of inter-

action for individuals and the social system;17 as, for

instance, the reflexive nature of expectations, as

expressed by Cooley: "Each to each a looking glass

reflects the other that doth pass."18

Since, as is theorized, individuals form naturally

into groups, it is possible to form conclusions about a

group's expectations for a position by learning the ex-

pectations of individuals: empirically this is the

postulate of consensus.19

Social system theory was another important consider-

ation in this study. The school social worker Operates

only sometimes within the school system, his role routinely

extends into the community. Thus the school social worker

role is partly of the school social system and partly of

the larger community system. So concepts related to social

systems which are pertinent to this study include: sub-

systems, ambiguity, and tolerance and conflict.

 

16George H. Mead, Mind, Self, and Society (Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 193A).

 

l7Parsons, Op. cit.

18
Charles Cooley, Human Nature and the Social Order

(Glencoe: Free Press, 1956), p. 184.

19

 

Gross, op. cit.



Within occupational social systems, sub-systems exist

and respond by adapting to the system.20 Bureaucratic

social organizations are noted for complexity. And school

systems in cities Of 100,000 peOple or more are not excep-

tions.

Members of sub-systems hold different expectations

for themselves from other sub-system members,21 a potential

cause of conflict. If members of a sub-system agree,

however, they legitimize their expectations through mutual

support. School social workers are marginal school person-

nel in the sense that they work a good deal outside the

school building and do not perform an instructional

function as normally defined.

Agency social workers, although not part of the school

system, do work with school social workers and have expec-

tations for them. Their expectations are important to the

school social workers and may be expected to be different

from those within the school social system.

Actions of peOple are Judged according to appropri-

ateness by groups of others. Variations in expectations

held by the members of a group reflect the degree of clarity

within thegroup about a role.22 Lack of clarity is com-

municated to the focal person within the organization; and

to the extent that he perceives this confusion his role is

 

20 21
Parsons, op. cit. Ibid.

 

22Theodore Sarbin, "Role Theory," Handbook of Social

Psychology, Vol. I, Gardner Lindzey, Editor (Cambridge:

Addison-Wesley, 195A).

 

 



lO

23
ambiguous, and his certainty in his role is limited.

Thus, the "common standard" so vital to the integration

of units within a system is absent.2u

Such ambiguity is almost certainly a problem for

school social workers. Teachers and principals do not

always reach agreement in school matters.25 And the

academic orientation of school personnel differ from the

agency social worker's orientation. Each Of these groups,

however, are heterogeneous in their composition. Cities

differ, and environments affect individuals differently.

Two final considerations for a role in a social

system are tolerance and conflict. In general, all civil

servants disagree about the extent of their loyalties to

the organization.26 Some identify more with their pro-

fession than others. Professional persons, for instance

school principals, are treated with considerable tolerance

in the form Of pleasant relations in light of the differ-

ences with which they and parents View their role.27

 

23Robert Kahn, et al., Organizational Stress: Studies

in Role Conflict and Ambiguity (New York: John Wiley and

Sons, 1963).

2A
Parsons, Op. cit.

  

 

25Wilbur Brookover, "Research on Teachers and Admin-

istrator Roles," Journal of Educational Sociology, Vol. 29

(September, 1955), pp. 2L13.

26Leonard Reissman, "A Study Of Role Conceptions in

Bureaucracy," Social Forces, Vol. 27 (March, 1949), pp. 305-

310.

 

27John Foskett and Henry Wolcott, "Self Images and

Community Images of Elementary School Principals," Educa-

tional Administration Quarterly, Vol. 3 (Spring, 1967),

pp. 162-181.
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School social work is an accepted service in the

school districts studied. The extent to which conflict

exists between school social workers and others about the

school social worker role cannot be judged on perceived

relationships, nor can getting along well be assumed to

gauge understanding. Certainly not all school social

workers feel alike about the school system or their goals

as social workers.

Operational Considerations
 

Because of the broad range Of assumptions and mean—

ings connected with role studies,28 it is necessary to

define certain terms as they will be used in this study:

Teacher: A certified elementary school person, primarily

assigned to an instructional function in an

elementary level school.

Principal: A non-teaching school administrator reSponsible

for at least one elementary level school.

Agency A professional worker in a private or public

social social agency.

worker:

Social Catholic Social Service, Department of Social

agency: Service, Family Service Agency, Child Guidance

Clinic, Probate Court, or the YMCA.

Community: Dearborn, Flint, Grand Rapids, or Lansing,

Michigan.

Role expec- Patterns of evaluations of groups reflecting

tations: anticipations for the school social worker.

Sector: A segment of role developed for this study as

a means of analysis of eXpectations for the

school social worker, and consisting of a

number of items.

 

28 .
Gross, Op. Cit.
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Item: One of 123 terms or statements descriptive Of

the school social worker role, developed as

relevant during the exploratory stage of the

study.

Position: "Location of a class Of actors in a system of

social relationships."

Definition The self-expectation held by the school social

of posi- worker.

tion:

Overview Of the Study
 

This study consisted of three stages: (1) explora-

tory; (2) data gathering; and (3) concluding.

The exploratory stage included:

a. examination of available literature on school

social work and role theory,

b. development of hypotheses and questions,

c. development and testing of preliminary instru—

ments,

d. interviews with school social workers, and

e. development of instruments from lessons learned

during steps a through d.

The data-gathering stage included:

a. arrangements with school districts for research,

b. preparation and dissemination of instruments

into schools and agencies,

c. collection of instruments,

d. data processing, and

e. computerization of data.

 

29Ibid.
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The concluding stage included:

a. analysis of data, and

b. construction of the report of findings.

Exploratory Stage
 

Role theory and school social work were reviewed from

recent studies and Michigan State University materials.

Officials of IRCOPPS sent names of persons doing research

in school social work, and they were contacted by mail or

in person; no previous studies in this field were available

at Michigan State University.

Hypotheses and questions were develOped from impres-

sions received during this period of review and from

personal experiences in public school work. They generally

pointed toward the central idea Of differences between

relevant groups and school social workers, and the marginal

nature of the school social worker's position relative to

the school.

Hypotheses
 

The Basic Hypothesis
 

This study is designed to test the basic or working

hypothesis that relevant groups do not agree on expecta-

tions for the school social worker. Three fundamental

areas of difference in role eXpectation are anticipated.

These are:
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a. the influence of the school social worker;

b. the extent to which the worker is a school

person;

0. the extent to which the worker is a professional

social work person.

Specific Hypotheses
 

Hypothesis 1:
 

There will be differences between the school

social workers' position definitions and

others' expectations.

Sub-hypothesis:

School social workers will differ from

teachers on the influence of the school

social worker. That is, school social

workers will perceive themselves more as

persons who should be influential.

Sub-hypothesis:

School social workers will differ from prin-

cipals on their role as a school person.

That is, principals will expect school

social workers to be agents Of the school

more than school social workers will.

Sub-hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2:
 

School social workers will differ from

agency social workers on their role as

professional social workers. That is,

agency workers will expect school social

workers to be less social work persons than

school social workers do.

There will more Often be consensus in role

definition within the school social worker

group than there is consensus in role ex-

pectation within the other groups.

Sub-hypothesis:

School social workers will reach consensus

more Often in definition of their role than

principals reach consensus in role expecta-

tions.
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Sub-hypothesis:

School social workers will reach consensus

more often in definition of their role

than teachers reach consensus in role

expectations.

Sub-hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3:
 

Hypothesis A:
 

Hypothesis 5:
 

School social workers will reach consensus

more often in definition of their role

than agency workers reach consensus in role

expectations.

The school principal group will reach con-

sensus on expectations more Often than the

teacher or community agency groups.

The school social workers will reach con-

sensus on their work role more often than

on other sectors of the role. That is,

there is more agreement on duties which

result from their work experiences and

training orientation.

Professors of social work and their students

who consider them significant will converge.

That is, a professor of social work is a

"significant other" who is responsible for

the perceptions of social work students.

In addition to the hypotheses above, several questions

were suggested by this study. Since these questions rested

less on theoretical bases than the hypotheses, they were

Offered simply as questions to be answered.

Question 1:
 

Question 2:
 

How do school social workers' perceptions of

others' expectations agree with the others'

actual expectations? That is, do the school

social workers correctly perceive what

teachers, principals, and community agency

personnel eXpect of them?

What areas of the school social worker role

reveal consensus most often within groups?

That is, on what functions or characteristics

is there a firm definition of the social

worker position?
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Question 3: What areas Of the school social worker role

reveal most convergence across groups? That

is, on what functions or characteristics of

the social worker is there firm agreement

upon the role among all groups?

 

Question A: Are there differences between school

districts for sectors of the school social

worker role? Are there sectors in which

there is high bureaucratic agreement?

 

Question 5: Do directors Of training for school social

workers agree among themselves? That is,

is it likely that social workers leaving

different training institutions have similar

perceptions for their roles?

 

Question 6: How may present role theory assist in

clarifying the definition of position for

the school social worker? That is, in

applying role theory to the social worker

position (as has been done successfully for

the school superintendent and teacher), what

contributions and insights can be made to

understanding the position?

 

Since no instruments were available to investigate

the role of the school social worker, they had to be devel-

Oped. Preliminary questions were drawn from impressions

Of previous research. These questions were tested with a

small group (of 25) and evaluated, as reported in Chapter

III, Methodology.

Interviews were conducted with twelve school social

workers in three cities in order to develop more insight

into the role. These were taped and the tapes were reviewed

for concepts. Details on the interviews are reported in

Chapter III.

Eight sectors totalling 123 items for the school

social worker role were eventually developed from the
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above steps. These sectors were an effort to go beyond

the limited sc0pe of tasks of the school social worker

which others studied. Statements were develOped which

asked for a response from the groups. Terms and single

words were also used because of the importance of reactions

to words as meaningful symbols.

Instruments are shown in the Appendix and discussed

further in Chapter III.

Data—Gathering Stage
 

Arrangements with the four cities, Dearborn, Flint,

Grand Rapids and Lansing, Michigan, were made through

letters, telephone calls, and personal visits. Each city

designated either its Director of Research or its Director

of Pupil Personnel as contact person.

Instruments were cleared with the contact person in

each city before being mimeographed. They were then sent

to randomly selected school personnel through the school

mail. Return envelopes were included as well as a cover

letter from the contact Official encouraging participation.

All principals were asked to encourage participation.

Instruments for agency social workers were mailed to the

agencies. The same six agencies were surveyed in the four

cities. Self—addressed envelOpes were included. Special

cover letters were sent to the agency head asking his

assistance.
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School personnel instruments were collected from each

city within two weeks after distribution; late responses

were mailed by the school district. Follow—up was needed

for the teachers in only one city because the general

participation was satisfactory.

The information from the questionnaires was recorded

onto coding sheets and subsequently data cards were punched.

An original program was developed for the analysis. Further

information about this stage is in Chapter III.

Concluding Stage
 

During the concluding stage, the analysis of the com-

puterized data was made through hypothesis testing and

scrutiny of data. The findings were then analyzed and con-

clusions were reached through the application Of theory.

This study was then, Of course, developed into its present

form. The analysis is included in Chapter IV while Chapter

V contains the report of Findings and Conclusions.



CHAPTER II

RELATED RESEARCH

Introduction
 

Literature of importance to this research focuses on

two areas: social work and role theory. The review of

social work and its special branch of school social work

provides an understanding Of the traditional functions and

problems of social workers.

The relevance of social systems theory and role

theory to this study was reviewed in Chapter I. Sources

Of eXpectations for the school social worker (SSW) were

suggested in the context of these theories, and important

concepts for human interaction in a social system were

discussed. In this chapter, the conceptual theories Of

others will be translated into the operational concepts

developed by Neal Gross.l

Resource materials for this study were limited since

scarcely any doctoral or master's dissertations had been

devoted to that subject anywhere. Few Schools Of Social

Work grant a doctorate, and the usual requirement for a

master of social work degree is a joint report of a group

project. And, seldom does a School of Education sponsor

 

1Gross, op. cit.

l9
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a study on school social work. In fact, although there is

a shortage of social workers nationally, little research

is being done into any phase of social work. The general

lack of data and increased efforts to improve services to

school children prompted the organization of the Inter-

professional Research Commission on Pupil Personnel

Services (IRCOPPS), whose recent research on the school

social workers is also reviewed.

The Field of Social Work

School social work is a specialized branch of the

field of social work. It is necessary to have some under-

standing Of social work, and of its historical trends and

the problems to understand school social work.

Historically, social work began as a volunteer service

of well-meaning, but moralizing rich people who were con-

cerned about the poor; today it is a moderately high—prestige

profession with its own training schools.2 Almost all

professional social workers have university training, and

those with a Master in Social Work dominate social agencies.

The professional in social work has Obtained excellent con-

trol over volunteers in social work ventures as well as a

high degree of autonomy in fiscal matters.3

The moral nature Of social work has not come under

the same control as its structure. Definitions by social

 
fir

2Roy Lubove, The Professional Altruist (Cambridge:

Harvard University Press, 1965).

 

3Ibid.
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workers show that humane and often abstract motives provide

the thrust of social work today. Terms used in defining

social work include "validated faith"u and "use of self."5

It is still widely assumed that those in need Of social

work assistance are inadequate peOple,6 and one Of the

primary goals in the education of social workers is the

development of a non-moralizing frame of reference.

Today, however, the orientation in preparation programs

is slanted towards psychological and psychoanalytic views.

At approximately the same time social work identified

itself with the casework approach, the medical profession

began to accept the work Of Sigmund Freud. Doctors devel-

Oped a casework approach using the psychoanalytic teachings

of Freud. These insights brought new SOphistication to

case study and began to outstrip the "social diagnosis"

used by social workers.7 Social work has identified with

psychoanalytical views and the mental health program since

early in this century. In 1920, a leader in social work

made this statement:

. . psychiatry is giving us new light on our

methods of dealing with peOple. In the past our

approach has been from the standpoint of externals.

In order to really bring about better adjustments

in the lives of our clients, it is necessary to

understand the deep-seated motives for human conduct.

 

“Kenneth Pray, "Restatement Of the Generic Principles

of Social Casework Practice," Journal of Social Casework

Vol. 28, NO. 8 (October, 1947), pp. 283-285.

5National Association of Social Workers Commission on

Casework, Proceedings, New York Conference (New York: NASWC,

196“).

 

 

7 . 8
6Lubove, Op. cit. Ibid. Ibid., p. 9A.
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9
Similar statements have been made more recently. "Inner

need" has assumed a prominent place in the thinking of

social workers.

Although group work is also prominent, casework is

the core of social work. The Commission on Casework Of

the National Association of Social Workers reaffirmed the

importance of casework approach in 19614:10

The range of functions of the caseworker includes

giving the knowledge; demonstrating effective ways

of achieving; acting as a model for communication

and reality testing; acting as an advocate for the

client, as well as a liaison between client and

agency, community, and larger world; expanding Of

values, aspirations and goals and ways of achieving

these both . . . the basic essence of this rela-

tionship being the bond between the caseworker and

client . . .1

Thus the social work person has customarily been trained

in casework; he is used to approaching peOple from a

psychoanalytical point of view.

As is probably true with every profession or occupation,

there are problems in the field of social work. Some

discussed in the literature were: (1) shortage of trained

personnel, (2) lack of autonomy within organizations, and

(3) limited professional status.

Social work is one of the most critical fields in

the labor market. Schools, hospitals, and other institu-

tions generally fail to staff their social work positions.

 
Y1

9Howard Parad,"EgO Psychology and Dynamic Casework,"

Family Social Service Association Yearbook, 1953, p. 3.
 

loNAswc, Op. cit. llIbid.
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Salaries in social work have improved, but nevertheless a

career in teaching Often pays better.

It is probable that relatively low pay alone does

not eXplain the shortage Of social workers: lack of

autonomy is a contributing factor.12 Schools, hospitals,

and other institutions employ most social workers. They

do not Operate for social work, but use social workers as

service personnel. Hence, too Often there is a tendency

for the institution to use the social worker for its own

purposes.13 Hughes described the nature of professions

and their characteristics.lu In a bureaucratic organiza-

tion, professionals tend to separate from other profes-

sionals and form sub—systems, creating a problem of choice

of loyalty: the organization or the profession?

One writer did not think that social workers were

15
faced with the choice suggested by Hughes. He questioned

that social work is a profession: it did not meet the

usual criteria of "generalized knowledge" and "community

interest."

 

l2Charlotte Towle, "The Distinctive Attributes of

Education for Social Work," Journal of Social Casework,

Vol. 33, No. 2 (April, 1952), pp. 63—72.

13ibid., p. 6A.

l”Everett Hughes, "The Professions," The Professions

in America (Boston: Houghton—Miflin Company, 1965).
 

15Bernard Barber, "Some Problems in the Sociology Of

Professions," The Professions in America (Boston: Houghton-

Miflin, 1965).
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School Social Work
 

A review Of literature on school social work reveals

that much attention is given to the functions and tasks Of

social workers, while little or nothing is devoted to ex-

pectations for the school social worker. And role theory

tells us this factor is critical if a professinal is to

Operate efficiently.

The National Association outlined four distinct

functions for school social workers: casework, collabora-

tion (OOOperation with school staff), coordination (prim-

arily with agencies), and consultant services.16 This

broad outline left wide latitude for interpretation by the

social workers, and was never seen by the others who it

affected.

In 1929, one writer thought the functions of school

social work were diverse because of disagreement over its

purpose.17 Five categories were suggested as the functions

of the SSW by another writer: (1) attendance, (2) behavior

problem, (3) home-school relations, (A) agency referrals,

and (5) direct treatment.18

19

A 1960 study suggested twenty-

two functions including some providing the SSW with a

 
fiw

l6NAsw, Op. cit.

17Jane Culbert, The Visiting Teacher at Work (New

York: Commonwealth, 1929).

18Herbert Stroup, Social Work (New York: American

Book, 19A8).

 

 

19Robert Rowen, "The School Social Worker: An Analysis

of Present Training Programs in Relationship to Job

Functions" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University

Of Arizona, 1960).
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somewhat freer range Of activity than other suggestions

had admitted.

As we mentioned in the first chapter, it appears

that the role of the SSW is changing. Statements accepted

at the national level in 1960 are criticized in 1967.

Citing the 1960 speech of Nebo to the NASW conference,2O

Hourihan thought that school social work as a specialized

casework service for maladjusted children "no longer

describes accurately the contribution or many SSWs."21

Professors at Schools of Social Work are viewing

the role of the SSW differently from previous writers. As

recently as 1960, social work writers expected the worker

to conform to the principal's acceptance of the service.2

And concern about the feelings of teachers for any form

of aggressive social work ran high. But social and econ-

omic conditions have changed, and so have attitudes Of

trainers of SSWs about the role of the SSW. Today there

is an effort to return social work to mme of its earlier

23
concern with environment. The magnitude of social

problems in the nation has encouraged the use of

 

20John Nebo, "Some Aspects of Social Work Practice in

Schools," Social Work in the Schools (New York: NASW, 1960)

p. 8.

 

21Hourihan, Op. cit.

22Dorothy Hermann, "The SSW's Role with School and

Community," Social Work in the Schools (New York: NASW,

1960).

 

23Hourihan, Op. cit.
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para-professionals and development Of new social service

roles in the schools. One professor thought the functions

of the SSW had become rigid in the struggle for profes—

sionalization.2u

Two dramatic new vieWpOints are also being heard

in Schools of Social Work: (1) SSWs should work on school

conditions as well as pupils, and (2) SSWs should assume

new and greater responsibilities as leaders. It is main-

tained that the school itself causes maladjustment:

If the school social worker concentrates his

energies merely in helping some peOple accommodate

to the school he can do little to ameliorate the

patterns that will continue to geneggte difficul-

ties for many other students . . .

Rowen believes that federal money now presents SSWs with

the opportunity to assume leadership as a trainer and con-

sultant for teams of para-professionals. Counseling

could become the province of counselors, with SSWs freed

to perform as social workers.26

Three special problems face the SSW: (l) the teacher-

or—social worker paradox, (2) sources Of leadership, and

(3) organizational placement.

 

2“Betty Welsh, "Changing Role of the SSW" Paper,

Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan, 1966.

25Robert Vinter, "Malperformance in the Public

Schools," Social Work, Vol. 10 (January, 1965).

26Rowen, Op. cit., pp. 109-115.
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School social work is historically related to teacher

education.27 School social workers traditionally come from

the ranks of teachers. But teacher preparation programs do

not necessarily guarantee adequate background in the social

sciences or other knowledge falling under the rubric of

"behavioral sciences"; this has an undeniable impact upon

school social service. And yet it appeared that teaching

was considered a desirable background for school social

work, at least by teachers.

The National Association of Social Workers, on the

other hand, does not recognize the importance Of teaching

for the SSW, recommending instead:

1. A two-year social work program.

2 Study in social welfare, human behavior, and

environment, as well as social work methods.

3. Field placement for not less than 1000 hours.

A Emphasis upon the use of self with focus upon

strengths and how to treat the whole child.28

Who should provide leadership for the SSWs is con-

troversial. The Professors of Social Work believe that

they provide leadership for SSWs, 29’ 30 particularly in

these three areas: (1) the transmission Of systematic

knowledge; (2) the innovation of ideas; and (3) the sug-

gesting of models. State Departments of Education are

legally charged with certification of SSWs. As controllers

T
 

27Grace Browning, Helping the Troubled Child (New

York: NASW, 1959).

28U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,

Scope of Pupil Personnel Services (Washington, D. 0.: U. S.

Government Printing Office, 1966).

29Frank Maple, personal interview at Ann Arbor,

May 8, 1967.

3OBarber, Op. cit.
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of both certification and financial support for school

districts seeking to employ SSWs, Department of Education

consultants clearly assume leadership roles, particularly

as they interpret rules.

Although large city districts may employ supervisors

who direct SSWs, the principal usually has complete respon-

sibility for activities in his own building and may be

expected to supply some direction for the SSW when he is

in the building. Professional associations, such as the

National Association of Social Workers, have the potential

for leadership, but since membership in most associations

is voluntary, apathy weakens them.31 In the case of the

NASW, complete involvement is impossible because of the

Association requirements: most SSWs cannot qualify for

membership.

Organizational placement for the school social

Workers is also controversial. Various authorities recom-

mend that SSWs be supervised by a social work person who

is responsible to a Director Of Pupil Personnel Services,32

quite a common mode of organization, though many others

are also in use. Thus, SSWs may be placed in a Special

Education department where they are responsible to a former

teacher of Special Education, or they may be placed in

 

31Robert Merton, "Functions of the Professional

Association," American Journal Of Nursing, Vol. 58 (January,

1958), p. 51.

 

32Lundberg, Op. cit.
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Psychological Services where they are responsible to a

School Psychologist. But there are many variations, and

placement is less related to theoretical considerations

than to practical expediency.

Implications for this Study
 

The literature on School Social Work and on some

facets of social work was reviewed, and, specific ques—

tions about the role Of social workers investigated. To

study expectations for the SSW also required research into

certain areas relevant for groups close to the SSW role.

Among the areas surveyed were: (1) eXpectations

about how the SSW fits into the psychoanalytic—environment-

centered controversy; (2) his superordinate and subordinate

position in the school system, with its implications for

his behavior; (3) how much of a social worker the SSW is

expected to be; (A) expectations about his status in the

social worker-school person controversy; (5) his expected

role in the community, both on and Off the job; and (6)

the degree to which professors Of social work were leaders

of SSWS.

Recent Empirical Studies
 

Recent related research included three studies

sponsored by IRCOPPS and one independent study, all done

between 1965 and 1967; and only the independent work studied

role eXpectations for social workers.
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Liddle reported an extensive study of role percep—

tions for each member of the Pupil Personnel Services

team,33 along with data on its membership. Social workers

were generally well-educated and held a master degree,

typically in Education. All social workers belonged to

professional organizations, but few to the NASW. No dif—

ferences could be found in the self-perceptions of those

in the Association and those outside it. Liddle also

reported a tendency for social workers to perceive them-

selves as more central to situations than others did.

Principals listed SSWs more often than other Pupil Personnel

workers for these three functions: (1) working with parents

who mistreat children, (2) working with children in need of

clothing or food, and (3) working with referrals for

agencies. He summarized his findings as follows: ".

social workers seem to have entered the field from teaching.

They see themselves as performing the traditional roles of

the school social worker."314

Maple conducted a state-wide survey in Michigan which

received minimal support from IRCOPPS.35 Study Of expecta-

tions remained a secondary goal as he was primarily con-

cerned with functions of the SSW. He found that principals

 

33Gordon Liddle, "The School Social Worker as He

Sees Himself and as He is Seen by His Colleagues" (College

Park, Maryland: IRCOPPS, 1966). (Mimeographed.)

3ulPlQ-a p- 9. 35Maple, Op. cit.
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and teachers eXpected more extensive service than the SSWs

provided. And he reached these five conclusions:

1. SSWs had a high conformity of practice.

2. Groups disagreed about the SSW role.

3. School organization failed to make the best

use of SSWs.

A. SSWs engaged in very little consultation with

teachers, and

5. Little preventative work was done by SSWS.

Maple believes that it is ". . . time to question the direct

pupil-service focus of school visiting teacher work."36

Costin investigated tasks of SSWs in Illinois37 in an

incomplete study. Her preliminary findings showed wide

differences between what school personnel thought SSWs

should do and what they thought SSWs did.

The IRCOPPS studies presented some valuable informa-

tion, but also had some inadequacies. Liddle, with an

adequate staff and good financing, adapted an instrument

designed in 19Al. Principals, teachers, and pupil services

personnel each filled out instruments; the cluster sample

technique was used in this research done in 260 school

systems of widely different sizes, with an 80 percent

response. Sampling was random and IRCOPPS depended upon

school principals to distribute instruments.

 

36Ibid., p. 31A.

37Lela Costin, "Tasks of the School Social Worker,"

Study underway, University Of Illinois, Urbana, Illinois,

1967.
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Liddle's adapting an Old instrument for use in his

study may have distorted the advantages of an overall

investigation using controlled research design. Many new

factors both inside and outside the school have been intro-

duced since the instrument was first develOped, but Liddle

may have corrected for them. Nevertheless, his findings

should be considered in interpreting findings in this study.

Maple tried to survey every SSW in Michigan, as well

as 75 persons in each of three staff roles in a random

sample of Michigan systems. He sent a 200 question instru-

ment which gave respondents a choice of nine responses per

item. While his study was limited by funds available, his

returns from participants were good: over 90 percent from

principals and teachers, with SSWs returning 68 percent.

Maple's research design was weakened by a failure to con-

trol for community or school system size or other charac-

teristics, although the literature tells us that the SSW

role may be very dependent upon these. Maple analyzed

what he found by interpreting data into percentage form

and then guessing what it meant. He thus gathered consid-

erable census-type data, but without a precisely organized

plan Of interpretation.

Costin's instruments were examined, although her

research remains unfinished. She used a scaled response

technique to questions about tasks of the SSW. A random

sampling of school personnel were asked for their views.
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Since Iher study is incomplete, the only obvious

criticism might be its being limited to tasks Of the SSW.

In general the research personnel doing IRCOPPS

studies of the SSW were all very close to the SSW position:

Maple and Costin, for instance, are professors of social

work. We have noted the relative limitations Of social

work personnel in the techniques of research. Two major

inadequacies found in the research Of IRCOPPS were: (1)

no application to a theoretical base; and/or (2) no

objective or generally acceptable analysis, such as a

statistical test.

We located one independent study which was interested

in expectations for social workers. The Olsens made an

expectation study Of hospital social workers.38 Their

research tested hypotheses statistically although their

findings were not statistically significant. Their study

parallels the present one more than any IRCOPPS studies

because hypotheses were part of the research and the design

provided for Objective analysis of data. Although it was

not a study Of school social workers, its findings are

relevant: (1) social workers and doctors differ most often

Over new functions of the workers; and (2) the social worker

must "subordinate" his position in the institution.

 

38Katherine Olsen and Marvin Olsen, "Role Expectations

and Perceptions for Social Workers in a Medical Setting,"

Social Work, Vol. 12, No. 3 (July, 1967), pp. 70-78.
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In summary, the ample literature about social work

and the school social worker provides us with general im—

pressions. Social work is a product of its historical

development and it has adOpted a mental health orientation

emphasizing a psychoanalytic frame of reference. But on

the whole, social work still labors under great difficul-

ties. School social work has roughly the same background

as the larger discipline, but has faced additional, special

problems because of changes within the school systems:

sources of leadership for SSWs, placement in the school

organization, and the extent to which teacher training and

eXperience were important for the SSW. These considerations

will all be investigated in this study as they relate tO

expectations for the SSW.

Very little in social work literature or research

suggests a model for this study. It was necessary to turn

39
to role studies, particularly that of Gross, in order to

find such a model.

Making Theory Operational
 

Neal Gross and his associates developed several

Operational concepts relevant to studying eXpectations for

a role: consensus, a language for analysis, and approaches

LID u
to instrumentation. Consensus was defined as an

 

39Gross, Op. cit.

uOIbid.
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empirical condition of agreement among a number of peOple."

Gross said that groups within a social system cannot be

assumed to agree, and that their expectations must be sub-

jected to critical inspection. This View is supported by

Homans,ul and it became central to this study.

Language is a problem in role analysis because terms

have different meanings for’social scientists. Models

were developed by Gross to help locate a position in a

social system. These Offered a framework by which to

evaluate networks of relationships. "Focal position" was

a term applied to the position under study and "counter

positions" were those of relevant others.

Gross developed a "position-centric model," which was

adapted to this study. It shows the counter-position Of

teacher and principal versus the SSW within the school

system, with the agency social worker outside the system:

the model is introduced here in order to help visualize

relationships for this study (see Figure 1, page 36).

Other concepts provided by Gross were adapted for

this study. For example, the division Of a role into

parts which he called "segments"; in this study, however,

divisions Of the school social worker role are called

"sectors." Questions in the instruments were developed

from interviews and a five-place response scale was used

as by Gross.

 

lRomans, Op. cit.
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Agency Social Worker

School

System

 

ocial Worker

—————+ Expectations of relevant others

—————+ School Social Workers' perceptions Of

eXpectations

Figure l.--Position—Centric Model.

In summary, the Gross study was a valuable source

Of Operational concepts, and many Of his research tech-

niques were adapted for this study.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Approach of this Study

The identification Of appropriate professional

groups which were relevant for the school social worker

(SSW) position was a problem in this study; that is, if

expectations of groups investigated were to have some

significance for the focal position, groups defining the

role had to be asked their expectations. In order to do

that and also to learn more about school social work,

professors Of social work and Michigan State Department

of Education personnel were interviewed, the literature

surveyed, and then the methodology Of the present study

developed.

Important Steps
 

The scarcity of succinct statements Of the school

social worker role and complete lack of instruments for

asking others about their views both had to be rectified.

Relevant groups had to be located and appropriate means Of

testing the data and analyzing findings selected as well.

This chapter reports, then, the following features Of this

study: (1) development and testing of a preliminary instru-

ment, (2) selection of community-school districts,

37
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(3) method Of interviewing SSWs, (A) final design of

instruments, (5) selection of the sample and distribution-

collection of instruments, and (6) application of Opera-

tional concepts in analyzing data.

Development and Testing of the

Preliminary Instrument

 

 

The review of the literature and personal experience

suggested a preliminary self-administering instrument con-

taining 168 short questions about the SSW, each answered

on a five-place scale from "Definitely should not" to

"Definitely should." These questions covered eXpectations

for attributes and functions of the SSW.

The instrument was tested with a summer workshOp

group at Michigan State University for SSW—candidates,

these 25 peOple including representatives of the groups

which would respond to the final instruments: teachers,

school principals, school social workers, and social agency

workers. The experience with the preliminary instruments

produced the following actions:

(1) The continuation of a five—place response,

(2) The continuation of certain items in the final

instrument,

(3) Abandonment of any projective techniques for

an instrument dependent upon face validity, and

(A) An eXpansion of instruments beyond just a

concern for tasks and personal qualities.



39

Community-School District Selections
 

The City of Dearborn, City Of Flint, City Of Grand

Rapids, and the City of Lansing School Districts were

selected as the source of samples for this study for the

following reasons:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(A)

TO reduce the number of clearances necessitated

by the new professional negotations legislation

in Michigan, and thus render the study more

feasible;

To provide the number Of school social workers

necessary for statistical analysis;

To control for community variables as much as

possible, and particularly for community size,

so findings can be generalized for cities that

size; and

To control for school system variables, such as

administrative organization, as much as possible.

Dearborn, Flint, Grand Rapids, and Lansing comprised

a group of cities having populations of 100,000 to 200,000.

The 1967 Michigan Highway Commission census gave the

following figures:

Dearborn . . . . . . . . 112,007

Flint. . . . . . . . . . 196,9A0

Grand Rapids . . . . . . 202,007

Lansing. . . . . . . . . 120,03A

The four cities wer all urban-industrial centers. All

either contained or were served by comparable social
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agencies, a component important as the group relevant to

SSWs outside the school system. Each city had comparable

urban problems such as aging sections of town, social

mobility, and pockets of poverty. Dearborn differed some-

what from the others in its proximity to metropolitan

Detroit, but for purposes of this study it matched the

other cities.

The school district pOpulations were [approximation]

as follows:

   

Elementary Elementary Pupil

Teachers Principals Membership

Dearborn 550 25 22,500

Flint 1,000 36 A2,260

Grand Rapids 900 52 32,100

Lansing 900 45 30,250

Other school districts in Michigan were larger than Dear-

born, but this study was more interested in controlling for

city than for school district size because the SSW role

was assumed to be very dependent upon community factors.

As it was, the school districts had several common charac—

teristics:

(1) All were complex social organizations,

(2) All had established and accepted SSW programs,

(3) All were trying to increase their social

service programs, and

(A) All contained or had access to easily identified

social agencies.
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Although mandatory professional negotiations in

Michigan have occasionally made entry into school districts

for research purposes more difficult, administration and

teacher groups cleared this study quite rapidly,

despite a teachers' strike in Dearborn during the study.

This may be because the study had relevance for them and

because findings were to be shared. Each district was

first contacted by a letter accompanied by a summary of

the study prOposal. This was followed by a telephone call,

then a personal visit with a person designated by the super—

intendent of each district.

For statistical analysis, adequate numbers are crucial.

Each of the cities employed at least eight SSWs and Grand

Rapids had nineteen. The four cities, then, offered a

potential of fifty SSWs.

Interviews with School Social Workers
 

Twelve school social workers in three cities were

interviewed in the fall of 1967 in order to gain insights

into their role. About twelve hours of taped conversation

centering around five Open—ended questions resulted in data

which was used to develOp relevant items for instrument

schedules.

The same basic structure was followed in each inter—

view, but individual Observations were encouraged. The

questions were used as follows:



(1)

(2)

(3)

(A)

(5)

The

U2

What should be the functions and responsibilities

of the school social worker?

How should he carry out these functions and

responsibilities?

What professional and personal qualifications

best equip the SSW to do these things?

What conflicting eXpectations have you found

to be held by teachers, principals, and agency

workers?

DO you experience incompatible expectations

for your position?

SSWs in Lansing and Dearborn tended to perceive

the role of a SSW differently. There was greater emphasis

upon a mental therapy role in Dearborn, with Lansing SSWs

"keyed on teachers." This apparent basic difference

provided a rationale for interviews in Grand Rapids. The

following areas of agreement and disagreement were suggested

by the interviews:

Agreement among SSWs

(l)

(2)

(3)

(A)

SSWs' eXpectations generally differ more in

degree than kind;

SSWs must try to satisfy many people in many

different places;

Teaching could be a helpful backgroun for a SSW;

SSWs should keep children central to their work,

but not necessarily by being with children;
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(5) Flexibility and durability are essential

qualities for a SSW; and

(6) EXpectations of relevant groups are important

for the SSW.

Disagreement among SSWs

(1) Teaching eXperience is a necessity;

(2) Counseling is a primary function;

(3) The SSW has an obligation to perform community

service on his own time;

(A) The SSW should always support the school;

(5) The SSW should conform to his principal's wishes;

(6) Improvement Of school performance is a primary

SSW responsibility; and

(7) The role of the SSW is clearly defined.

Instruments
 

The preliminary instrument had been develOped from

the review of literature and tested before any interviews

were scheduled; some of the original items were retained.

Interviews with SSWs added insights into their role expec-

tations. The validity of the instruments depended on

their implications being clear to respondents. Several

considerations provided a framework for developing self-

administering instruments: (1) constructing "contrived"

items, (2) relating of instruments to hypotheses, (3)

organizing Of instruments into a "Segments" arrangement,
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(A) selecting a format for instruments, and (5) evaluating

instruments.

Questions on the final instruments were "contrived"

items. That is, they were developed by combining questions

and then generalizing in order to avoid responses condi-

tioned by circumstances which respondents might conjure up

(see the Format section for further discussion).

The basic hypothesis was that groups differ in their

eXpectations for the school social worker, particularly

over the SSWs' influence, his role as a school person,

and his role as a professional social worker. Five main

hypotheses, some with sub-hypotheses, were formulated.

Questions which related to certain hypotheses were grouped

according to their apparent relevance to a hypothesis, in

most cases in groups of ten items.

Gross used a "segments" approach in his research

into the expectations for school superintendents.l He

organized questions into groups related to important areas

Of the focal role; this approach assumes that eXpectations

for a position are organized so that a role has internal

organization by the nature of the concept of role. This

study adOpted the role segments approach, but calls the

1

parts "sectors,' each sector directly applicable to a

hypothesis. For example, Hypothesis Four is tested by the

 

1Gross, Op. cit., Appendix A.
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twenty items in the fourth sector, Work Role of the SSW.

These sectors provided a framework for all the relevant

items which describe the role of the SSW.

TABLE l.--The application of the instruments to hypotheses.

 

 

Instrument Title Related Hypothesis

The SSW as an Influential One (sub-hypothesis); Two;

Person Three

The SSW as a School One (sub-hypothesis); Two;

Person Three

The SSW as a Professional One (sub-hypothesis); Two;

SW Three

The Work Role of the SSW Two; Three; Four

Training of the SSW Two; Three; Five

Private Life of the SSW Two; Three; Four

Attributes Of the SSW Two; Three

Terms Descriptive of the
SSW Two; Three

SSW Perceptions of Expec-

tations of Others None

 

Three basic styles of information-getting were used.

Sectors One through Six were a series of incomplete

sentences. There were sixty-nine of these divided among

six areas of the role. Sectors Seven and Eight were single

words or simple phrases describing the SSW. A third group,

of forty-one re—statements Of the previous two styles, was

seen only by the SSWs and used to find out what SSWs

thought the other groups would expect from them. The first

six instruments were similar in form and in derivation.
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All were develOped from interviews with the SSWs and from

insights into school social work learned from the review

of literature and the testing of the preliminary instru-

ment. The last two instruments, "Attributes" and "Terms

Descriptive of the SSW," were based upon the symbolic

interactionist VieWpoint that words are important determin-

ants Of expectation. For instance, how far a SSW is

expected to be an "Initiator" is relevant to understanding

how independent or aggressive others want him to be.

Perceptions of Expectations of Others

These instruments revealed the eXpectations of

teachers, principals and agency workers as well as the

position definitions of SSWS. But since role theory said

that perceptions of expectations are critical to a role,

perceptions of the SSWs of relevant groups' expectations

were examined by their responses to forty-one items drawn

from the other instruments. During interviews, school

social workers would not react to the scale ranging from

"Definitely should" to "Definitely should not" on how they

perceived the others' expectations, but they would respond

to generalizations about groups. SO different choices

were developed for this instrument; they paralleled the

scale and were interpreted in the analysis as equivalents.

School social workers responded to this scale of choices

on their perceptions Of others' expectations:
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Agency workers 1. Never expect the SSW to

or 2. Seldom eXpect the SSW to

Principals 3. As Often as not expect

or the SSW to

Teachers A. Usually eXpect the SSW to

5. Always expect the SSW to

Instruments used in this study may be found in Appendix B.

Five sectors for the SSW role were on a single page

each; three sectors needed two pages each. All instru-

ments had the same format, including a sector heading (in

capital letters), a general question to prepare the respon-

dent, items, and the scale for responses. The heading was

deliberately emphasized so that respondents would recognize

the role sector being investigated. General questions

were designed to elaborate on implications of the sector

for the role Of the SSW. The five—place normative scale

Offered preferential, mandatory, and neutral levels of

choice. The illustration shows the heading for one Of

the instruments.

 

THE SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER AS A SCHOOL PERSON

The School Social Worker QUESTION: "How closely should

Definitely should not... the School Social

Probably should not... Worker be connected

May or may not... with the school and

Probably should... education?"

Definitely should...

m+> +> %
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have been a teacher. I

 

  
 

Figure 2.--Typica1 Format Heading.
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Instructipns to Respondents
 

Each respondent received a letter from the Michigan

State University College of Education explaining the pur-

pose Of the instruments and encouraging participation.

Three letters were developed: one for teachers and prin—

cipals; one for agency social workers; and a third for SSWS.

Instructions on how to complete the instruments preceded

the first instrument and followed Personal Data forms.

Demographic Data
 

A three-page personal data section collected relevant

information about the study sample, such as age, sex,

academic degree, and other related data. Different groups

were assigned colors for easy identification. Names Of

"significant professors Of social work" were filled in on

the Personal Data section by School Social Workers; these

provided the information necessary to test the fifth

hypothesis. Cover letters, personal data forms, instruc-

tion forms, and all instruments are included in Appendix B.

Before the instruments were distributed, individuals

representative of the sample were asked to examine the

instruments. Suggestions were accepted for improving

clarity Of the items.

The instruments were not Open-ended. They asked for

"recognition" and not "recall" from the sample. While this

ran the risk of stereotyping school social workers, Open-

ended instruments would have yielded a "mass of idiosyncratic
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responses."2 This increase in content yield from the

samples would have cost methodological rigor and greatly

complicated analysis.

Selection of the Sample Groups and

Dissemination Of Instruments

 

 

Three groups were relevant others for the SSWs:

teachers, principals, and agency social workers. Their

expectations for the SSW were studied with the random

sampling technique. Four cities were involved.

Elementary teachers and principals were selected for

this study because SSWs work most often at the elementary

school level. All teachers and principals in each school

district's 1966-1967 School Directory, up-dated by the

districts, formed the population from which a sample was

drawn through use of a Random Table of Numbers.3

Agency social workers in six social agencies in each

of the four cities were selected to participate by their

directors. Each agency director was mailed two question-

naires and requested to give them to workers in his agency.

Six social agencies were involved: Catholic Social Services,

Child Guidance Clinic, the Probate Court, Family Service

Agency, the Social Services Department for the county, and

the YMCA (Youth Division).

 

2Pierre VanDenBergh, "Commentary on Checklists versus

Open-Ended Questions," Social Forces, Vol. AA (March, 1966),

p. A18. '

 

3John Freund, Modern Elementary Statistics (Englewood

Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1966), p. 39A.
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The questionnaires were self-administering and, since

the sample was widely dispersed throughout four large

cities, they were mailed and collected through school

mail. School district Officials had discussed the study

with principals and presumably principals had informed

their teachers. SSWs were consulted through the inter-

views. Instruments were in the hands Of the samples by

early November.

Participation by teachers and principals was satis-

factory so that a follow-up was made in only one school

district. Agency social workers received instruments

from their agency director along with stamped, self-

addressed envelopes. But telephone calls and letters were

required to get good participation. Final participation

for the samples was as follows: teachers—-63%; principals--

85%; agency social workers--69%; and SSWs-—80%.

TABLE 2.—-Participants by cities.

 

 

City Teachers Principals Agency SW SSW Total

Dearborn A2 9 7 6 6A

Flint A2 11 IO 8 71

Grand Rapids 31 1A 9 16 70

Lansing 31 13 8 12 6A

Totals 1A6 A7 3A A2 269

 

Characteristics of the samples are included in Appendix A.
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Operational Concepts
 

This study sought to find levels of agreement and

difference within each group, and among groups, over ex-

pectations for school social workers. It also wanted to

determine the accuracy of SSW's perceptions for other's

expectations. Both the extent of variance for each group

along a scale of responses and the central tendency for

thetgroup at one place along the scale were considered.

The significance of differences both within groups and

among groups was determined statistically, according to

the following Operational concepts: (1) consensus, (2)

divergence, (3) convergence, (A) "strain" for convergence

or divergence, (5) lack of disagreement, and (6) differ-

ence of vieWpoint.

Consensus, a primary consideration of within-group

agreement, was defined by Gross as "empirically evident

agreement" among peOple." In this study, the median

variance for all groups across all items was the cutting

score for consensus. Thus, a group with a variance of .80

or less was said to reach consensus. This was the

strictest test for consensus.

Divergence was an Observation of statistically sig-

nificant differences between SSWs and a relevant group

when both groups had reached consensus. In practice the

"F" test was non—significant and the "T" test was signifi-

cant; the probability level used was .025.

 

uGross, Op. cit., p. 28.
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Convergence was an Observation of no difference be—

tween SSWs and a relevant group when both had reached

consensus. Operationally, neither the "F" nor the "T"

tests were statistically significant, P = .025.

Although the normal probability level for acceptance

is .05, the numerous "T" tests for Divergence and Conver-

gence, resulting from comparing the three counter-positions

to the focal position on 123 items, increases chance

differences. An increase in the acceptance level decreases

differences due to chance.

"Strain" implied a tendency for school social workers

and another group with consensus to approach significant

levels of convergence or divergence. In Operation, strain

for convergence occurred when the "F" test was significant

and the "T" was not. This implied no difference in the

central tendency, but in the magnitude of variance. Strain

for divergence occurred when both the "F" and "T" tests

were significant, implying real differences in central

tendency and variance magnitude.

"Strain" was a concept only for purposes of descrip-

tion in this study. Observation of the data showed

significant "F" tests with low magnitude could be ignored

for the consensus groups; that is, an "F" of 3 or A was

statistically acceptable. Strain was thus interpreted as

true convergence or divergence.

Lack Of agreement was absence Of consensus in

either group. That is, group members failed to agree on
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expectation, and no decision about convergence or diver—

gence was possible.

Difference of viewpoint was absence of consensus for

one group and consensus for the other on expectations;

either SSWs or a counter group failed to agree. One group

had a VieWpOint, but no decision about convergence or

divergence was possible.

Statistical Tests
 

The response scale could be interpreted as an

interval measure and randomness was maintained in sampling.

Therefore, data could be analyzed with parametric tests.

The "T" test was selected as the best measure to detect

significant differences in the mean averages of SSWs and

relevant others. The "F" test gave variances for each

group according to two important indices: (1) the accept-

ability of the "T" test and (2) the measure on which to

decide if the group had reached consensus. Two non—

parametric tests were also used: the Sign Test for

hypothesis testing, and chi squares to verify "rules of

thumb" for the parametric tests.

Summary

Self-administering instruments for studying expecta-

tions for school social workers were developed in these

steps: (1) testing of a preliminary instrument, (2)

interviews with SSWs to develOp further understanding of
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their role, (3) construction of several instruments built

around the idea that a role is organized by its nature

into parts, and (A) evaluation of the instruments with

individuals.

The cities were selected for research on the basis

of their relatively common characteristics. Two groups

relevant for the SSW in the school system were selected

as the within-system counter—positions, and one group

outside the school system served as a third counter-

position. The sample for these positions was randomly—

chosen: teachers and principals from the school director—

ies and agency social workers by their agency heads.

Schools cooperated well in distributing and collecting

instruments and also in preparing the faculty for partici-

pation. The total response was about 70%.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The purpose Of this chapter is to test hypotheses

and suggest some answers tO the questions from the first

chapter; and as well to show how factors about the samples

help explain their responses.

Evidence that All Data Came From the

Same Universe '

Expectations held for the school social worker (SSW)

 

by teachers, principals, and agency workers, as well as

the position—definitions of SSWs in four cities were

investigated in this study. Since it could not be assumed

that the expectations in the four cities were similar, the

groups from each city were tested to see if they came from

the same universe. Within—group differences could not be

measured with usual standard tests of differences because

there were too few in the samples; so means and variances

were compared.

This comparison revealed that only five items (illus-

trated in Appendix Table 0-1) resulted in extreme differ-

ences among city samples; that is, respondents in one city

replied "Probably should" while another replied "Probably

should not." Since there were 123 items and four groups

involved, to be significant, differences should have

55
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appeared about 25 times; however, since only five occasions

Of directional difference were found, it was clear that the

groups by city held similar expectations for the SSW and

could be studied as if all groups came from the same

universe.

The importance Of this was that it supported the

assumption implicit in this study that there were similar

expectations within similar groups in different cities, and

also provided groups sufficiently large for testing with

conventional statistical tests.

Nature Of the Samples
 

Demographic data about the samples-—such information

as age, sex, and teaching experience--were collected by

forms accompanying the instruments, because such personal

information can be relevant in analyzing the responses of

groups or individuals. Random sampling produced samples

with the following characteristics: one—half of the total

samples had masters' degrees and one—half (not necessarily

the same individuals) worked in inner-city schools while

most school personnel were experienced in teaching and about

90 per cent of the members of the samples responded that

they had given at least some thought to school social work

although few teachers or principals had had any formal edu—

cation about it.

Since differences between groups were particularly

important in this study, special characteristics of each
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group should be understood. The agency workers had little

teaching experience and less professional work experience

than the others, but had the most formal education and the

largest proportion of men. They constituted the youngest

group, as well. Principals had the most administrative

experience and had worked the longest in a particular city,

were the oldest group and were more familiar with school

social work than teachers or agency workers. Teachers had

the least formal education and the largest proportion Of

women; and were the least well-acquainted with SSWs. The

SSWs alone held twin professional association memberships,

in the disciplines of education and social work. Such dif—

ferences among groups suggested sources of difference in

expectations for SSWs. Appendix A contains thirteen tables,

Tables A-l through A—l3, on such factors for the samples.

Hypothesis Testing
 

Several hypotheses were developed for this study to

test whether or not the various groups held differing

expectations for the SSW. The first of these was:

Hypothesis 1: There will be differences between the SSWs'

position-definitions and others' expectations.

 

Sub—hypothesis l-l:

School social workers will differ from

teachers on the influence of the SSW.

That is, SSWs will perceive themselves

more as persons who should be influential.

This first sub-hypothesis, l-l, based on the theory

that sub—system members——like SSWs in the school system--
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will have greater aspirations for their group's influence

than others will, was tested with ten items concerned with

the independence and power of the SSW.

Table 3 shows that the teacher group means were lower

than those of the SSW group means on nine of ten items, and

thus the SSWs did expect to be more influential, supporting

the hypothesis at the .01 level Of probability. It should

be noted that teachers reached consensus only three times

on this sector; twice they diverged from the SSWs. This

lack of consensus among the teachers can be explained in

part by their unfamiliarity with SSWs and school social work,

a factor contributing to other disagreements among teachers.

Another important observation is that SSWs'agreement

on their influence was exceeded only by their agreement on

desirable attributes, a point to be discussed further in

Chapter V.

Sub—hypothesis 1—2:

School social workers will differ from

principals on their role as a school person.

That is, principals will expect SSWs to be

agents of the school more than SSWs will.

Sub-hypothesis 1-2 was based on the idea that princi-

pals expected SSWs to be loyal to the school and involved

in its affairs since, as administrative officials, they

perceived SSWs as primarily school employees, not social

workers. And it was further theorized that SSWs would be

divided in their loyalty between the school and social work

and would thus define their positions as more independent Of

the school.
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Testing with means, indicated in Table A, showed that

principals' expectations exceeded SSWs' position definitions

seven times in the sector, but since seven correct predic—

tions in ten is interpreted statistically to mean that dif-

ferences could occur by chance 17 times out of 100, the

hypothesis was not accepted. Findings should also be

qualified since both principals and SSWs failed to reach

consensus five times on items in the sector; also noteworthy

was that SSWs and principals diverged in their responses

only once: principals had stronger feelings that SSWs should

have a background in education and teaching.

Sub-hypothesis 1—3:

School social workers (SSW) will differ from

agency social workers on their role as pro-

fessional social workers. That is, agency

workers expect SSWs to be less social work

persons than the SSWs do.

Sub—hypothesis 1—3 tested a theory that a professional

status-group (agency workers) ranked related professional

personnel in a system outside the sphere Of their profession

(SSWs in the school system) lower than they ranked themselves.

The SSWs interviewed generally accepted the ten items

in the sector used to test the hypothesis as descriptive of

their position. Table 5 illustrates that mean responses

of the SSWs exceeded agency workers eight times, resulting

in a proportion of correct predictions significant at a .05

level Of probability, supporting the hypothesis. However,
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there was a very high proximity Of responses between the

two groups and no divergence in the sector. SO although

SSWs defined their position as professional social workers

to a higher degree than agency workers expected it to be,

the two groups were very close in their average responses.

But, both groups Often failed to reach consensus and thus~

expectations among agency workers and position definitions

among SSWs varied: agency workers failed to reach consensus

six times while SSWs failed three times in the sector.

Hypothesis 2: There will more Often be consensus in

role definition within the SSW group than

there is consensus in role expectation

within the other groups.

 

Because of group solidarity or congruence, a focal

group would be expected to reach consensus more often in

defining its position than others do, particularly over

matters linked with the group members' personal involvement

in the focal group. A comparison Of the responses of SSW

group with those of the three relevant groups suggested

three sub-hypotheses.

Sub-hypothesis 2—1:

School social workers will reach consensus

more often in definition of their role than

principals reach consensus in role

expectations.

Principals reached consensus 79 times while SSWs

reached consensus 6A times, not supporting sub-hypothesis

2-1. In fact, principals agreed on role eXpectations

almost 25 per cent more_often than SSWs agreed on their

position-definitions (see Appendix Table 0—2 for the.
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incidence of consensus in all groups by sectors). It

should be noted that the main reason the principals reached

greater consensus was their distinctly higher agreement on

the Descriptive Terms sector. Since these terms, like

those in the Attributes sector, tend to become stereotyped,

doubts are raised about principals' actual agreement. This

will be discussed further in Chapter V.

Sub—hypothesis 2-2:

School social workers will reach consensus

more Often in definition Of their role

than teachers reach consensus in role

expectations.

While SSWs reached consensus 6A times, the teachers

reached consensus only 5A times, supporting the sub-

hypothesis. Translating 5A Of 123 chances into percentages,

the teachers reached consensus AA per cent, or less than

one-half of the time. However, since the difference

between responses of the teachers and SSWs could be due

to chance, conclusions had to be qualified.

Sub-hypothesis 2—3:

School social workers will reach consensus

more Often in definition of their role

than agency workers reach consensus in

role expectations.

Although SSWs concurred in defining their position 6A times,

agency workers concurred in their eXpectations 53 times, so

the sub-hypothesis was supported.

Both agency workers and teachers thus reached con—

sensus less than one-half the time, although agency workers

differed from teachers in having personal acquaintance with
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SSWs and in having given considerable thought to school

social work. Yet agency workers reached consensus on only

one sector for the SSW role, fewer sectors than the teachers.

This suggested that, although both groups Often failed to

reach consensus, probably one group varied from ignorance

about SSWs while the other varied because agency workers

evaluated SSWs differently. For instance, agency workers

particularly disagreed in their expectations for the SSW

as a school person. An examination of Appendix Table C—6-2

reveals marked disagreement among them.

Hypothesis 3: The school principal group will reach

consensus on expectations more Often

than the teacher or community agency

groups.

 

Hypothesis 3 was developed to help test the notion

that because of their training, their proximity to decision-

making power, and their involvement in rule development,

as well as their greater Opportunity to communicate,

principals would be better able to reach consensus than

others in a school system.

When the responses (see Appendix Table 0-2) of

principals were compared with teachers and agency workers,

it was found that while teachers reached consensus 5A times

and agency workers 53 times, the principals reached con-

sensus 79 times; and as noted earlier, the principals

exceeded the SSWs' incidence of consensus. Principals, then,

reached consensus on specific sectors of the SSW role as

often or more than others on six of the eight sectors, thus
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supporting the hypothesis. Although more frequent inter-

action with SSWs can help explain why the principals con-

verged more often with the SSWs than others, it does not

explain why principals exceeded the SSWs' consensus.

Hypothesis A: The school social workers will reach

consensus on their work role more Often

than on other sectors of the role. That

is, there is more agreement on duties

which result from their work experiences

and training orientation.

 

Hypothesis A was tested by comparing the percentage

of time the SSWs reached consensus on items in the Work Role

sector with other sectors. The Work Role sector had been

developed to include both conventional and controversial

aspects of the SSW's work. As indicated in Table 6, the

SSWs reached their next to lowest level of consensus on

their Work Role, so the hypothesis was not supported. The

seven items in the sector on which the SSWs reached con-

sensus were either conventional functions or desirable

arrangements (e.g., "serve as a resource person to parent

groups"). And of the seven items, they were neutral on

three.

It is conjectured that the low level Of consensus

among SSWs in defining their work role had three explana-

tions: first, variations within relevant groups about the

function of SSWs were reflected in SSW variation since SSWs

could not perceive consensus Of others; second, many of the

items in the sector were controversial or new aspects of

the SSW position so that groups had not formed Opinions; and
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TABLE 6.-—School social worker group consensus by sectors.

 

 

m m

m L45 0

E o m x

O c O c
p we) on O
H C: U) (U D:

<>c p
e. v10 Cit p

o we) Q)O o
cs 04.: 43

Sector 6 8% £38 8
2 0:0 94m in

l. SSW as an influential person 10 8 80% 2

2. SSW as a school person 10 A A0 5.5

3. SSW as a professional social

worker 10 7 70 3

A. Work role of the SSW 20 7 35 7

5. Training of the SSW 10 A A0 5.5

6. Private life of the SSW 9 A AA A

7. Attributes Of the SSW 28 23 82

8. Terms descriptive of the SSW 26 7 27 8

 

third, disagreement among SSWs perhaps indicated that

training and experience might not be significant to how

individuals defined what should be done in a position.

Hypothesis 5: Expectations of professors of social work

and the position—definitions of their

students who consider them "significant"

will converge. That is, a professor of

social work is a "significant other" who

is responsible for the perceptions of

social work students.

The last hypothesis to be developed for this study

resulted from the concept of Mead that for each of us there
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O O O l

are "Significant others" and the belief of Maple that

professors have a decisive impact upon the thoughts of

social work students.

The procedure employed in testing this hypothesis

involved the comparison Of expectations Of professors of

social work identified as "significant others" with the

self-definitions of their former students who named them.

Twenty—five items selected by Professor Mary Taylor of the

School of Social Work, University of Michigan, as mandatory

expectations ("Definitely should") were compared with

responses Of six SSWs from the same city who had named her

as their most significant professor. In addition, twenty—

four items selected by Dr. Myrtle Reul, formerly of the

Michigan State University School of Social Work, as mandatory

expectations were compared with six former students who

named her their most significant professor. All twelve of

the SSWs who were selected worked in the same city.

The criteria for convergence between the students and

professor was that all students agree with their professor's

responses, at least in direction of viewpoint. A Sign Test

was used to determine levels of probability (see Appendix

Table 0—3), and although Taylor's responses converged with

students 17 out of 25 times, which was significant at a

probability level of .05, Reul's responses converged with

students' expectations only 10 out of 2A times (which was

 

lMead, o . cit.
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significant at a probability level Of .27): just one of

the two professors converged in their expectations with

their students' definitions at an acceptable level of sig—

nificance. Thus the hypothesis was rejected, since both

professors should have been demonstrably influential on

the responses Of their students to clearly support the

hypothesis. This suggests that other reference groups may

be more significant to the SSWs in defining their position.

This possibility is discussed further in Conclusions,

Chapter V.

Responses to Questions
 

In addition to the formal research hypotheses, some

questions were developed for investigation which were not

based on theoretical grounds. The data collected might

illuminate them and help in further understanding the SSW

role.

Agreement Between SSWs' Perceived

Expectations and the Actual

Expectations Of Others

 

 

 

The degree of agreement between SSWs' definition of

their position and others' expectations depends in part on

how accurately SSWs perceive the expectations of others.

Their perceptions Of others' expectations were collected

with the instrument Perceptions Of Expectations of Others

(shown in Appendix B), which was composed Of Al selected

items from the basic instruments.
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Responses of SSWs to this instrument were compared to

actual expectations Of teachers, principals, and agency

workers. The median variance for all expectations for the

items as well as perceptions of SSWs, .85, was used as the

"cutting score" to determine consensus. Earlier it was

explained that when one group reached consensus while

another group did not on the same item it was called "dif-

ference of vieWpOint." When neither group reached consensus

it was called "lack of agreement." Since the SSWs' per—

ceptions Of expectations sometimes fell short Of consensus

while others reached consensus on their expectations for

the SSW, or SSWs reached consensus and others did not, dif-

ference Of viewpoint occurred A2% of the time when comparing

responses on the instrument. "Lack of agreement," that is,

neither SSWs nor a counter—group reaching consensus on an

item occurred 3A times. Convergence or divergence occurred

in only 37 comparisons since tests of difference between

groups assumed both reached consesus. Table 7 shows the

incidence Of agreement of SSWs' perceptions, as well as

enumerating results of other comparisons, with others'

actual expectations.

Analysis of differences Of VieWpOint showed whether

the SSWs or the counter—groups did not reach consensus.

Teachers did not reach consensus 13 times while SSWs did

not agree on three of the 16 items. Thus there were

differences of viewpoint between teachers and SSWs. Agency

workers did not reach consensus 1A times, while SSWs did
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TABLE 7.--Results of comparing school social workers'

perceptions Of expectations with others' actual expecta-

tions. (N=Al).

 

Agency

Teacher Principal Worker Total

 

Convergence 5 8 3 l6

Divergence 7 9 5 21

Difference Of Viewpoint 16 15 21 52

Lack of Agreement 13 9 12 3A

TOTAL Al Al A1 123

 

not do so on seven items. Again there were several cases

of difference of viewpoint between agency workers and SSWs.

In other words, SSWs agreed in their perceptions Of others'

expectations more Often than others reached consensus.

Although SSWs were more accurate in perceiving expectations

Of principals, they still made frequent errors. All of

this indicates that SSWs agreed on what others would expect

while the eXpectations of others varied.

In addition, the responses of SSWs on their percep-

tions of expectations suggested they had three views: first,

SSWs perceived and tried to fulfill expectations of others

(e.g., SSWs responded that they "May or may not always

support the school in discussions with parents" and they

also perceived this was expected); second, some views held

by SSWs were important enough to them that they held views
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even though they believed others held divergent expecta-

tions (e.g., they defined teaching as an Optional back-

ground although they perceived that principals expected

teaching experience); and, third, some views-—actually a

lack of view——ref1ected the ambiguity which SSWs faced

because of the variations in others' expectations. This

is represented by frequent cases of lack of agreement.

An improtant tendency of SSWs (see Appendix Table C-A)

was under—estimating agency workers' responses about them

as professional social workers and also overestimating

teachers' responses for their private life. Although the

interviews with SSWs revealed that they took pride in their

ability to "sense out" situations, including expectations,

they appeared in this study to make many mistakes. Models

Of differences between SSWs' perceptions of expectations

and actual expectations Of teachers, principals, and agency

workers (shown in Appendix Table 0-5) indicate some serious

misperceptions, sometimes contradicting actual expectations.

Firm Definitions on Characteristics

of the SSW Role

 

 

In view of the low level of consensus among groups

and the proportion of items on which SSWs converged with ‘

others' expectations, it is important to know on what

functions or characteristics there was a firm definition

of the SSW position.

Principals reached consensus most often (79 times or

32% Of all cases of consensus of the 250 total cases of
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consensus). They particularly agreed on four sectors (as

shown in Appendix Table 0-2): the SSW as a professional

social worker, Training of the SSW, Attributes of the SSW,

and Terms Descriptive Of the SSW--the latter two at a .01

level Of significance. And thus principals not only

expected a SSW to be a professional social worker, but

agreed on how he should be trained, qualities he should

have, and appropriate terms for him. However, principals

seldom reached consensus at a mandatory ("Definitely")

level; that is, they generally held only "preferred"

expectations. This is important since a "preferred stand-

ard" allows an actor "an escape clause"; that is, principals

did not think SSWs must fulfill their eXpectations or be

penalized.2

During the interviews, SSWs said that the principals

expected them to be many different things. Their comments

were verified in this study where principals agreed on "May

or may not" responses on five items and "Probably should"

on 1A items in the Descriptive Terms sector.

Teachers reached a significant degree Of their con-

sensus in their expectations for the SSW on two sectors:

the SSW as a professional social worker and the Attributes

sector. They responded most often that the SSW "Probably

should" be a social worker. Their responses to the

Attributes items were much like those Of all others. And,

 

2Gross, op. cit.; and Charters, Op. cit.
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as mentioned, teachers reached consensus only AA% Of the

time; which accounted for only about 21% of all cases of

consensus (5A of 250 cases).

Consensus for a sector was achieved least Often by

agency workers. They agreed significantly only on the

attributes desirable for a SSW. And their incidence of

consensus, 53, accounted for only about 21% Of all cases

of consensus. Agency workers' unusually low agreement

(only once) on two sectors——the SSW as a school person and

Training Of the SSW--was indicative of considerable varia-

tion in expectations among them (see Appendix Tables 0—6-2

and 0—6-5) and resulted in very high variances.

An item—analysis showed that certain professional

social work characteristics were generally expected of SSWs

by teachers and principals: to work closely with the

agencies, to use other community resources, to have had

agency experience, and to keep abreast of research in

social work while maintaining social work association and

university contacts. These expectations quite clearly

showed that the SSWs were expected to be social workers.

In addition, all groups expected SSWs to keep abreast of

recent educational developments. These expectations seemed

to indicate broadly the expected orientations and associa-

tions of SSWs; there was far less agreement on the actual

work role or functions of SSWs. Of the twenty specific

Work Role items, groups could be said to agree on only

these: bring people together, help make summer service
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available, may or may not meet parents at the office, and

may or may not use the groupwork approach. And in the

Training of the SSW sector, consensus was that training

probably should emphasize real-life experiences.

It was stated in Chapter II that SSWs faced problems

of a teacher-or-social worker paradox, as well as of the

sources Of leadership. NO consensus was reached in this

study on the academic degree nor the type of immediate

supervision a SSW should have; however, there was a tendency

to emphasize social work leadership. For instance, most

groups agreed that "SSWs probably should turn to the Schools

of Social Work for leadership." Consensus was almost never

reached about the SSW in a reformer or active leader role,

even though this is suggested by some professors of social

work. From eight items which were related to a reformer

role for SSWs (shown as Items 6, 17, AA, A5, A9, 67, 68,

and 69 in Appendix Table 0-6), only two, dealing with the

SSWs' private life, achieved some consensus among the

samples. Thus, this aspect of the role was not clear even

among the SSWs, perhaps because aggressive leadership is a

new aspect Of the role, one which many SSWs do not recognize.

Norms may be defined as expected standards of behavior

in a system. For the SSWs there seemed to be two kinds of

norms, mandatory and optional, which provided some firm

definition for their role: mandatory expectations eliminate

"an escape clause" for the SSWs, and optional norms which

said SSWs "May or may not" placed no limitations on them.
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All groups reached consensus at the mandatory level on a

few items, but on seven items they converged and indicated

that the SSW "Definitely should" (1) keep abreast Of

research in social work, (2) be efficient, (3) be flexible,

(A) be insightful, (5) be open-minded, (6) be warm, and

(7) be tactful. There were five items on which all groups

converged and said the SSW "May or may not" (1) be female,

(2) be married, (3) be a Negro, (A) be over A0, or (5) be

under 30. Theoretically, the SSWs could be said to be

integrated into the school system to the extent that these

expectations were institutionalized by consensus and con-

vergence among groups.3

On three items, important for the SSWs' future behav—

ior, SSWs were the only group members reaching consensus;

the SSW probably should (1) make the final judgment about

opening and closing cases, (2) help initiate curriculum

modification, and (3) assist in the improvement of instruc—

tion through committee service. Since these items imply a

change-agent role as well as a decision-making one, the

SSWs may perceive themselves emerging into the historical

role of social workers as reformers.

Convergence—Divergence in this Study
 

The third question in this study asked what areas Of

the SSW role revealed most convergence. That is, on what

functions or characteristics of the SSW is there firm agree-

ment among all groups? Since consensus and convergence were

 

3Parsons, Op. cit.
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closely related, some cases of convergence——such as on

several attributes for the SSW--were already discussed.

Convergence or divergence on an item was usually between

the SSW group and only one counter-group. For instance

(in Appendix Table 0—6—1), only agency workers converged

in their expectations with the SSWs' definition that "the

SSW should hold an influential role in school organization,"

while only principals' expectations converged with the SSWs'

definitions that "SSWs should assist teachers in improving

techniques of how to relate to children." And only teachers

diverged from SSWs on Item 26, "The SSW should have social

agency experience." Such SSW-single group responses were

not useful in developing a broad understanding of the SSW

position, but nevertheless their implications are discussed

in Conclusions, Chapter V.

Both teachers' and principals' expectations converged

with SSWs' position definitions for desirable attributes;

however only at a .10 level of probability. That is, there

were 10 in 100 chances that the similarities between

teachers', principals', and SSWs' responses were by chance.

Agency workers' eXpectations for desirable attributes for

SSWs, on the other hand, converged with SSWs' definitions

at a high acceptance level. Divergence never occurred

between SSWs' definitions and the expectations Of any

counter—group. Appendix Tables 0-7 and 0-8 show the scarcity

of convergence and divergence by sector between the defini—

tions by SSWs for their position and others' expectations.



78

Thus demonstrating that except for the words contained in

the Attributes and Terms sectors, common standards of

expectation for SSWs among groups were hard to find.

An item-analysis of convergence—divergence revealed

convergence occurred 118 times, or about 30% of the time

for all items. Divergence occurred only 2A times between

SSWs' definitions for their positions and expectations of

teachers, principals, or agency workers. Teachers' expecta—

tions diverged most often; 12% of their responses. They

most sharply diverged in their expectations from SSWs'

definitions on two items: SSWs should serve as resource

persons to parent groups and SSWs should participate in

community activities more than most citizens. Principals'

expectations diverged most from SSWs' definitions that a

SSW should have been a teacher. And agency workers diverged

most in their expectations that SSWs generally not emphasize

a child's psychological makeup more than his social relation-

ships. All Of these and other items Of divergence are

illustrated in Appendix Table 0-10.

Since any test of convergence-divergence required

both groups being tested had reached consensus, almost two-

thirds of all items comparing the SSWs' position definitions

with others' expectations were not tested, and, therefore,

two—thirds of the time no conclusions beyond a lack of

agreement or a difference in viewpoint (when one group

reached consensus) between a group and the SSWs could be

reached. SO lack Of clarity in others and accompanying
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ambiguity for SSWs emerged as more characteristic of the

SSW role than differences in expectations, as was antici—

pated.

Some general conclusions about the expectations and

their implications for the SSW role will be discussed in

Chapter V.

Differences Between School Districts

The question, "Are there differences between school

districts for sectors Of the SSW role?" was answered in the

discussion at the beginning of this chapter: only four or

five cases of directional difference were found within groups

by city. SO school districts were markedly similar in their

expectations and the SSWs held similar definitions of their

positions. There were some differences among agency workers:

on some items-—particularly relating to SSWs as professional

social workers—~some cities held higher expectations for

the SSW.

Agreement Among Trainers of SSWs
 

The question of whether directors of training for

SSWs agree among themselves was asked with the implication

that if so, it might be likely that social workers leaving

different institutions have similar perceptions for their

roles.

In response to the instruments testing Hypothesis 5,

Professors Taylor and Reul agreed on 18 of 2A items. That

proportion Of agreement reaches a statistical probability

 A/_
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level of .05" and so the question of whether trainers of

SSWs agreed was answered in the affirmative.

Since Professors Reul and Taylor were at different

state institutions and agreed in their expectations for

SSWs, it is suggested that SSWs leaving different institu-

tions could have similar perceptions for their role. That

is, attendance at one institution does not necessarily

mean that students of social work were exposed to professors

with different viewpoints from those at another institution.

How Maerresent Role Theory Assist in

Clarifying the Definition of Position

for the SSW?

 

 

What contributions and insights can be made to under-

standing the SSW position by applying role theory? This

final question suggested in this study will be implicit to

the conclusions reached in Chapter V. It seemed apparent

that theory would be useful.

 

"Siegel, op. cit., p. 250.



CHAPTER V

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

An investigation was made, in communities with popu-

lations between 100,000 and 200,000, into the expectations

held by elementary school teachers, principals, and com-

munity social agency workers for the school social worker

(SSW). In addition, the SSWs' position definitions and

their perceptions of others' expectations were investigated.

Differences in expectations between groups and the SSWs

were found by testing hypotheses and questions.

This chapter contains the findings and conclusions,

as well as implications, for this study.

Findings

The study began with the assumption that expectations

held for SSWs in the four cities included in the study were

similar. This was found to be true.

The central theme of the study--differences in expecta-

tions for the SSW--was supported, although differences were

never found to be crucial. That is, differences were a

matter of degree not kind, with most expectations of

teachers, principals, and agency workers held at a preferred

("Probably") level.

81
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Principals reached consensus most often Of the groups;

however, one—half Of their responses reaching consensus

were on simple words or phrases. In spite of familiarity

with SSWs, principals reached consensus on only conventional

functions, expected considerable flexibility and leadership

while also expecting SSWs to support the school and have a

strong education background.

Teachers' responses showed that they did not have a

common conception Of the SSW position since they reached

consensus only AA% of the time. They expected the SSW to

give decisive, supportive service without influencing the

instructional program; also eXpecting greater familiarity

with professional education through experience and study

than the SSWs thought. And, in general, teachers expected

more service for more children.

Since agency workers work outside the school system,

their professional experiences were different from school

personnel and thus their orientations were different.

Although their expectations diverged from SSWs' position

definitions least Often, agency workers did not agree among

themselves on many items. Predominantly young men without

teaching experience, they expected a mental health orienta-

tion as well as proficiency in educational matters and

interest in community service; however they did not expect

SSWs to be oriented to individual-child service.

The SSWs were predominantly expected to be professional

social workers with accompanying rights and Obligations, and
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although SSWs were confronted sometimes by views diverging

from their own, by teachers, principals and agency workers,

no case of directional difference (i.e., "Probably should"

Opposed to "Probably should not") appeared; thus there were

no clearly conflicting expectations. In fact, comparison

of counter-groups' responses (teachers to principals,

teachers to agency workers, and so on) indicated there were

no observable cases of conflicting expectations.

In spite of the aforementioned differences in expecta—

tion, the most important finding about group expectations

for the SSW seemed to be that there was Often either no

consensus within a group or convergence between the SSWs

and all others only occasionally occurred, so that it is

accurate to say that there was considerable variation in

the expectations held for the SSW within each group. And,

in turn, the SSWs Often did not perceive what was expected

of them.

SSWs felt that they should be influential and defined

their position as a professional social caseworker. In

common with the others, they agreed on many of the attributes

expected of a SSW. More significantly, the SSWs agreed on

non—stereotyped items more often than the others. SSWs

placed great demands upon themselves. That is, their

responses almost invariably were more extreme than others!

Although the SSWs agreed more often on non—stereotyped

items than the others, they seldom reached consensus on

their work role. And thus they disagreed on their functions.
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This finding contrasted with the statements of other

writers that SSWs "see themselves performing traditional

"1 and there was "high conformity of practice"2 amongroles

SSWs.

Three things indicated that SSWs adapted to the

school by perceiving and fulfilling expectations: their

statements during interviews; their convergence with others'

responses (suggesting that perhaps they made use of clues

they perceived in others' actions); and their failure to

reach consensus at the same time other groups did on 27

items. Yet comparison of actual expectations with SSWs'

perceptions of them showed SSWs made some serious errors.

Some of these mistakes are portrayed in Appendix Table 0—10,

but a typical one is where SSWs tended to cluster at a "May

or may not" level in how they thought others would respond

to the item "The SSW should be recognized as a resource

person in questions about mental health in the school."

Meanwhile, all others actually reached consensus at a

"Probably should" level. A discussion suggesting how SSWs

approached their role will be offered in the Conclusions

section.

A final finding was the doubt raised that professors

of social work were "significant others" for SSWs, at least

at the time. This finding, taken with others in the study

and insight from systems theory, suggested that teachers,

principals, and agency workers-—as immediate others with

L 1
Liddle, op. cit.

2
Maple, Op. cit.
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whom SSWs interacted—-were significant in affecting how

the SSWs defined their position.

ConcluSions
 

Groups held some common expectations for the attributes

desirable for SSWs, but otherwise convergence of all groups

seldom occurred. Since attributes were terms which could

describe almost any idealized position in our culture, it

was clear that there was a tendency for groups to stereotype

the position to the limited extent that they knew it. There

was no conflict found among groups, but variations in ex-

pectations within groups were common. Thus SSWs did not

need to be'selective of which group to satisfy, but rather

had to accept the fact that there might be some dissatisfied

persons within every counter-group.

Certain observations help explain expectations.

Principals, as previously mentioned, reached consensus on

conventional functions of the SSW position while failing to

agree on new, controversial aspects of the SSW work role.

3 thatThis finding, combined with the Olsens' observation

doctors disagreed most on new functions for medical social

workers, was not surprising. Resistance to change is not

a new phenomena, but it is suggested that, theoretically,

the assuming of more duties tends to increase the influence

of a group while possibly diminishing the influence of

another.

3

 

Olsens, Op. cit.
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Both teachers and agency workers reached consensus

less than one—half the time; however teachers knew few

SSWs and little about social work while agency workers

were familiar with SSWs and the field Of social work.

These personal differences between the groups suggested

that they reached consensus infrequently for different

reasons: many teachers just did not know how to react to

items while agency workers disagreed because they held

differing opinions about the SSW.

The rejection of Sub-hypothesis 1-2, suggesting that

SSWs' definitions were similar to principals' expectations

fOr them as school persons could, in turn, be explained by

the "looking glass" conceptLl that although SSWs believed

that they had indoctrinated principals to their position

asia social worker, principals had perhaps also indoctri—

nated SSWs to believe that they were school persons as well.

A paradigm will be presented later to illustrate how SSWs

shifted their position definitions.

Institutionalization of a position infers that it is

both accepted and established in a social system. The SSWs

were institutionalized in the broad sense there were

generally-held expectations, usually preferred and seldom

mandatory; thus their position could be flexible. But

while maintaining flexibility, SSWs were obliged to not go

against expectations--according to their approach--in order

 

"Cooley, Op. cit.
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to avoid conflict. Frequently, responses of groups

resulted in no consensus, suggesting that SSWs could take

the initiative in some areas for which they alone agreed;

e.g., "serve on school committees" or "help initiate cur—

riculum modification." Since no views were established,

resistance in the form of group consensus was absent.

Frequent group consensus at an optional ("May or

may not") level and the many times no consensus was reached

implied that there was often variation within groups in

expectations for the SSW. Theoretically, variations are

indicative of a changing role;5 and thus it is suggested

that the SSW position was both varied and changing.

On the sector "The SSW as a school person," SSWs

responded as if they were school persons. On the sector

"The SSW as a professional social worker," they responded

as if they were social workers. These responses, taken

with other findings, suggested that SSWs took three

approaches:

'Agreeing with the school vieWpOint,

Agreeing with the social work viewpoint, and

Affecting a compromise.

Findings suggested that compromise was the major SSW

approach, however, from their responses to the two sectors

just mentioned, SSWs appeared to shift their position

definitions in order to adapt to conditions. This shifting--

 

5Sarbin, op. cit.
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a form of compartmentalizing their position—~15 illustrated

in the paradigm below, Figure 3.

 

 

 

. F

I . Sector: The SSW as a school person
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Fig. 3.—-Stance of the school social worker on social

work or school viewpoints.

The SSWs appeared to place great demands on themselves.

This could be explained by two things: first, as suggested

by Welsh,6 many SSWs failed to see that they had won their

long struggle for acceptance in the schools (this was sup-

ported in the present study by some erroneous perceptions

of others' expectations) and, second——theoretically--the

variations in expectations in this study and frequent

 

6Welsh, op. cit.
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absence of consensus suggested SSWs were faced by

ambiguity. A typical reaction to an ambiguous situation

is anxiety. The SSWs may have expressed anxiety by

setting high standards.

The traditional psychoanalytic viewpoint of SSWs,

arising from the field of social work, may be receding

before more recent concerns of many in social work and

the schools for action against urban poverty and illness.

The apparent neutrality about the SSW as a therapist and

an individual-centered person, accompanied by expectations

for leadership, indicated that SSWs could take the initia—

tive in new ways. For instance, a lack of consensus within

other groups for items relating to a reformer role suggested

SSWs could attempt to take that historical social work path;

yet most SSWs limited their reform inclinations to inside-

the-building activities. That is, SSWs failed to reach

consensus on community—centered activities as part of their

work role. Since most of the SSWs in this study were

former teachers, it is suggested that many SSWs had inter—

nalized a typical school viewpoint of restricting activities

to the building and so could not be expected to take reform

initiative outside the school. But, nevertheless, there

appeared to be increasing interest among many SSWs in social

and environmental factors to augment Old interests in a

psychoanalytic approach and this could lead in time to

more SSWs' interest outside the school.
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Borrowing from a hypothesis in social psychology,7

it is suggested that a general pattern developed from the

adaptive approach assumed by SSWs. At the beginning of

social work in the schools, principals and teachers had

few, if any, apriori expectations; they had only problems

to be solved. Nevertheless, because of their psycho-

analytic orientation and the recommendations of social

work leaders, SSWs, most of whom were former teachers,

looked for the expectations held by principals and teachers.

They perceived troubled and maladjusted teachers and

children, interpreted their problems in the light of ego

psychology, and from this frame of reference perceived

"needs" which could be transformed into expectations.

Their position was thus defined by their perceptions of

expectations, and they did what they thought was expected

of them. Principals and teachers in turn assumed that what

SSWs did was what they should do, and they accepted it,

particularly if it produced positive results. The SSWs

then perceiving acceptance by teachers and principals,

and defined their position to maintain acceptance. This

explanation of the SSWs' adaptation suggests that SSWs

have defined their position by their perception of relevant

groups' expectations; thus their activities as SSWs have

depended more upon their immediate relations with relevant

groups, such as teachers or principals, than upon any other

reference groups. F

7

 

Brookover and Gottlieb, op. cit.
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If immediate relevant others had most significance

for what SSWs did, they may not necessarily have affected

what the SSWs would liked to have done. The source of

their idealized definitions is conjecture, but many

responses of some SSWs coincided with views published by

leading professors of social work. It is suggested that

this is more than coincidence, and that SSWs were influenced

by professors. From their agreement in response with others,

as well as statements by some SSWs during the interviews,

some SSWs may have accepted the expectations of immediate

relevant others as equivalent to ideal definitions of their

position. The tendency for SSWs to not reach consensus if

others did not supported this notion.

Responses of some SSWs that they defined their role

ideally as one to help develop, even initiate, community

action on the job, as well as to reform the school, con-

trasted with Maple's viewpoint that SSWs had "a high con-

formity of practice."8 If there was a high conformity,

SSWs' responses in this study suggested that some were

dissatisfied with it. And it is generally dissatisfaction

which precedes a movement for change.

Implications
 

The SSW was best characterized as one from whom

teachers, principals, and agency workers would prefer

rather than demand selected performances or qualities.

 

8Maple, op. cit.
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This provided an "escape clause" and thus position flex-

ibility for theSSW. The SSW position was institutionalized

to some extent, but variations and frequent lack of con-

sensus for expectations, as well as the unfamiliarity with

SSWs of many, indicated a lack of clarity for the position

with accompanying poor integration into the school system.

Even principals, who reached consensus most often, stereo-

typed the SSW. And thus SSWs faced the task of communi-

cating to others more effectively about their position.

But first they needed to reach consensus more often in

defining their position.

The frequent perceptual errors by SSWs on what others

expected indicated their adaptive approach was not satis—

factory since not only were unexpected tasks performed, but,

in addition, some SSWs were paying for them with their

frustrations at not doing some things they preferred to do.

,//If SSWs are to make a significant contribution, they

must be better integrated into the schools. Theoretically,

this cannot happen until common standards are held by all

groupsFFTSchool administrators have a responsibility to use

resources effectively. Arranging the school organizational

structure so that SSWs and teachers may engage in an

improved dialogue will help develop common standards. If

agency workers attended school system discussions on the

expansion of social services, both the school and agency

workers would profit.
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One of the basic problems of school social work was

whether SSWs should be considered teachers or social

workers. If a SSW is expected to advise teachers on teach—

ing or how to relate to children, he may need a teaching

background; however, in this study he was generally expected

to provide social services. And thus it seemed teaching

experience was not a necessary prerequisite for the posi-

tion. The SSWs in this study-—most of whom were former

teachers——did not think so.

A second basic problem, leadership for SSWs, should

probably be resolved through employing a supervisor who can

fully appreciate the dynamic aspects of a variable and

changing position; perhaps a SSW would be most acceptable

to the SSWs.

Finally, it was suggested by one astute SSW during

interviews that schools should analyze their operations in

order to re-define roles and, if necessary, develop new

ones. Existing IRCOPPS studies sought to do that for

Pupil Personnel Services; this study attempted to further

knowledge about the SSW position. Some more work could be

done with the SSW position: for instance, effects of inner-

city school placement may be relevant to position defini—

tions and expectations. An investigation of whether SSWs

perceive expectations of specific building staffscorrectly

should also be done since it may be that pooling percep-

tions--as done in this study-—obscured the real precision
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with which a specific SSW perceives expectations. And it

would assist school districts if guidelines could be

developed to help them define their social service needs.
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10A

TABLE A-5.--Age of the samples.

 

 

2o—uo u1—60 DES" Total Average

Teachers 62 (A3%) 73 (50%) ll ( 7%) 1A6 Over A0

Principals 9 (19%) 30 (6A%) 8 (17%) A7 Al-6O

Agency

Workers 19 (56%) in (A1%) 1 ( 3%) 3A Under Mo

School sw 15 (37%) 23 (56%) 3 ( 7%) A1 Over no

Total 105 (39%) 1A0 (52%) 23 ( 9%) 268 Over Me

 

TABLE A-6.--Sex of the samples.

 

 

Men Women Total

Teachers 16 (11%) 130 (89%) 1A6

Principals 23 (A9%) 2A (51%) A7

Agency workers 26 (77%) 8 (23%) 3A

School sw 11 (27%) 30 (73%) Al

Total 76 (28%) 192 (72%) 268

 

TABLE A-7.--Inner city employment.

 

 

Yes No NR Total

Teachers 57 (39%) 89 (61%) - 1A6

Principals 20 (A3%) 27 (57%) - “7

Agency workers 26 (77%) 8 (23%) - 3A

School sw 27 (68%) 13 (31%) 1 A1

Total 130 (A9%) 137 (51%) 1 268
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TABLE A-ll.--Previous thought given to SSW.

 

Consider- Hardly Any

 

 

 

 

able Some or None Total

Teachers 57 (39%) 7O (“8%) 19 (13%) 1A5

Principals 3A (72%) 13 (28%) 0 A7

Agency Workers 18 (53%) 1A (Al%) 2 ( 6%) 34

Total 109 (A8%) 97 (A3%) 21 ( 9%) 227

TABLE A-12.--Have you had a course in social work?

Yes No NR Total

Teachers 28 (19%) 118 (81%) - 1A6

Principals 1A (30%) 32 (70%) 1 A7

Agency Workers 32 (9A%) 2 ( 6%) - 3“

Total 7A (33%) 152 (67%) l 227

 

TABLE A-13.-—Had an in—service orientation to school social

 

 

work?

Yes No NR Total

Teachers 29 (20%) 117 (80%) - 1A6

Principals 20 (AA%) 26 (56%) . 1 A7

Agency Workers 10 (29%) 2A (71%) - 3A

Total 59 (26%) 167 (72%) 1 227
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY EAST msmcomcmem 43323

 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION . ERICKSON HALL Room 518

November 6, 1967

Dear School Social Worker:

In the past few weeks I have talked with you or some of your

colleagues about School Social Work in your diatrict. I have also

seen School Social workers in three other comparable Michigan cities.

This has been a highly interesting and educational experience.

I am doing some basic research into the role of the School

Social WOrker in order to improve understanding about the position.

I think this study will prove beneficial to you. The fundamental

question is "What should School Social Wbrkers do and be?"

A sample of teachers and principals in your district has also

been selected to provide the necessary data to answer questions about

your role. Selected community agency people are also being asked to

respond in your community.

I would like you to react to this questionnaire within a

couple of days. I think you will find it interesting and that it

‘will probably demand slightly over one half hour to complete.

Do not let its bulk deceive you. It has been found that the

questions move along quite rapidly.

Your school leadership has suggested and I have agreed that

I shall meet with your School Social Wbrker staff to discuss the

findings.

Please answer for yourself. Your group Opinion is important,

but for purposes of this study it is important that each of you

react separately. If you will return them in sealed envelOpes to

your central office administrator, I will €0111CZ them from the

office.

46154at A? x
626é,

Robert R. Schulz

Principal’ln
vestigator

Wilbur B. Brookover

Director of Research
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PERSONAL DATA SHEET

In order to analyze the data, it is necessary for us to

have some information about your position and bac
7'
around.Lfig

1. What is your present position? (Circle the number on the right

of the correct response.)

Teacher of early elementary

Teacher of later elementary

Teacher of special subjects

School principal

Agency executive . . . . .

Agency worker . . . . . .

School Social Qbrker

2. City of your employment?

Dearborn . . . . . .

Flint . . . . . .

Grand Rapids . . . . .

Lansing . . . . . .

3. Your academic degree?

appropriate.)

Bachelors or bachelors plus

"Masters or Masters plus . .

Masters in Social WOrk . .

‘More than one Masters . .

Other (indicate)

(include KG) . .

O

 

4. How many years of teaching experience? (Circle

None . . . . . .

0115?. to two years c 0

Three to six years .

Seven to fifteen years

Over fifteen years .

one)

(Circle the correct number)

(Circle as many of the numbers as is

b
L
O
N
!
“

O
‘
U
!

p
a
n
w

U
.

M
l
-
‘
U
J
N
H
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PERSONAL DATA SHEET (2)

5. How many years have you been employed in your present city

as a professional? (Circle one number)

One to two years . . .

Three to six years . .

Seven to fifteen years .

Over fifteen years . .

6. Years in school administration (Circle one)

None . . .

One to two .

Three to six .

Seven to fifteen

Over fifteen .

7. Your age group? (Circle one)

20 - (‘0 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o

41 - 60 o o o o e o o o o o o o o 0

Over 69‘ . . .

8. Sex? (Circle the number on the right of the correct response)

“318 0 O I O O O O O O O 0

Female . . . . . . . . . .

9. Is your work in the "Inner City"; i.e., the central, older

part of town? (Circle one)

Yes . . . . . . . .

NO 0 O O O O O O O O O O O

10. In which of the following do you have active memberships?

(Circle all the appropriate numbers)

National Education Association . . . . . . .

American Federation of Teachers . . . . . . .

Association for Childhood Education . . . .

Department of Elementary School Principals

AmericanMl & Guidance Assoc.

National Association of Social Wbrkers .

National Association for‘Mental Health .

Association of Pupil Personnel Workers .

U
I
L
‘
W
N
H

D
‘
l
e
-
I
'

U
N
I
-
i

B
J
P
‘

#
U
N
H

Family Service Association . . . .

Other (specify) _.
-qp-~.—__—'-—-————— ‘ I -.-.-o- u

‘
0

G
N
O
\
U
I

JD
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PERSONAL DATA SHEET (3)

11. Circle the number on the right of your most significant

school of training.

‘Hichigan State University School of Social Werk . .

university of Michigan School of Social work . . .

Whyne State university School of Social Werk . . .

Other (‘pGCif’) O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O

A

12. name your most significant professor at the School of Social

Wbrk.

 

4
9
‘

U
N
I
“





113

A GUIDE 29 THE QUESTIONNAIRE

The Questionnaire is divided into Two Parts

Part Ong

Incomplete sentences to be completed by your

choice of one out of five possible responses.

Each sentence begins with

"The School Social WOrker . . . "

and ends with a statement.

You are asked to make one check mark for each sentence

it; order £9 complete the sentenze.

vPart Two

Terms which may be descriptive of the School

Social WOrker.

“*“wflwm



T
H
E
S
C
H
O
O
Ls
u
m
:

1
i
.g
m
T
A
T
-
S

,3
.-

fl

.5
u)

(a

g:

"’l:1

"l

 

 

Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N
:

"
S
h
o
u
l
d

S
c
h
o
o
l

S
o
c
i
a
l

W
b
r
k
e
r
s

e
x
e
r
t

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e
?
"

(
M
A
K
E

O
N
E

C
H
E
C
K
M
A
R
K
F
O
R
E
A
C
H

I
T
E
M
)

T
h
e

S
c
h
o
o
l

S
o
c
i
a
l
W
u
r
k
e
r
.

D
e
f
i
n
i
t
e
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

n
o
t

.
.

.

P
r
o
b
a
b
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d
n
o
t

.
.

._
o
9

a

M
a
y

o
r
m
a
y

n
o
t

.
.

.
.

.
‘
9
9
’

.
‘
°

P
r
O
b
a
b
l
y

B
h
O
U
l
d

o
o
~

o
o

o
‘
0
0

D
e
f
i
n
i
t
e
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

.
.

.
.

~
5
6

8
°

 

h
o
l
d

a
n

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
t
i
a
l

r
o
l
e

w
i
t
h
i
n

s
c
h
o
o
l

o
r
g
a
n
i
s
a
t
i
o
n
.
 

b
e

r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d

i
n

t
h
e

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

o
f

s
c
h
o
o
l

p
n
l
i
c
y
.

)
I
-
2

 

a
s
s
i
s
t

t
e
a
c
h
e
r

i
n

i
m
p
r
o
v
i
n
g

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s

o
f

h
o
w

t
o

I
-
3

r
e
l
a
t
e

t
o

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.
 

‘
m
a
k
e

t
h
e

f
i
n
a
l

j
u
d
g
m
e
n
t

a
b
o
u
t

o
p
e
n
i
n
g

a
n
d

c
l
o
s
i
n
g

I
-
A

c
a
s
e
s
.
 

b
e

r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e
d

a
s

a
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e

p
e
r
s
o
n

i
n

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
s

I
-
S

a
b
o
u
t

m
e
n
t
a
l

h
e
a
l
t
h

i
n

t
h
e

s
c
h
o
o
l
.
 

h
e
l
p

i
n
i
t
i
a
t
e

c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
m
o
d
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

1
-
6

 

b
e

c
o
n
s
u
l
t
e
d
b
y

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

t
h
e

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

'
.
‘

I
-
7

o
f

n
e
w

s
c
h
o
o
l

s
o
c
i
a
l

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.
 

p
r
o
v
i
d
e

s
o
m
e
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
o
n

f
o
r

t
h
e

p
r
i
n
c
i
p
a
l

i
n

s
t
a
f
f

I
-
8

m
a
t
t
e
r
s
;

e
.
g
.
,

p
o
o
r

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
-
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
.
 

b
e

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
e
d

i
n
h
i
s

w
o
r
k
.

I
-
9

 

b
e

a
m
e
m
b
e
r

o
f

s
t
a
t
e
-
w
i
d
e

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
s
.

I
-
l
O
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T
H
E

S
C
H
O
O
L

S
O
C
I
A
L
w
a
g
e
s

a
s

1.
}.
S
C
H
O
u
L
l
u
b
L
S
U
N

.
 
 

 
 
 

T
h
e

S
c
h
o
o
l

S
o
c
i
a
l

w
o
r
k
e
r

D
e
f
i
n
i
t
e
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

n
o
t

.
.

P
r
o
b
a
b
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

n
o
t

.
.

.

M
a
y
o
r
m
a
y
n
o
t

.
.
.
.
.

P
r
o
b
a
b
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

.
.

.
.

.

D
e
f
i
n
i
t
e
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

.
.

.
.

b
e
l
o
n
g

t
o

t
h
e

l
o
c
a
l

t
e
a
c
h
e
r

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

g
r
o
u
p
.

b
e

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d

i
n

t
h
e

m
a
s
t
e
r
A
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t

(
C
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
)
.

h
a
v
e
m
o
s
t

o
f

h
i
s

f
o
r
m
a
l

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

k
e
e
p

a
b
r
e
a
s
t

o
f

r
e
c
e
n
t

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
s
.

a
l
w
a
y
s

s
u
p
p
o
r
t

t
h
e

s
c
h
o
o
l

i
n
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
s

w
i
t
h

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

h
a
v
e

b
e
e
n

a
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
.

a
s
s
i
s
t

i
n

t
h
e

i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t

o
f

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
.

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
c
i
o
n
a
l

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

t
o

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

f
o
r

c
e
r
t
a
i
n

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.

b
e

s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
e
d

b
y
a
n

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
w
i
t
h
o
u
t

s
o
c
i
a
l

c
a
s
e
w
o
r
k

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
.

a
c
c
e
p
t

t
h
e

p
h
i
l
o
s
o
p
h
y

o
f

t
h
e

s
c
h
o
o
l

i
f

i
t

c
o
n
f
l
i
c
t
s

w
i
t
h

s
o
c
i
a
l
w
o
r
k

g
o
a
l
s
.

Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N
:

"
H
o
w

c
l
o
s
e
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

t
h
e

S
c
h
o
o
l

S
o
c
i
a
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W
o
r
f
e
r

b
e

c
o
n
n
e
c
t
e
d
w
i
t
h

t
h
e

s
c
h
o
o
l

a
n
d

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
?
‘

(
M
A
K
E

O
N
E

C
H
E
C
K
M
A
R
K
F
O
R
E
A
C
H

I
T
E
M
)
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o
r
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e
r

D
e
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e
l
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h
o
u
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d

n
o
t
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.
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r
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b
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

n
o
t

.
.

.

M
a
y
o
r
m
a
y
n
o
t
.

.
.
.
.

P
r
o
b
a
b
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

.
.

.
.

D
e
f
i
n
i
t
e
l
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

.
.

.
.

b
e

r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e
d

a
s

a
p
e
e
r

b
y

s
o
c
i
a
l

a
g
e
n
c
y
w
o
r
k
e
r
s
.

b
e

a
n

a
c
t
i
v
e

m
e
m
b
e
r

a
t

l
e
a
s
t

l
o
c
a
l
l
y

o
f

t
h
e

S
o
c
i
a
l

w
o
r
k

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

a
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
i
o
n

c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r

t
h
e

c
a
s
e
w
o
r
k

a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

a
s

h
i
s
m
a
j
o
r

t
o
o
l
.

s
o
m
e
t
i
m
e
s

f
u
n
c
t
i
o
n

a
s

a
m
e
n
t
a
l

h
e
a
l
t
h

t
h
e
r
a
p
i
s
t
.

w
o
r
k

c
l
o
s
e
l
y
w
i
t
h

a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t

s
t
a
f
f

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
s

a
n
d

o
t
h
e
r

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

h
a
v
e

s
o
c
i
a
l

a
g
e
n
c
y

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

b
e
y
o
n
d

t
h
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t

g
a
i
n
e
d

a
s

a
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o
c
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w
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k

s
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u
d
e
n
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.

h
a
n
d
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e
n
s
i
v
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,

l
o
n
g
-
t
e
r
m
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

o
f

c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

i
f

a
n

a
p
p
r
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p
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e
n
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o
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e
r
l
o
a
d
e
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.
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h
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u
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e
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i
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k
e
e
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n

S
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c
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p
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ATTRIBUTES g; _I_H_II; scuoggg SOCIAL woman (1)

QUESTION: "How relevant do you think these

attributes are for a School Social

The School Social worker worker?"

Definitely should not be (MAKE ONE CHECK MARK FOR EACH)

Probably should not be .

Mhy or may not be . .

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Probably should be . . 3“ ,0.» «0°

Definitely should be . z>°o 09" ~00 5.00 ‘6

5> ‘9' 6° 4}, ”9°

0 0v 49 ‘9 e
w» gt) d 9 ‘3

3,4 «:3 o9 «5‘ ‘9

'0 ‘c 9 \r

*9» ”60 A 0 5° 95‘?
49.} qc" <9 ‘1‘ o“

* ]Accepting : A91

Aggressive r [ A-2

Arbitrary I A93

I

Creative L__ J A94

9 I

Decisive 3 A95

I

Detached A96

Durable A97

Efficient A98

Female ‘ A99

Firm A910

Flexible _j‘ , A911

Frank A912

Insightful A913

Inspiring . . I A914     
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ATTRIBUTES 9g Lug SCHOOL socm. WORKER (2\
  

The School Social worker

Definitely should not be .

Probably should not be . .

May or may not be . . . .

Probably should be . . ~o"’ e,

Definitely should be . 0" 6° ‘0

6 0° *0“ ’09 «,6

~90, 0o” 0 Go go

‘5 e A o xfi

#99 <53 ‘i49' r§3 #9?

6*" 5°” «3 ° so’ 6*“
9° «r» v o 9"

Married

Mbody

Negro

Openeminded

Over 40

Permissive

Personable

Persuasive

Religious

Scholarly

Sympathetic

Tactful

Under 30

warm

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        

A915

A916

A917

A918

A919

A920

A921

A922

A923

A924

A925

A926

A927

A928



May or may not be . .

Probably should be .

Definitely should be

Administrator

Attendance officer

Caseworker

Consultant

Counselor

Curriculum'worker

Growth and develop-

ment resource person

Group worker

Go-between

Initiator

Interpreter

. 123

staleW91__._.THE __sca__oon.. SOCIAL woke}; <1)

QUESTION: "How relevant do you think

these terms are for the School

Social WOrker?"

(MAKE ONE CHECK MARK FOR EACH)

A term descriptive of the School Social Wbrker

Definitely should not be

Probably should not be .
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RA tenm descriptive of the School Social Nbrker

Definitely should not be . .
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Probably should not be . . . v '°
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Leader D912

Learning resource D913

person on

Mediator D914

Mental health resource D915

person 4

Parent-substitute D916

Psychoanalyst D917

Psychologist ' C D918

Researcher D919

School-community agent D920

Social change resource ‘ D921

person
1

3

Social worker ! D922

Sociologist ! D923

i

Supervisor 3 D924

] 1

Teacher f D925

I

Therapist jg ‘ D926
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THE SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXPECTATIONS OF OTHERS (1)

To the School Social Worker:

hold for you.

lgdicate in one space for each.g£ the other

perception of Egg they will respond to each question.

Hold an influential

role within school

organization

Make the final

judgment about

opening and closing

of cases

Be recognized as a

resource person in

questions about mental

health in the school

Help initiate

curriculum

modification

De consulted by

school administration

in the development of

new SChOO]. social SGI’ViCBS
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Persons in other kinds of positions

are also responding to questions about expectations which they

 

I Agency Workers
 

l Principals

lTeachers

 

 

 

lAgencyWO£kers
 

‘Principals
 

 

Lgeachers

 

"Agency WOrkers

 

  

 

 

Teachers
 

 

|Agency WOrkers
 

Principals
 

Teachers
 

 

A ency Workers
 

 Principals
 

 Teachers       
 

0-1-1

0-1-2

0-1-3

0-1-4

0-1-5
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THE SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXPECTATIONS

Belong to the local

teacher professional

group.

Keep abreast of recent

educational

developments.

Always support the

school in discussions

with parents.

Have been a teacher.

Assist in the

improvement of

instruction through

committee service.

Be recognized as a

peer by social agency

workers.
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A encprOrkers
 

 
‘ Principals
 

I Teachers
 

 

Agency ngkers
  

 
Principals
 

Teachers
 

 

|Agency Workers
 

 
Principals
 

 
Teachers
 

 

 
Agencprorkers
 

 
Principals
 

 Teachers 

 

 
Agency Workers
 

Principals  

 Teachers 

 

 
Agency,Workers
 

 Principals 

 Teachers       
 

0-8-1

0-8-2

0-8-3

0-3-4

0-8-5

O-SW-l
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THE SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER‘S PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXPECTATIONS OF OTHERS (3)
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Consider the casework Agency Workers

approach as his major r

tool. Principals O-SW92

Teachers

Handle intensive, Agency Workers

long-term.problems of ‘

children if appropriate ‘ Principals 09SW93

agency is already

overloaded. Teachers

Involve other '.Agency WOrkers

community resources

to assist families. Principals 0-SW94

Teachers

Turn to the Schools A ency,Wo;§ers

of Social Work for -

leadership. Princi als O9SW95

Teachers 1

Maintain the child as A ency Wogkers 1

the center of his work

by spending most of _ Principals ‘ 09W91

his time with children.

Teachers

Generally emphasize the

child's psychological

makeup more than his O-W-Z

social relationships .

or environment. L.Ig§gh§§§_fi L,  
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THE SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER’S PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXPECTATIONS OF OTHERS
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(4)

  

  

  

  

 

  

  

Give most of his time Agency_Workers

to parent consultation.

Principals

Teachers

Adapt his style of Agency_Workers

working and his

function to each Principalsgp

building he serves.

Teachers  

 

 Direct considerable Agency Workers
 

attention to helping

 

 

 

  

families use their Principals

means to best advantage.

Teachers

Emphasize broad A ency WOrkers

understanding of |

.American education

rather than detailed

knowledge. (in his education)

  
 

Princi als

I Teachers  
 

 Follow a course Agency Workers (“
'1

'
‘

 

sequence leading to a

Master of Social Work degree

in preference to a Master of

Princinals
 

 Education degree in human growth Teachers

or guidance.

i
t
w
-
m

 

 

 
Emphasize the individual A .ncy»Workers
 

rather than the social

environmental factors

(in his education).

 Principals
 

:Teachers       
 

O-W-3

O-W-4

O-W-S

O-T-l

O-T-Z

O-T-3
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THE SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER'S PERCEPTIONS OF THE EXPECTATIONS OF OTHERS (5)
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Encourage specializa- A ency Workegs

tion for service in the 2

"Inner City" or in ‘ Princi ls ~ 0-T-4

newer, more affluent sec-

tions. (in his education). Teachers

Require community Agency Workers

organization techniques
'

(in his education). ' ' Principals O-T-S

_Teachcrs

Be on9call at anytime. ency WOrkers

Pr ci als 09P91

Teachers

Keep himself more A ency Workers

informed of social
~

problems through reading Pr ci als O9P92

and the media than other

people. Teachers

Participate in Agency Workers

community activities r7
‘

more than.most citizens. Principals
09P93

lTeacher

Feel responsible to l_Agency WOrkers

help initiate community

action. Prippipal
09P94

I Teacher 1       



THE SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER'S PERCEPTIONS OF EXPECTATIONS

Be

Be

Be

Be

Be

accepting-

decisive.

female.

flexible.

personable.
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OF OTHERS (6)

A
s

o
f
t
e
n

a
s

n
o
t

e
x
p
e
c
t

t
h
e

S
c
h
o
o
l

S
o
c
i
a
l

W
o
r
k
e
r

t
o

U
s
u
a
l
l
y

e
x
p
e
c
t

t
h
e

S
c
h
o
o
l

v-l

O

O

J:

U

U)

o}?
H“

H-l-I

38
H

ofi‘
:30

94m

as
U

of:
0:4: S

o
c
i
a
l

W
O
r
k
e
r

t
o

 

  Aoency Workers
 

 

Princi als
 

  

 

Teachers    
 

 Agency7WOrkers
 

 Principals
 

 Teachers   
 

IAgency Workers
 

Principals
     lTeachers
 

|_Agency WOrkers
 

l Principals
    
 

 

  

[Teachers

I Agency Workers

Principals

Teachers  
  

 

 
Agency WOrkers
 

 
Principals
 

Teachers
        

OeA-l

O-A-2

OeA-3

09A 4

' O-A-S

O-A-6



131

SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKER'S PERCEPTIONS 0F EXPECTATIONS OF OTHERS

Be termed a curriculum

worker.

Be termed a

go-between.

Be termed a

growth and develop-

‘ment resource person.

Be termed a leader.

Be termed a

learning resource

person.

Be termed a therapist.
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I Teachers

I
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I Principals
 

I Teachers  
 

 

. I Agency WOrkers
 

 
Principals
 

Teachers
  

 

I Agency Workers
 

IPrincipals
 T

Teachers
 

 

I Agency Workers
 

Principals
 

Teachers
 
 

 

I Agency Workers
 

 
Principals
 

Teachers
        

O-D-l
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Cover letter to teachers and principals

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY EASTLANSING-MICHIGAN 48825

 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 0 ERICKSON HALL Rom 518

November 6, 1967

Dear Colleague in Education:

The growth of services to children within Education has resulted

in some loss of clarity for the role of professionals in pupil ser-

vices. Recent nationwide studies have indicated a need for further

research to clarify such school positions. We are turning to you

for your views on one of these positions: the School Social WOrker,

sometimes identified as the Visiting Teacher.

The expectations held for the position of the School Social

WOrker are very important because the help he can give you with your

pupil problems depends a great deal upon his knowing what you want

him to do or want him to be. The fundamental question we are ask9

ing is "What should a School Social Worker do and be?" The question-

naire you find included is the result of many hours of discussion

with School Social WOrkers in your district and similar Michigan

districts. A sample of teachers and principals in your district

has been selected to provide the data necessary to answer important

questions about the School Social WOrker. we have found that it

will probably take less than one half hour to complete. we believe

you will find it interesting.

Your school officials have agreed to cooperate in this study

and to allow the use of your school mail. Your response will be

anonymous and checked by no one except us. Findings are going to

be made available to your district, your School Social Workers,

and to you. We know from experience that putting off your

response tends to decrease the probability of your participation,

so we recommend that you react to the questions within a couple

of days and return your views by school mail to

Director of Pupil Personnel Serviceslu'Lansing, Grand Rapids

Director of Special Programs 9 Dearborn

Director of Research & Testing 9 Flint

Others in your building may also be involved, but we hope

that you respond to each question from.your own understanding.

We need to know what you think!

é’, “" // :f , ' V

g/Wf/g Wed/aw fle/ZWV flew/b
Robert R. Schulz ‘ Wilbur B. Brookover ‘ ~~—

Principal Investigator Director of Research
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1%

PERSONAL DATA SHEET

In order to analyze the data, it is necessary for us to

have some information about your position and background.

1. What is your present position? (Circle the number on the right

of the correct response.)

Teacher of early elementary

Teacher of later elementary

Teacher of special subjects

School principal

Agency executive .

Agency worker . .

School Social ibrker

2. City of your employment?

Dearborn . . .

Flint . . .

Grand Rapids . .

Lansing . . .

(include KG)

(Circle the correct number)

3. Your academic degree? (Circle as many of the numbers as is

appropriate.)

Bachelors or bachelors'plus

‘Masters‘or‘Masters plus . .

Masters in Social Work

More than one Masters

Other (indicate)

4. How many years of teaching experience?

“one s e e s

One to two years

Three to six years

Seven to fifteen years

Over fifteen years

(Circle one)

0
0
’
.

“
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H
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k
w
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U
I
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n
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PflzNAL DATA SHEET (2)

5. How many years have you been employed in your present city

as a professional? (Circle one number)

One to two years . . . . . . . . . 1

Three to six years . . . . . . . . . 2

Seven to fifteen years . . . . . . . . 3

Over fifteen years . . . . . . . . . . 4

6. Years in school administration (Circle one)

None . . . . . . . . . . . 1

One to two . . . . . . . . . 2

Three to six . . . . . . . . . 3

Seven to fifteen . . . . . . . . 4

Over fifteen . . . . . . . . . 5

7. Your age group? (Circle one)

20 "’ 40 o s s s o s o s o s o s o s

(.1 - 60 a o s o s a s o s o s o s 0

Over 6'” o s s o s s o o s s o a o 0 “
N
H

8. Sex? (Circle the number on the right of the correct response)

“313 o o s s o e s o o o o 1

Fanale s o ‘ o s a s o s s s 2

9. Is your work in the "Inner City"; i.e., the central, older

part of town? (Circle one)

Yea O O O O O O O I 1

NO 0 O O O O O O O O O O O 2

10. In which of the following do you have active memberships?

(Circle all the appropriate numbers)

National Education Association . . . . . . . 1

American Federation of Teachers . . . . . . . 2

Association for Childhood Education . . . . 3

Department of Elementary School Principals . . 4

American 8 Guidance Assoc. . . 5

National Association of Social workers . . . 6

National Association for Mental Health . . . 7

Association of Pupil Personnel Workers. . . . 8

Family Service Association . . . . . . . 9

Other (specify) ___ . ,1!)
—A

cv—v-

.———-o——.....—.—.—_..-—-- -—.v~..._--"--.,_ ,.....-«.-M v —.. .. __'
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PERSONAL DATA SQEET (3)

11. How'well acquainted are you with one or more School Social

workers? (Circle the number on the right of the correct response)

Extremely well acquainted . . . . . . . . . . 1

Only slightly well acquainted . . . . . . 2

Not well acquainted at all . . . . . . . . 3

12. If you know a School Social worker, how would you describe

your relationship? (Circle one)

we get along very well . . . . . . .

we have differences, but get along well .

we manage to get along . . . . . . .

we only have a professional relationship . k
W
N
b
-
I
'

l3. Homeuch previous thought have you given to the role of

the School Social worker? (Circle one)

Considerable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

some 0 O O I C O I O O O O I I O O O O I O O O 2

Hardly any or none . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

14. Have you had a course in Social work? (Circle one)

Yea . C O O O O O O O O O 1

NO 0 O I O O O O O O O O O I O O 2

15. Have you had an in-service orientation to School Social

work? (Circle one)

Yes 0 O O O O O O O O O O I O O 1

NO 0 O O I O C O O O O O O O O O 2

16. Have you made referrals to the School Social worker?

(Circle one)

Yes 0 O O O O O O O O O O O O I O I O O O O O O 1

NO 0 O O O O C O 0 O O O O O O O O O O O O O O 2
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TEACHER AND PRINCIPAI.QUESTIONNAIRES

The questionnaire completed by the teachers and the

principals was identical to the one completed by the

school social workers except they did not receive the

instrument "The School Social Worker's Perceptions of

the Expectations of Others" and the third Personal Data

Sheet was different.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY EASTLANSING-MICIflGAN 43323

 

COLLEGE or EDUCATION - mucxsow HALL Room 518

November 6, 1967

Dear Social Worker:

The position of the School Social Worker is undergoing

change in its relationship to the schools, and - we think -

-toreommunity agencies. Werare'conducting some~basichresearch

into this.

We need to know your views. We are asking the fundamental

question, ”What should a School Social Worker do and be?"

A sample of community agency peOple has been selected in your

city to answer some important questions about this specialized

social work position. The social agency workers perception of

this position is essential for an understanding of it.

A random sample of school social workers, school principals,

and teachers has been selected to provide the data necessary to

answer crucial questions from within the school setting. We

believe that learning the views both inside and outside the

school toward the School Social Work position is important.

The success of our study sample depends on your response.

The enclosed questionnaire will probably take less than one-

half hour of your time. We appreciate very much your con-

tribution to the study. We hope that you can reapond directly

and will return your views in the enclosed envelope. Be sure

to identify yourself if you would like information on our find-

image

A . Z

*4 /dét’f/‘zt .
flrfl/427/ ” /~’
Robert R. Schulz ‘ Wilbur B. Brookover

Principal Investigator Director of Research
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AGENCY'WORKER.QUESTIONNAIRE

The questionnaire completed by the social agency

workers was identical to the one completed by teachers

and principals.
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TABLE C-2.--Incidence of consensus in all groups by sectors.

 

School

Social

Workers

Teach- Princi- Agency

Items ers pals Workers

 

l. SSW as an

influential

person 10 3 5 3 8*

2. SSW as a

school

person 10 2 A 1 u

3. SSW as a

profession—

al social

worker 10 8* 7** H 7**

U. Work role

of the

SSW 20 5 8 8 7

5. Training

of the

SSW 10 A 7** l A

6. Private

life of

the ssw 9 3 5 3 4

7. Attributes

of the SSW 28 23+ 2U+ 2UT 23+

8. Terms de—

scriptive

of the

SSW 26 6 19+ 9 7

Total incidence

of consensus 5“ 79 53 6“

 

Proportion is items reaching consensus over number of

items in a sector. For example, eight occasions of consensus

of ten items yields a proportion of 8/10 = .05 level.

*Significant at .05 level of probability.

**Significant at .17 level of probability.

+Significant at .01 level of probability.
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TARLE C-3.——Test for responses of school social workers and a professor

of social work the; selected as significant to find if he is a

"significant other."

 

 

Items Within Sectors Marked Responses of School Social

"Definitely Should" by the Workers (+ is Perfect

Professor Agreement)

Taylor Raul Taylor Reul

Workers Workers

 

l. 35% is an Influential Person

 

 

 

 

 

2 f + -

3 3 + +

5 i1 + +

C C + +

7 'r + +

2. »”W is a School Person

11 +

l ’"l .—

1“ l ‘4 + +

17 l? — _

l? -

2. SSH as a Professional Social Worker

1 g, + +

L: L. ‘—< ‘— — +

 

 

 

 

, J + +

.9 [Z + +

Q; .; + +

A Work Role of the SSW

1:1 H1 + -

1‘12 -

A3 +

111; 11 - _

ILL; 1'15 _ _

3;? 2;? _ _

148 _

1:9 1;: + -

5. Terms Descriptive of the SSW

1““ +

107 +

109 _

110
+

112
_

123
-

 

Proportion of items snowing.

convergence between professor

and his students 17 10/2u\ m U
1

C
D

\
J
l

Probability level . .27
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TABLE C-7.--Incidence of convergence of groups with School

Social Workers by sectors.a

 

 

No. of Agency
Sector Items Teachers Principals Workers

1. SSW as an in-

fluential

person 10 l A 3

2. SSW as a

school person 10 1 2 O

3. SSW as a pro-

fessional b

social worker 10 3 7 M

u. Work role of

the SSW 2O 2 5 A

5. Training of

the SSW 10 2 3 l

6. Private life

of the SSW 9 1 u 3

7. Attributes of c c d

the SSW 28 18 18 21

8. Terms de-

scriptive

of the SSW 26 3 5 3

Total 123 31 48 39

Percentage/

group 25% 39% 32%

 

a"Strain toward convergence" included.

bSignificant at .17 level.

cSignificant at .10 level.

dSignificant at .02 level.





161

TABLE C-8.--Incidence of divergence of groups with School

Social Workers by sectors.*

 

 

No. of Agency
Sectors Items Teachers Principals Workers

1. SSW as an

influential

person 10 2 l O

2. SSW as a

school person 10 O 1 1

3. SSW as a pro-

fessional

social worker 10 u 0 O

A. Work role of

the SSW 2O 2 0 l

5. Training of

the SSW lO 1 l O

6. Private life

of the SSW 9 l O O

7. Attributes

of the SSW 28 u 3 O

8. Terms de-

scriptive

of the SSW 26 l l 0

Total 123 15 7 2

Percentage/

group 12% 6% 1%

 

*"Strain toward divergence" included.
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