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Chapter I.

INTRODUCT TON

'The growing interest in the qualitative aspects of socilal
work tbgether wlth modern interest in methods bf social re-
search have resulted In numerous studies in specialized fields
bf social work.. Investigations of those aspects of social
work that are common to éll branches of social work are -¢ompara-
tively few in number, althéugh a study of general social work
procedure forms the basis of the practioal.training of every
student in soclal work. |

Perhaps the most striking conclusion to be drawn from a
review of socﬁél-work literature as a whole is that the authors
attempt to set up certain generally acceptable standards in
thelr fields of work and that they do not as a rule succeed in
doingiso, The fallure tovset.up stahdards 1s perhaps partly
due to the fact that Interest in soclal research is not always
accompénied by a knowledge of scientific procedure; and perhaps
the concept 'standard! itself has caﬁsed 8 certain amount of
confusion. v |

The term 'standard! may be used to Indicate an objective
or end, or it may be used to indicate a measurement of quality
or quantity in which e,g, the end can be expressed, Family
allowances provided at the rate of 5 shillings per chlld per
week may represent a high standard of family allowances to one
person, ana a low standard to another, depending on indilvidual
conceptions of what family allowances should be, But to both
these persons the shilling ié the standard measurement in which
family allowances are expressed,

Standards, in the sense of objectives, are dependent on

our opinion of what the state of affairs'should be. Sclence



?;fat such and such an amount of family allow-

can neVer conclude
ahces is desirable, except in the light of the stahdards set by
our philoséphy. - ” "

Standards, as measurements, may be social, 1, 8., established
by an authority,'or by custom or ¢ omm on agreement, without

c&Qigntific Investigation; or they may be established by sclenti-

' filc methods. If a standerarof family allowances of 5 shillings

per child. per week is based on existing average practice &s re-
gards family allowances, and is, without scientific Investiga-
tion, common-ly considered adequate for relieving child poverty,
then we are dealing with a soclal standard measurement of the
amﬁunt of familj“ellowances necessary to relieve child poverty.

In order ts arrive at a sclentific measurement of tbe emount
of famlily allowances necessaryitovrelieve child poverty we have,
firstly, to replace ﬁrelieving ebild poverty' by exact economic
and social objectives,_e.g., the amount of housing, food,
clothing, etc, necessary to maintain the health'and decency
of children; and secondly, to investigate scientiiically which
sctivities are best sulted to meet these objectives, and 1f
family allewances iS“emongst them, toldefine the.amount of
family allowances in terms of shillings}per child per week,
To make the resulting measurement an effective standard it.is
necessary for all those involved iIn relieving. child poverty to-
co-operate in conforming to the standardfl) e

The actlvity of social work may be divided into‘two sec-
tions: (a) the correction or prevention of abnormal circumstances;
and (b) the:amelioration of average practices or the raising of

current norms,

(1) :
In this investigation the term 'standard' will be used to
Indicate a soclal or scientific measurement. Where

'standard! indicates an objective, the word 'objective'

will bs used.
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The correction or prevention of abrormal circumstances‘is
condltioned by the subjective view of the social worker or the
agency for which she works as to what is' 'normal! of what is
average practice, }The first step in sclentific standardiza-
tlon, that of defining exactly our objectives, 1s, in this case,
impossible, Therefore no scientific standards cac be laid dowc
as a guide fo the correction or prevention of abnormal circum-
stances, |

But in that aspect of social work that deals with the
raising of current nofms we can set:ourselves certain defined
objectives and aftempt to establish scienﬁifically those stan-
dards best suiéed to the purpose in view. ' In the fleld of
soclal case work, for instance, the following might be standaf-
a1 zed SCienfificaliy: |

(&) defiﬁitichs of techhidal torms ;

(b) tééhﬁicai aids;

(c ) rules of procedurs:

(d) basic requirements of clients. _

The setting up of standards is a prerequisite of all sound
plaming in social work, of evaluating‘the results of social
work, and of interpreting soclal work to'the public, leaders
of public opinion and students of social work. These needs
are too well recognized to-day to require special emphaslis here.
Standards of some kind are so Indlspensable to these actlvities,

‘that where standards are not established sclentifically we &are
likely to find evidence of social standardization.

Where standards have been established scientiflcally in
.social'work they are seldom found to be the same as those based
on common agreement, This does not mean that social standards
are of no value, In the fileld of soclal case wori, which 1is
our main.concern In this study, these social standards are the
outcome of the accumulated experience of soclal agencies and

individual soclal workers. This experience s of two-fold wvalue:



i firstly, 1t 1s to a 1arge-extent the result of numerous trial
and error experiments;'from which what was found to be besﬁ

has been conserved; and secondly, 1t provides an approach to
sclentific study, in suggesting aspects of soclal case work in
_ which scientific standardization might be profitable.
This investigation was planned with the object of making
& contribution to the study of standards in social work and

at the same time to provide more factual material than at pres-

ent available for students in the theory and practice of sbcial
- work., |

It has taken: the form of & survey of ¢ertain rules of pro-

cedure in social case work and of other incidental racts th

iorder to answed the following general questions'

(a) 1Is there any ovidetide of standapdlzation 1in socibl
casé work protedure in Johannesburg ? If so:

(b) Which procedures have becomé standard’ practice, .
which are 1likely to become standard practice, and
for which, K of these prodedures 18 there no indita-
tioh of standardization ?

(¢c) Are:these standards based on scientific research
or are they based on general consert 2

(d) Doss the etidencé give 18 any information on case
Wwork preocedures outside Johannesburg ?

(6) Does the eviderce Suggest any fgrther avefiues 55
roselirdih whidh we may expect to Bs fruttful ?




Chépter II.

DEFIN ITIONS.

Prior to obtaining the desired data on the problem, 1t
seeméd essentlal %o determine as exactly as is possible at
present the meaning of some of the terms in dommon use in
social case work today. The following is a list of terms
with their definitions, arrived at after discussion with several
oase workers, As these terms were to be used:.in a question-
naire addressed to social workers in the fiel&; they are based
on common usage in Johannesburg at the time of the investiga-

tion.

Agency -~ see Social Agency.

Applioation'- making a request for ﬁreatment by a soclal agency.

Application Form - form with blanks to be filled up with data

furnished by the person applying. _
Case « social prdblem situatibn oalling fobr the. attentlon of
| of a soblai agency provi&ihg case work servideSa
New Case - 8ake hot beford attSnﬁed £9 by the soc1dl agébﬁy
concerned,

Current Case - case under treatment by the social agency

concerned,

Case Committee - group of volunteers and/or social workers

organized for the purpose of discussing cases 1In
order to assist in their dlagnosis and treatment.

Case Load -\numberlof cases under treatment by one social worker
at any one time (or period of time).

Case Record - all informatlon recorded regarding a case col-

lected together to form one unilt.

Case Register - see Central Case Register,




Casé\SupérVisor - person responéible for the work of a group

of case workers.

Case Work - individualized treatment of sases,
}

Gentral Case Register - social agency providing a central index

to the case records of member agencies in a community.

Client =~ human being forming part of a case.

Close a Case - cease to record evidence of and maintain contact
with a oése. |
Diagnosts = abtempt to arrive ab as exach a definitlon as is
. possible of a glven case.

Final diagnosid -+ last diagnosis before treatment commences.

Diaghostic Proqedﬁrs - course of action foliowed in diagnosing

Face Sheet = form with blanks 50 be £illed up mainly with the

identifying deta of a case, generally placed in a
prominent position In fthe case record.
Family -~ sot of relatives living together,

Follow-up - maintain conftact with, without treatment.

Full Case Report - written statement of all available data

| regarding a case, in analyzed and classified form.

Egggggg}g - group of pecple living together in a common dwelling
| and with a common budget.

Index Card - card wiith blanks to be filled up mainly with the

ldentifying data of a case or a client; index cards
are filed in such a way as to provide an index to
all the case records of a soclal agency.

Index Sheet - form with blanks to be filled up with data provi-

ding an index to a case record.

Intake -~ saocczptance of cases for treatment,




Intertiéw < method of securing information through a profes-
sional conversation with a client or his associate.

Diagnostic Interview - interview with the purpose of

diagnosis.
Identifying Interview - interview with the purpose of

securing personal identifying data only.

In#estigation (of a case) - all forms of inquiry into the facts
ef e case, |

Méans Test - examination of theifinancial resources of an

applicant for treatment as a basls for the intake
of the applicant concerned.

Medical History Sheet - form with blanks to be filled up with

the medical data concerning a ciient.

Needs Standard - definition of need 1in relation to the treat-

ment objJectives of the soclal agency concerned.

Objettive Data (of a case) - actual facts regarding a case

uncoloured by feellngs or opinlons of the social

agency or social worker supplying them.

Psypniatric History Sheet - form with blanks to be fiiled up
with the psychlatric data concerning a client.

Record -~ see Case Record.

Register ~ see Central Case Reglster.

Service - see Social Service.

Social Agency - body organized for the purpose of performing

soclal work.

Scope of a Soclal Agency - sphere of agency activlty as

defined by its types of cases, types of soclal ser-

vice provided and area in which egency functlons.

Social Case Work - see Case Work.
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Soclal Diamosis -:Séé‘Diagnosis.

8001aigE§1dencé - facts used in arriving at a conclusion in

soclal dlagnosis.

Social Ekpéfience (with a case) - feelings and opinions regard- .
Ing soclal contacts with a case.

Social History Sheet - form with blanks to be filled up with

data concerning the social relatlionships of a cllent.

Soclal Service - type of treatment provided by a social agency.

Social Welfare Agency - see Social Agency,

Social Work ~ all activity on the part of social workers

towards: (a) the correction or prevention of abnor-
mal circumstances, and (b) the amelioration of
average practices or the raising of current norms.

Social Worker - person qualified through special education

and/or experience to solve problems arising in the
fleld of human relationships. _
Summary Sheet - form with blanks to be filled up with a summary

of the facts, events and treatment of a case.
Treatment - activity based on diagnosls towards treatment

objectives,

Treatment Objectives - the complex of 1deal social relatlon-

ships, as contrasted with the actual soclal
relationships, to which an agency or an 1n§ividua1

social worker strives.
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Chapter III.

THE METHOD AND PROGEDURE USED IN COLLEZCTING DATA

A. Method, ‘

The methods of investigation 1hcluded’the use of.sche—
dule, questionnaire, documents and observation.

Three forms were designed for use in obtaining thé‘data
requiredg Form A, Form B and Form (. .

Form A was designed to obtain certaln purely adminis-
trative daté regarding soclal case work agencies in Johan-
nesburg and té be completed either Dby the administrativé
head of the agency concerned or by an investigator, Only
in a few insﬁances was it pdssible to obtaln these data
from officlal records. Where records Were consulted first,

form (A4) was checked with the administrative head of the

~agency concerned, as officlial records proved to be fre-

quently out of date,

Form B was designed as a schedule to 56 ¢omp1eted by -
a skiiled investigator in an interview with the case super-
visor of a case work agency. |

For chvenience, case work was divided into the

following sections: Intake, The First Interview, Inter-

vviews'Generally, Investigation, Use of Central Case Reglster,

Relations with>othér Agencies, Diagnosis, Plan, Treatment,
Follow-up, Recording and Research.
Undeyvtﬁese headings the data desired were selected on
the basis of:
(1) their value in solving the main problems - for
thislpurpose certain dummy tables were con-

structed;
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(11) thelr vélue'in successful interviewing - certaln
questions, probably not amenable to statistical
treatment proved to be so wound up‘with the sub-
ject that they were included for the sake of

‘ ‘smooth Interviewing; , ,-
(111) their availability in reliableAfofm - certain data
were obviously avaiiébié;- other data, of doubt-
ful availability, were checked b& test questions .
| to social workers, - }.

The schedulé was constructed for easy completion during

1ﬁterviews,Jrathér“than'fOr use in mnalysis, It was realized

that the nature of the questions demanded active collabora-

.tion on the-part of the interviewee, To stimulate common

interest on the-part of the Interviewer and the interviewss,
the schedule was written out in the form. of definite questions
in the order in which they might arise in a diSCUS810na: vThe
interviewse would then be able to understand the prd?éss of
completing the scheduls, taking‘a'live'interest nbt only in.
the answers, but also in the questions themselves,
The remark column was Iincluded:
(1) to record any very recent changes or changes contem-
| plated in the near future; | |
(11) to record any important relevant data not covered
by‘the questions; . |
(111 ) to record any explanations the 1ntervieWée:m1ghﬁ
wish to have recorded, - |
The experience gained in two test interviews was usedliﬁ;

drawing up the final schedule. o



11,

Form C was designed as a questionnaire to be completed by
social workers attached to case work agencies. Wherevthe
schedule asks for factual.data on case work as performed under
exlsting circumstances, the questionnaire asks mainly for the
case worker's opinion as to how case work should be performed
under. 1deal circumstances, A few simple factual questiens,
of importance mainly as a check on the achedule, were also in-

cluded, -
The data desired were selected on the same principles as
'tboee-of the scheduls,

The questionnaire was constructed in such a way that
nqarly‘all questions required to be answered eifher 'vos! or
!ﬁo?. Questlons were placed in the same order as in the sche-
dule, again to facilitate'eh5wering. A remark section was
‘included in order-to~stimﬁlate’respense and to facilitate the
answering of 'yes! or 'no' to ethical questiens. |
. The questionnaire was tested and rephrased after discus-

sion with a small group of case workers,
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Y. lioin Functions of Ageney {in ordur of importanca)
Ho oooalo.ooa-oAtoCcoaaOOCuooincto000.016-w¢0.00.d#.0.co(..-oof.ouo
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Form B(1)

(Soc:.al Gase Torl: Sectio‘a)
Nemo of Agency R Ty R PP O Sch.,.“..............s.........
Address ®eteraersitscaitttatrenserestsissainnssasesessaes Tal, Nos ...A.,....n.‘.......'..
[nformation obbaInud £rom seseseressacerracsavtoescsannge OFFLCE 101 saansssvesercnsss

EnvestigatOr NYYPVY PR ’A».....’f.!,"??t..,.,..._.9‘.,..'.’!..99.!‘". Date cctncanooouoooooilloci ve e

e

o Intalo | REMARXS.
a) Dous tho Agoncy accept as clients all persons defined under A(4)?

(R AN )
b) Can the Agency meintain the desired standard of wor:: on this bagis?
sesed

¢) Dows the Aguncy, in order to maintain the dusirud standard of work,
1imit 1%s intako? soons ' . V

W If intao is limitod, dous tho accoptincy of on applicant for
treatmoent dopond ont
l. r"C"? LR ] c.-.n.-n---.---o o0
2, ’1L~ti0nalit,;’? seresvtrsocrncdane
3e rGl:L»"ion" ¢sesvreerserersatnas
4, priority of @pplicotion? Jeses
5' nGQ‘d_B Stmdard'ﬂ? amsbsoses oﬂo .

0) Doos tho Agoncy accopt dircet applications by a cliont or his
2550¢3.a%3987 sesee N _

f) Dous tho Agoney ace opt indiroet applications by prefiesaionsi®;

. Anterastod ‘agoncies or porsons? eeess ' -

- <+

I, First Intorvicwg

&) Is tho information obtainaud st a first intorviows .
1. idaD.tif"inP'? srees
2e didgnbstic? ssaces
b) Is tho cliont roduired to con:plo'co an bnplication Torm? seeee
w Thich staffemosubor(s) is/arc in charge of first intorviows? _(......gg
(,l.‘! '.0.Il.l'....‘il..'.'..’i.".0.‘{!.0.'..'!'!.0'D.l..". I AN
d) Is tho firet diwghostic intyrvisy, as a goneral rulo, halds |
1, in tho cliontts owm homo? ....e
2 in i A"‘(}.‘lc"' offiCO? teceens

LN NN N e

Intory 0w Gonorall

a) Are office interviews with clients, as a general rule, arranged by
. appolntment? eeaee
b) Dous tho Agency sot aside curtain spoeific poriods as consulting
,c) Undor what conditions aro offlev intoiviows wld as rogerdst .
1.(1) room(s) Siared wish S.vwe? ........:5. smitary arrangemonts?
(ii) rOOm(Q) wlarod Witn cliants? sesve senes
(iii) BOund? R T PR R 6‘(1) walting TOOm?Y sesose
2.(1g foraituroe? onono-.--o-o-o-- svesee J.i) MIrror? seescecccone
(11 .0.0aring? ooon-qo..coaaooc'cod.-oca (iii) pOTiOdiCclS‘ voesvunae
3. ligh-tin.{-‘,? Ooot;n.ooutoo-a-oo-coout 7. otl’Or?(.o..-.-.......-o
4e vantilation? .o-o..o-o-oo-o-oooo'o“ (..g..u!_.--..- “0seesevrac

— > g




Sch,
I¥e Invogtication

(a) Is the Agency concerned wltn! ‘
1, the higtox K4 of its CaSUS? b.ocnoo-octuo-o---oaooco
2, the present circumstances of its casos only? eeees
(v) Doas the Agoncy, as a matter of routine, vorlfy data by means of:
10 documdntS? Sessesrsveenised
2e other soclal agoncios? eseese
{c) Doos the Agancy contact, s o matter of routing, i"‘ rolovant and
aVuilﬂblOI .
1y ralotives, firgt dogroo? seese
2. othor rOlq,tiVOS? eshatssecann
3. Trionds? eseisvecocossinsosese
40 prosont acighbors? o..-.-o-o .o
59 fbrmur nuignborﬂ? setcscntacnn
6s pruscnt omployors? seeseeseses
7. formur omployurs? eavecssenses
8 paysicians? sesecavecesasscoses
9. hospitals? s assesssssssannove
10. POlicU? s es et e s ensarsnnsioe
-‘11. tuﬂﬂhch? Seccscrernoter oo
12‘ ClUrgYmUn? X R RN NN NIRRT NN WY
130 pras sont 1landlords? eeseceveses
14, formor 1andlords? eeesscccasse
‘15. CQurtS? S0 ee00srses s sestse0®
lb‘ lamyUrS?Iouua.-.-...--.u.oou-.
1?. tradOSan?,.......(.W}.b.....- o . ) )
18, other 08oncilus? seservrrnsanes (oo--nn.uooc--lolnooc---a.-n-o.oo
.'.".G'X.l......'...’....‘........'..'.. '......'."....'......'
19, otiaur sourcos? eesr1ssenasnsnny (loococooon.ooocao-cooo-oooac-ooo)
(d) Dous tho Agoncy givc s?ecia.l wight to my of the above sourcos?
secen (undﬂrlinc)

Form 3( 2'
ROMARTS,

Yo Uso of Oasc Registor
New casest

(a) Doas the Agency contact the Register:
l. as soon &g 1d.unt fyi*-x.g data aras uvailablw
(i) bj telePﬂOne? esnae
(ii) by pOgt? senesessrs
2, after the first diagnostic interview:
i (i) by telepao 07 sseee . .
(ii) by POSt? ..oolooon-
. 3. naver? o.onlo!onqa.‘...i
(b) Docs the Agoncy contact all other sgencles roported by tho
Registor to know tho caso? seees
(c) Aro the agencics contactod selcedod on tho basis of
1. tho naturo of tho sorvice thoy provido? seses
2. thUir dﬂko Of rUgistTaﬁiOn? ;oooof.oooolooolo
3. on an? Othﬁr baSiS? 0000000;'.lo..’olioooiotl (0..-......--;..‘.%
V9020900480008 00¢000 0808000 8000006000000 T9Creisoenassetastostogtacgassa

(a) Waich staffemombor(s) is/ ars rosponsibdlo for conmtacting *ho Asglse|

t0r7 (...'...Q.............'.'... .I..'...D'...‘..'...........l...‘.

QEII‘OI‘.V C;’d"e‘ﬁ- .

(&) Does thae Agrmcv contact o Ragistar'

le at regular intervalse ‘

' (i) by uelﬂo~on0? esv o Ce,

| (ii) by pos t? X R R i
e only in SPUCldl circumstancaeg? (..ooo--oooo.oa-ono-o-oo.---oocoo}
. (l by tUl“PnOﬂ“? eoees . - : : .

(140 DY DOSET vevsoenene

o f3. nOVOr? 6P s eecto00sss s ‘ ‘
(f) Thich staffermcmbor(s) is/'w; rusmn.;:l’blu for contacting tho Roglse.

tor? .Olnoto-ot‘-..o-oO-oo-o.no--o-cunonuooo-oc.-o.ooo.c.ato.o--oox




(a) Dows the Agoncy contact ot-ur agunclos rogularlys

()

(c)

(a)

(o)

(1)

- wnlehr 43 of importanco to a full uwndorstanding of tho eass, dut

(&)

Sch,

tiong with Othor Aconclos

l¢ in order to obtain ebjuctive dota about a givin Cliont? eeerseay
2y In ordr to obtaln thair soclal exporionce with a givon cliomt?

. L - _seses
5. 1!1 Ordor to C0.0PUrgtU Ai:ﬂ'trcatmc’nt7 GV sesrepraCsssatantacstioss
4, in ordor to spontanvously givu information which might bo of uso

to a.nothur agoncyf GO0 00 0 8500 U0 080 00000067000 e0entosnantan s08ede
'g}‘hich ngunciog (4f any) ar: primarily contactud for thu purposc of?
a)l, 1?
(:332. ?

(3)3.1 (D-c..lcooooooolonto.ooo..c.u.t.ololnco.ocuonnoototnnocc..t.a

’
[ E R FEINNEEENNENERNENEENEREBEEX NN ENFE ENRNN NI NN RN IR NNENNNNRNER)

QOB 28 0009008885000 0008 98000l 80 000 RRPaARPLRBRTERYGIRGP *RbO o0
«

(a)4.1 (..ll.l0..'.0D...Q’...!...l‘..'..'O!l‘ll.".‘ll‘.‘.!.."l‘.IQ'...

By 7ailch othor agoneclos ig tho Agoncy primorily coantacted for tho
s oft

‘21’? 2.......“..............Q.ll"...’l.l.lll.....l".l.....l..'....;

a)2,.?

(a 3.? (.l......‘..l‘l..ol.ll‘lo..l....l.l.’.'.nllli.-i...u.t.t't...4

[(EX R R NNENEENNNNENNNENENNENNNNIEESINNNENNNIENNENRENENNENENXNNNRNEJESENNNN)

(a)4.1 (Ql. l.l.il‘.li.‘......t"t.l.‘. ...’..'..O..QD.!'....'.'..'Q'..

Does the Agency commmicate with other agencies sbout a clients

1. d.irectly? s esNtoereperescsossssnuse

2.’ thro'ugh the Client? e8sceecsesoeviton

3 througl* othur intormediorios? cseee (ocoocoo. seessensastve o..-o)

Dous thao Agoney rofusc information to anothur agency whont

1, the otklcal dapondability or standing of tho cvnquiring agoney
is not dofinitoly Jmown? seses

2. Yoinquiring agency refuses to give the rdason for requasting
Information? eeceeersscevscnne ,

3 the Inquiring agoncy withholds adoquate information wiich the
Agancy baliovos to bo important for socuring tho data roquosted?
00 00020450 % 00000098 sR0g0000 e

Dous tho Aguncy in a raport to anot:or agemey givo information,

migiit provu harmful %o a cliunat: _ .

1o wham thy gucond ogancyts standards arc accuptablol seeey

2, whon tho sueond aganeyls standards arc Wmowi? seeesoces

3, waon thao sacond aguncyts standards aro dovbiful? eeeeees

Dous tho Agoncy malzo 1ts rocords avallablo to soclal worlkors in
othor aganclusy _ L

le OJWWS? 90000 ssv0000000000000000 0

2 only in SpOCifiC Instamcos? seese (oooouooooo-c Onoooouocoqonoou)!-

Yorn 3(
RBMARKS

YiZi. Diognogis

(a)

()
(c)
(2)

{a) Dows the rosponsi®ility for final dlagnosis of & caso rast withi

(£)

{2)

Dous tho Agoncy for the purposc of dlagaocsis considor as unite

10 t:m 1ndiv1dual? es e 0

2. t-o fC@il;’? eecssvrens )

3. 1210 housulinld? ceeess -

Zog tho Agoncey any standardizod outline of a full cuesa yaport}
XIIr.

Zas tho Aguncy any provision for tumporary trcatment until
dingnostic procodure hns boon fully complotudl eeeee

Eus the Agency any $ime limit within whilch dlagnostle proocedupe—~-
st De corplated? eevee

1., tho soclal worker 4n chargo of tho lnvoeiiga.tlo'n? ecsee 1

2. a Ccaso supdrvisor? BB IO I IPINOININLRLQEIDEROOReNsIt 0000

3¢ & cagae cormItiuc? seveeveseresecansssnsacssccsnstsacnne

4, any othor pPuYson or group of POrSOHST evessseansseesan® (ooooo-)
.‘.....‘...Q......’.‘0."...‘.....‘.l....'...'I.'l...l‘.i‘....‘

Thcro dlagnosis 1s in tho hands of a coso commdtioo, arc casous

prosonted bys L

le tro socilal workor in chargol sesessccecenes

2, tha casc suporvisor? 0400 ssessscnasvsscnse ) )

30 any Othi';‘r porson oY group of pOrson31 eve e (o..orol-unc.noo.o.)

Doous tho Aguney pardedically roview, aa a mattar of routinu, casos

wdor troatnent? ceees . . . '

If so, what poriod ig allowud to ulapsy botwoons ,

1. initiad dlagnosis 8119. fi_rst raviom? (0000.’0‘000..0 oo-oo.oo-aonoz

P - » - . a Y |




YiIL. Plan

(8)
(v)

(£)

(&)

Ems tho Agoncy laid down anér moayucablo objoctive for!

Sche

Ens the Agoney lald dowm omy gonoral formla expressing its
treatment objectives? ceses (Aw3)

Ig the Agency in its treatmont o‘b,juctives spucifically conce“md
withe

1. fOOd? tessoerscecty 5. racr@ation? gon--ioo.,ooo.
20 clotlllngx esospsee . 7' eulturc? CsessaNsssseepnee;
3 housinb? sessesncnne 8. human rolationshipﬂ 2000
4, mudical caru? eeees 9+ incomu? P0G sessessv s
5. oducation? sececsee 10 OtHUTT evessenrstvernsscan
90 v o l-oo-o-ol...t. 0 ,n'.ll."o.'o00'000!..0-000!0..)

1. fOOd? [ E NN NN NNENN NN A~.4 6. !'Ucroation? Shosscentopr i bg)
2 CIOthing? e600g0000 A,PS 7. c\ﬂ.tur‘:l? 40 cerscsnsorvsogsios A-lO
Se bousingf—.......ou -Aﬂsg 89 hurman ri&lationships' seses (Aﬂ'll

4, nedical caro? seees (A7 94 INCOROT sevencrsvesssnsene (Lj.z
5. aducation? tsevense (Aﬂa 10, othor? $0000scssncssotiond

Q0PORISLIIo00ensneatoe (not'ol.t.ooto.0.-0.0.'000'000.)

Is/are the person(s) responsible for diagnosis also responsible for
pl 8.0.111"@ treﬂtn‘e nt? XXX

If not Who 157 (oaonoo'-oooo.-oooooooc EXRENXX] 0000000|00-0100001—")
Doss tne: Agencv discusa 1ts plan of truatmimt with othur gggnelus
dealing with tho casael

1. alwa,/s? ®orvscscstecovtrsRenROsIROSS

2, only in SPUCial CirMSt&IC\JS? ..'..(.I.Olo.toolonoocllooo-occ.o)
Doos the Agoney diccuss 1ts plan of troatmont with the cliont(s)
conaepned?

le B1lWAYSY soecevecavtscrisanecocnssnons

2. only in special circumstancas? sseee

In casa of rofusal of a client to acespt the traatmont planned,
Boes tho Agoncys

1, attarpt to cnforeo its troatmunt? eese

e Iﬂodify its plan? e0co0serstessse oo

3e¢ Withdrtor from troabmont? eeceeescccones

IX, Troatmont

P (=)

(v)

(c)

(&)

Thich of the following treatment methods does the Agency uses
A Ltnel £ Shrvush o¥ler ageneiesl

1. buwm’ Geces XX XX

2. promotion Of p‘mjsical hoaltiileseee eveee

3 pro‘ﬂbtion of mtalhualsh? soace senes

4, soclal use¢ of law? esed s secen

S5e¢ placomont in homus or .

ingtitutions? . seess XXX

6' Plagcmu‘lt in Omplo,/mnt? sesse : cees e

(0 aftur-ca.r()?(u.....-u......)..... eveee

8. ouducation? ) beced esunee

e protcctio ?(ooo-ooo.noo-no-o)loooo XXy}

10. S\Wisio’l? (ooo-ooo-o.oooo seese XXXYS

11. Qtl‘ar? (ocoo-ooo'ooo.o--cp‘o Ses e es0an

Isfare the persoa(s) responsible for carrving out treatment the same
as those rosponsible for plaanizm treatment? .....
Ifnot, T‘fm #S? (..............HU"....'...........‘....'....".l..)v

[EREENENNENRIEFE EYNNNENIWAN KN NX] [ RN NN J
I3 troatmont givan:
1. on tho Agoncy's pruamigos? seeee
24 In tho cliontts own homo? eceees
Doos tha Agonoy periodicallv roviow 1tg Yroatmont as & matter of
youtina? cesee
If so, what 1o tho maximum poriod allowud to clapsa botwaon such

raviows?t ('.o.-oo.ocoo-000.0-00.-o.;oo-&o’-oooonoooo-oo..uo-o. -cocoo.o.)i

|

e,



19‘3' Doos tho Aéency molo 1ts racords avallablo ﬁo!

Se¢h,

& Qolloveyp . [

(2) Does the Agency, as a matter of routine. follow up basus no longer |
under trodtmonts :
1. W‘lﬂm & ¢llont rdﬁ'uaes treatmant? R or .......'
2. whon tho Aguncy rofuscs to givo furthor $roatmont? eeeescscescne
3. waon a eliont wants to maintain contact with tho Agoney? ceeenee
4, vhon tho Agoney wants to maintain contaet witha a eliuvnt? #rnaece '
(%) Dous tho Agoney closc a eages 4§
1. waon a cliont rofuses truatmunt offarcd by tho AZoncy? eeeeeee
2, waon a cliont can no longor ho dufinoed under (A4), though
- wanting furthor troatmont? A A e R R R AL
3’ wun a cliont dlos? .-.-.-.o..--ooooon-¢o-o-.cd-..o-.;n-oa.lno
4. whon thu Agoney no longur providos tho sarvico ruqu.irud? sesss
sg waun o cliont 003 to anotior BEUNCYT ecesescrorecnrossariasas
8. whun thoe Mgouney rofors a cliomt to anothor agoncy? seeeeecinee
7. waun a cliont movus to anothor ALobrict? eesteccvcescocssscnie
(c) m;:.s,s tha Agoncy any standards ralating to the quantity of traatmant
givont
1. as 101d down 12 (fwlB)T sveee %
2, o8 unwritton poliC'JT PR (’ooro-;.-oou’--o.-oo-ouaa»oo---Qooi
0000020009000 00 eR0P st I NP it bapessR et 9000800200000 004ps
(4) Eaa thu Agoncer any standards relatinb to the number of cases per }
soclal workor: .
1. as lald dovm in (A-lG)? sesee .
2, as vnwritton- policy? aevccsos Lovannovssercasnsncenns co--ut-ncu)
(@) Zas tho Aguncy sny standards relating to the aumbor of visits per “
goclal workur?
1. a5 lald down in (}'17)? sssee
3. ag wwritton polic'y? weasssse- glooooonoc.ooooouto-0'o-0"00-ooo)
{f) Eas tho Aguacy any standards rolatilg o tnu numbor of :hﬁurvle'?l
pur soclol worlzors
l. as 1laid dowm in (.&-18)? savse
2, a8 vwawrittun POliCY? seevecee (..ot.oonnooo.nc.oo.n.nc‘o‘.o:o‘..)

Yorm (6

XL Recording

(8) Doos the Azency use any of tho follewing recording formss
1. Applicatlon form? secevssvsranne ("%)
2, Yace Shaub? s0sssssrigusrresnsey (.4-31%
5.»Indﬁx GarU? S0 is s er BB eesreppdn APzz
4, Vedlcal Eistory Sacet? sesesrsee btaS)
5. Psychiatric Klagtory Snaot? «eese, .A;.24g
5@ Social EiﬂtOry Sauub? seeecianne (.&-25
7. Indax ShUUt? SPeave s sgeovonssnats (A;QS) . r
8. Summarj Sruut? ORevsessseevintee (A~27) .
() Is corrusponduncus - :
l. intorloevad with tha taxt? ss00e
2. fied mnSOCILtiV(Jl 1 00ssrervane
3. filud in any othun. manno?r? eeaee (O.Qooua'o-00.-.-4-.00-..000.‘)
¢} Dous thu Aguney imelude poriofic swrmar{og 3n 4ts rocor® (...,
éd) Doos tho Agoncy difiuroatiato in 1ts mceording dotupen difforcat

typos of 28057 eeave (o.o-ooo-oou.l.-oooo-oaooo-OOoolo.o-ooo'-.qtoc)

1. studonts (mgagcd in wgsuarch projucts? cesss
2+ othors ongoged in selontific projocta?l eeves
3. thﬂ Pub].iC? oooooooooct-ooooo.onooo..oooco.-

(Y) Eave thc Aguneyta rocords uver boon wged for roscarch purposcs!?
[N N NN ] loa!ool-onoo.o--.c0...--000-000.0.000-....o'oooto-o.’oo“'.
oonnooooo-ooccoo-oo---oo--o Es 000000008000 snrivcertocsetsccsocss
00000000 000t0 00 PoBertinieestrstRes *0s0900c0¢vsrsstadrnosscsnsyecres

00000000000 0040000003508 dednsinq@oodoonateotetstnsesBroRtoéstrtorinsed
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RESEARCH INTO STANDARDS OF SOCIAL WORK .

(Social Base Work Section)

C/o Department of Soclal Studiles,
University of the Witwatersrand
Milner Park,
JOHANNESBURG.,

31st July, 1945.
Dear Sir/Madam,

I should be very grateful for your co-operation in
a resesrch project into 'Standards of Social Work and their
relation to Co-operative Planning'. The gtudy 1s belng
carried on with generous financial agsistance from the National
Regearch Council and Board.,

You are kindly requested to complete and return the
enclosed questionnalre, which refers to methods and procedures
in Social Cage Work. In angwering the questions contained
therein you are giving us your opinion as to how Case Work
should be performed, under ideal conditions, in the type of work
in which you are engaged.

All questions should be answered either 'yves' or 'nof,
unlegs otherwlse gpecified, Where your opinion 1s doubtful
the answer 'yes' or 'no' may be qualified in the 'Remarks'
gection. Questions which you cannot answer at all may be left

lank.

We are concerned with you in your capacity of
professional Social Worker only, so that you are known to us
only by number and not by name. ‘

Trusting that yvour co-operation will be forthcoming,
I shall be very glad to receive vour completed questionnaire
before 18th Ausust, 1S45. .

Yours very sincerely,

L. Arnold.

Note: You will be invited to a discussion of some of the problsm
contained in the questionnalire at a meeting of the Case Workers'
Sub-Committee of the Social Workers' Association soon after all
completed questionnaires have been returned,



Social Case Tork Section)

1. Intake of Sociel Asenciss

(a) Showld an dgency accent as lbli'uvnts all pursons falling witiin the scops
of the agancy, even thouvgh tids mwans o lowor standard of vbfk?'

(bd Siould an aguncv in ordur to nuintaln tho dJsi; 34 gtandard of worl:s limit
ite. int Ao to suc:i a nwiber 23 can bu cared for adequatuly?

(Q) If intew is 1im1tud, ahould aceaptance of un applicunt for troatzmant
dopund on ' ‘
10 r"C\J?
2¢ neblonallityt
3s ralizion?
4e priority of spplication?

e nuuds standards?
O guly D SR g P St WO S WP RS Gd S -—— - S D D B S P G ey S Gy G S e S e G PP Y wn Su = vt Wi e P S Wyt Sw weh W --—‘”h“--J

l 3 - - v o > R R - O Syt ol ML e o

1I. First Interviews with Clients

(a) Swould informetion obtained at the firat mterviem ith a clieut
genurally be
1. idontifying?
2s dlagnostic?

»

(1) Trowld clients bo ruquir»d to complate tholr owmn application forms, wheni -

thoy ara C&Pd.blu of doing do?

{c) Shouwld tis staffemumbor in chargo of .o first interview be
1. a traincd soclal workiorl
2e a clor?
3o any otlor pU:.SO:’.‘.? (d’)UCif") 0'.'v..!l!t!..‘ooo‘.uo.q.'b.nllo.'l.

(a) Swovld tho first diagnostic intorviewr, .as a goaural ruloy bc'n.old
' 1, in tho clivntts owa homo? .
2, iz thw sgoneyts offico?

(e) Showld first interviews, as a veneral rvle, be arranged by appointment?
ATHARTS:

I1I, Intorviews Genorally

(a) Should office intorvicws with clionts, as 2 gonerel rulu, bo arranged
by appointmont?

(b) Saowld a social workur set aside ecriain spocific po o na ermgnling
hours?

(e} Do you considor the conditions under @hich you conduct offlce
inturvicws satisfactory as rogords
1. privacy?
2s Turniturae?
3e lignting?
4, vantilation?
S5e¢ senmdtory arrangomonts?
5s walting room?

7¢ otlhor? (Sp(!Ci:;T) $000 09 0¢Ces009UBC00000v0r 0000 oot svsNsotsrsorcnbanase |
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IV, Investigation

(2) Are you, in investigating a case, concerned mainly vdth
1, thwe history of tha casu?
2s the presont circumstancos of tho case only?.

L} Should a socizl wor}:ar alwavs, &8s a mattor of routine, vorify dats,
“heneyer possible ' ‘ '
e by moans of documonts?
2v by moons of othur social aganciug?

{c) Mhich of tac following sourcis of informotion should bo contacted in
an investigation, as a mattor of routine, if avalla'bl

le radativos 1gt dUr"rE,L? - - - - - - -~ -

2+ othur rolatives? = - - - - - - - -

3+ Irionds? - - - . - - - - - -

4, prosont noighbors? - - - - - - - -

5, formur nuighbors? - - - - - - - -

8 prasunt cmploycra? T

7. formur Umployurs? - - - - - - - -

89 pﬂ"ﬂiCi'\n 37 v - - - - - - - -

. 99 ﬂO"Pit ala? - - - - - - - - - -
D 0. policc? = = e e e w e e e -
11, tcochora? - - - - - - - - - -

124 clorgymonl? - - - - - - - - - -

13. prcesont landlords? - - - - - - -~ -

14, Tormur londlords? - - - - - - - -

15. CDurtS? P - - - .u - - - - -

158. lawyers? - - - - - - - - - -

170 tradosmon? - - - - - - ‘- - - -

18, otiwyr ogunelos taat hovo doalt with tho eago? - - -

(cd) Do you, in your worl, give special weight to any of the above sources?
If so, vnderline in the azbove list those sources to which you give
spucial wolght, '

Ara thoru any sowrces, 2ot on tho above list, vialeh rou coantact a.d*

& mattor of routinu, if availablu? . »
If w' SpUCif}' 'thSOt ....»...obtttoiotv..oou.lt..lcl..‘co..onu.u..!
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(&) Saovld an azoncy contact tho Rogistor

1, as soon a8 iduntifyinz date arc availadblo
(1) vy post?
(11) by tolopiaonc?

2, aftor tho first dlagnostic intorviaw //
(1) by post? - L
(11) by tolephono? T

3, navor?

(v) Shwould an sguncy coztwcu oll othor ogoncios weparted by &he Roglstor
" to ¥mow tho case?

(c) Should tuc ngoncius contactod be sclectod on the bisig of
le tho notwro of tho sorviee tucy provide?
2. thoelr dato of rogistration?
3s on any othor dbasis? (spncify) YR I R N I T AR E YT N |

(a) Shovdd tho p:rso;. contacting the Rogistor rougarding a new oase ho
1, the gocial woriur in charge of that casoel
2¢ som: otior porson spuclally appointod for tho purposn?
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’Use of Central Case Rugister

gz&gt g;ggegx v o !
- P

1) Siould an agency contact tio Rogister rogarding currvent casos R
1. at rogalar intervals

(1) by post?
(11) by tolopiono?

Sch, Yo.

eonoe [{eoore
2¢ only in spocial cirewmstances R
(ig 7 post? . i
(i) by tolopaonct

3, novar?

) Should thu porson contacting the Roglstur rogerding g cu:c' ~ont caga be
ls tho socizl workoeyr in chorge of that cas\,?
2+ gow othwr purson spucially appointud for ths purposol

e w28 v

LARTS! , i
. g g
. Rolations with other Azcnelog .t B
- b
'Slovld an ozcuey contact otlvr sgencleg rugularly g _
le in ordur to obtain OOJ(. ctivo dntn about o givuu Clid"lt? evene goo-oo
‘2¢ 1a ordur to obtain v soclzl oxporicnce of otier agancios with .
a givun cliondt? ' . oasee Hoevese
3s 1n ordur to co~oporsto in trootmont? _ epsas Teesss
4, in order to give informutlon wiaich z=ay be of use to another F
aguacy, but haos not boon spucially agked for? i s000e Jaeese
v 4
) Showld on nguney communicatc with othor rgenelus about o cliont :
1, dirﬂctld? i 60802 Hovaoe
2e through thoe cliont? escee Heodee
Be tlro'ugal othur intormcdlerios? (SpUCif‘) e08000sressestunsnsses § vonve [

I A NRENEEEEEANNNENNERENENIEENNNENXNIENNNENENNENNNNENRENNENRENNNNENNNNNNNNNENNERNY )

) Saowld on rgeney rofuse information to motacr cguney

le whion thoe othlenl dupendodbility or stonding of the inqpiriﬁg
""1c,,r 15 not dofinit dy mowm?

2e waon tho Inquiring 'vhJ..c" rofuscss to give tho reasons for ,
rn..eqlusti.ng informntion? q

3e woon the inquirding sgoney wititiolds '\d.utp:.a.tc {nformation which
the firagt agoney balioves to bo immortent for geucuring th
dnta roquestod? 4

(A A RN 4
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) Should an agency
is of inportcm.ca
prove harmful to a

1. vien tho
Qe vaon tho
3, thaon thoe

) Should. nn
egu nci'

cZeney

L].Yl“ g ?

2. only in spocdfic instancos?

-gucond nguncy's stondards are

redw ite rocords avall-dDle to

in a report to another ebemc'r give informatlen, whlch
to 2 full wnderstonding of the cuse, bub wale:r might
o cliant 4

acceptable?

wnlmown?

doubtful?

sucond ngency's stenderds arc
sccond agoney's stonderds oro

socinl worlors in other
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i1, Socl:l Di-gnosis

) Swould an agency for the purpose of disgnosis consider as wnib
1. the individuall? '
2, the fapily?
3e tue aousenold?

) Do rou nsider 1t possitle to stendardize tiwe oubline of & full case
réport?
If so, can you attac: to tals questicmneire an outline of a Tvll
cas: ruport waicy youn conmd.ur galtablo for goneral usc?
) Shonld o ogoncy wadoriali tumporary trontiwst bofore dlegnostic
procudurs has buen fully compl sbudl

) Should an eguney have o timo limit within hich diagnostic procoduro
mugt bo complotod?

.) Skould rosponsidility for final dlagnosis of a caso rost with
1, the social worlor in chorzu of tho investigation of the casa?
2, a case supervisor?

', 3. & case cormittee? ‘
4, any other person or Zroup of pGrSO"u.:? ( PeCify) Coseraseesssan

PP I RPN PP 200000008Vl NERIPIRIRNIBRIEIRERIOERIOPOPOrNeRBetS

) Waere final diagnosis ig in the hands of a committec, should cases be
prasentad Yo that cormitteo by :
1, tae soclal worlwor in charge of thoe investigation of the case?.
2, a caso suporvisor?
3. any othor persod or group of porsons? (Spucify) eeesssccececes

I ENEE NN NFEN NN NENNENENNENENXNNNNENERIRNN NN IN NI NN NEN NN NN NN NN N

) Sovld an agoney porlodicelly roview, as a matter of routine, the
dlognosls of cascs wndor troatmont? -
If so, what puriod should bo allowud to vlapso
1. botwoen initlal diq agno gig and fil‘,'}t TPOVIiA? evessccesvrecerncos
2. botwoun subsequent roviiws?  ceevssssresiseascrcterrcctrsrene
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an of Brostmont

) Hove vow, for yoursalf, laid dowr any genoral foroula exprassing your
troatnont ObJUCtiVUS? (SPQCify) 60 a0peesBaEs 0o n s PoertanEtanssbOs e
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Rlan of Troatmont ? . Sch.  No.

Q Have yau in your treatment obddctives lald do'm any muasurable standard

for ( spucify)

1‘ food.? i...!.oaon..l.n'OilcIlb......o..lconoaolQQOQC'Q-o,...otp.

2e Clothing? .nao-nn-yogpouooooloooo.c00-acoooo.o-.oo.oocuoootn-'.

30 housing? G009 0080888000000 00tavt et brorrs Pt ssnenessdlosncoiting

4, medical cara?l 0080 00 00U 00060080 ts s esnstestsnisstssvostneionss

|

Do 0QUCOBIONT eaesesesiorsactsearerssercersssesonroncarscaconasnse
Be 0CrOation? sseecvceccosvrcsciotcassssocvenrssssscancosssoscons
7e CULLUIUT secoeovnscscossosasesonsosossassorssssvsssnrsessonnsne
B, Lumen rolo.tionships? 0098000000003 000000va0000a0sac0s0sastss et
e INCOMIT soevceoceovrsocencestosetossosoonssossssncsosrastnsosyy
' 10+ OVROXT eecesconconsacssncvtssscssaoscosatocosscsencssssssosntncs

) Should thoe porson(s) rosponsidlu for. d.idg'IOSiS also bu rasponsidle for.
planning treatmont?
11f not o ghould? (“pUCi&j) ..on.tv.oo...nt‘ooooo.---.-.-.0000.0

) S’nould.,cm aganecy discuss 1lts plan of troantmomt —rith - ° . £ Sonmclos
- damding with the case

1. alﬁﬂyS?

2, only in special circm.,tarces?

) Tould an agency discuss 1ts plan of treoatment with the clionts cone
corned,
l. always?
2+ only in spoclal eircumstances?

) In casz of rofusal by a clicnt to accupt the troatment plamnod, showld
~ the agoacy
. l. attumpt to onforee itz troatmont?

2o modify 15 plan?

Je withdray from troatmont?

LARES?E.

eoQB

- AT et s G w2 e nt e a st mnis nms o pmsm e oL b mreng, smeme e utte s seteat b e tme L s e o o e e e e e e
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3) Should tho porson( 8) I‘)sponsi'blo t’or carrying out troatmont bo tho samo
as thoso rugponsible for planning troatment? ‘

) Should troatment bo given ag far os posa:.'blo
1, on the agoncyls proml adg?
2, in tho cliont!s om homot

1) Should an. agancy poriodleally ravicw 1ts troatmont as a mattor of
routino?
17 so, taat poriod sheuwld be allowdd to alapsa batwoen such

ruviu“s? (upUCifJ) ooooo-actoiﬂo'otool-00-00.1.0.00..0...0100ocoo000000‘
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X, Po;lom-up_

{a) Slould an agency follow up, as o mattor of routine, cases no longer
under truatment
1, whén a client refuses traa’cment? .
2, wien the aguncy refuses to give furthor treatment?
“§. Waon a cliont wants to malntain contact with the agency?
4, waon tho agoncy wants to maintain contact with o cliont?

{v) Should an ogcmcy closu a caso
l. whon a cliant rofuscs troatmont effored by the agency?
. 24 wWuon o cliont no longer falls within thu scopu of the agency,
? though wanting further troatmont by the aguneyt
| 8, whon n cliont dios?
’ 4s whon the agoney no longor providoes tho sarvieo roguired?
5 waon o cliont goas to anothor aguney?
8¢ vaom tho agoney rofourg tho cllumt to anothor ageoncy?
7e Wran o cliont movys to anothar district?
'80 undﬁr anylothur'CircumstaﬂcUST Gspﬁcify)_o-.....g....-....--..

.0.~a'000¢uu.o-Qoonoo;oQOQOOVOI'o-_q'nnotln.u..oo.oc.uctn.il;oooco

‘d) That is your caso load at tho progont time? " Undor 10"
_ 4 o 10 & undar 20
2" 30
30 n " 40
_ : 40 " n 50
. ' - By w0 g
i : QU uo
t % 1 g
i 80 # " 90
100 & ovor

That do you conslder a satis:*mtor" casz load in your presont work?
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.f) Thet is the numbor of office inturviows hold by you daring tho last
7 days? _ Wiéar10
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{a) Showld &n egency mare its records availgble to
le students engnged in reseorch projecta?
2, others ongagod in sctandifloproidetsa?
3y tho publict :

(2) Zave you ovur uwsod agoncy rocords for resuard: purposes? (specify)esy.
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B, Procedure for collecting Data on Agency Practice,

Selection of Agencles,

Official records gave a total of 41 agaenclies in Johannes-
burg engaged mainly in case work in the natursal envirohmént of
the client, 1.9.,:ou£side Institutions, Further preliminary
enqulry Into the activities of these 41 agencies resulted in
the exclusion of 7 agencies from the list of case work agencles
on the followihg grounds:

1, Government agency, offliclally unable to give the re-
qulired data,

2., Agency not functioning at present.

3. No pald or unpald qualified soclal worksr smployed;
agancy only assists financially mainly aged people
not eligible for 014 Age Pensions, owing to the
present law relating to residential qualifications.

4, Agency not dolng case work, mainly assisting homeless
men by glving casual asslstancse.

5, Agency mainly engaged in referring cases to relevant
agoncles; glves small amount of casual asslstance,

6, Agency could not be found,

7. No case work done; legal assistance only given on
means test basis, :

The administrative heads and case supervisors of the re-
sulting 34 agencies were all interviewed with the object of
sompleting forms A and B, These interviews resulted in the
exclusion of another 7 agencies from the final list of agen-
cies to be surveyed, for the followlng reasons:

1, Limited amount of investigation, since circumstances

of families are known to the 'visiting sisters!';
no files or records kept: function mainly giving
of casual assistancs. .

2. No paid or unpald qualified case workers employed,
although one worker does case work unofficlally.

3. Only financial aséistance‘supplied on the basls of
office interviews; cases refarred to other agencles
for treatment.

4, Object of agency: 'to give charity and charity only'.
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5. No case work done oxcept inh conhection with institutions

6. No case work done except in connection with institu-
tions; other cases referred to another agency.

7. Most. cases referred to another agency for investigation
and treatment; only financial temporary.aid given,
usually on the recommendation of other agencies.

The number of case work agencies for which forms A and B

have been completed and used in the enquiry is therefore 27,

AEEroach.

In general the agencias concerned were approached as fol-
lows : |

(i) A lotter requesﬁing co¥operation and explaining the
project was sent to the administrative head -of the agency con-
cerned, '

(11) This was followed by a telephone call to make appoint-
ments with the administrative head and case supervisor of the
agency. |

(111) A skilled investigator, thoroughly familiar with
forms A and B, then cempleted these forms during interviews
at the agency. In Sbme cases form A was left at the agency's
office to be compieteé by the administrative head of the agency,
whefe administrative Aeﬁails were not readily available.

(1v) The interviews for form B took from 1% to 4 hours
and in some cases wers spread over more than one interview
period. |

(v) fHelevant'ﬁécuments were collected as far as possible
during iﬁferviews;_‘ - |
(vi) The_inveét;gatcr recorded; immediately after each
"interview, the conditions under which the interview had taken
pi&ée?:68p901a11y noting the pldace and dupation of the inter-
vieﬁgvinterruptioh35 the ease or d1fficulty with which ques- ’
tions were answered and the attitude of the interviewee towards

the study.
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~This approach was modified in some cases, depending on
the agency concerned. A letter of thanks concluded all con-

tacts,

Responss. ,
Although the final response of all agencles investigated

for forms A and B was excellent, certain Initial difficultles
.presented theméelves; which‘shoulé be mentioned:

(1) First Contact: For the first 4 interviews a direct
verbal approach was made by'the Investigator to the administra-
tive head of the agency concerned, without the bfficial letter
:requesting co-operation, In two of these interviews this
cproved a definite mistake, and all further intervlews wgre pre-
;ceded by an official letter, Several agencles requested the
investigator to leave form B for them %o study before the inter-
- view took place. This request was.not acceded to.

(i1) Interpretation of project: In some interviews the
Investigator had to explain carefully and at length the object
of the study before the desired co-operation from the Inter-

: viewee was gained, One interviewse, for example, did not con-
sider her agency to be dolng case work in the sense in which

the term 1is employed in Johannesburg. . This interviewse pointed
oﬁt consistentiy that social work as performed at present

tought to be completely overhauled, with an entirely new ap-
proach!, Another interviewse insisted initially that her
agenéy did work 'in the misslionary spirit!, and was not inter-
asted in case work procedure. Ancther was of the opinlion that
research of this nature was useless as long as soclal work was
done under the capltalist system, |

Some interviewees, in agencies unable through lack of
funds énd staff to perform thelr work as deslred, had great
difficulty in distinguishling between the actual work as per-
formed by the agency and the manner in'which they thought the
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negency should be run,
(111) Time. of Interviews: qFrequent,;nterruptions causing
breaks in some interviews and-general overwork and lack of
. %ime on theepartfof~the 1nterviewees:alse”preved'considerable
‘handicaps.-that had to be overcome;by the ski1ll of the investi-
gator.
(iv) _Speoific Questiong: “ Certain difficulties in answer-

ing specific gquestions will be mentioned below.

Editing.

Conferences between the investigator who carried out the
interviews and the present author were held safter each of the
first 4 interviews and thereafter after sach third interview.
During these conferences the questions in each schedule were
checked with themselves -and with information from other sources.
Three second interviews were arranged to clear doubtful ques-
tions.‘ ‘Finelly all schedules-were carded for use 1n analysis.

A1l schedules were completed and edited between July 1st,
,1945 and August Slst 1945,
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Ca PrOcedureffor'co;1§Ctinéwﬁefe on SOCla11Worker Ohiﬂion;

Selectlon of Social WOrkers.

| A Jist of‘seMéel case workers was compiled fron férm A
to. 1nclude all full time 5001al workers emoloyed by the

27 agencies 1nvestigated, and whose main ‘duties were likely
to lnvoLVe case work, The total number of social workers

" thus seleoﬁed was 129,

1 Approaoh;

These soclial workers were appfogéﬂéd as follows:

(1) A questionnaire with:a covering letter explaining
the object of the study, giving simple instruction for
answering: the questionnaire and pointlng out the confi-
dential nature of the enquiry, together with a stamped
addressed-reﬁurn envelope, was sent to eaoh‘eociel worker.

(1l) This was followed after‘one month by occasional
verbal follow~ub contacts with workers easily availlable,
“(111) After 6 weeks written follow-up notes were sent
to all those who had not yet responded |
(1v At the end of two months one social worker was
contacted by telephone in each agency which emoloyed one
or more sociai workers who had not yet returned the
questionnaire. |

(v) At the end of four months a fresh copy of the
guestlionnailre together with a follow—ub_letter was gent
to all those who had not yet replied;‘ The follow~np
letter requested.social workers whc'wéré unable to com~
plete the questionnalre to state briefly their reasons

therefor.ﬂ
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| Response
; The final response, six months after the first‘qﬁes~
tionnaire was sent éut was as follows!
Number of completed questionnaires received ..... 71
Number of qﬁestionnaires oanéelled .........;.... 44'

Number of questlonnaires to which no response
wa.s reCeived 00‘..0'-.oca-odooococ..uotnoutoou.a 14

Questionnaires were cancelled for thé féllowihg reasons:!
Social workers no lbhger employedvin casé work (13).
~Soclal workers nothengagédﬁin bona fide case work (20).

Soc 1al workers unable to co-operate becausethey were
Government employees (9).

Soclal workers reported lack of time (1).

Soclal workers returned a blahk questionnaire (1).

The completed questlonnaires represent the opinions of
goclal workers employed in 22 out of the 27 agencles inveg-
tigated. The 5 égenciesvfrom which no workér had returned
a. completed questionnalre were all virtually 'one ~man'
agenclieg, so that the case worker, being at the same time
case supervisor, had already been inter#iéwed for forms A
and B. Enquiries from other case workers interviewed as -
oése éuperviéors indicated a certailn amount of difficulty
in disttnguiéhing between the schedule interview and the
questionnaire; that 1s,:betWéen the policy of and the
methods actually employed by the agency concerned and the
opinion of the soclal worker as independent ?rofessional

soclal worker..

It was estimated that the questlonnalre took from 1}
to 5 hoursto complete, dependihg on the amount of thought
the soclal worker had already given to the problems ﬁherein.
Follow-up enquiries indicated that ﬁany workers requlred

to seriously considerlall the questlions involved. In
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fol}owing”gp the Interest and importance of the study was

stréssed; rather than insisting on spéedy replles.

Editing.

A small number of replies in certaln questionnaires
had to be rejected where it was clear that the social
worker was not spating-his own opinion but merely men-
tioning agency policy. This was oniy done, however, where
the social worker's mlsunderstanding of the question was

unmistakable.

All questionnalres were received, edited and carded

for analysis between lst September, 1945, and 28th Februs»y,

1946,
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Chapter IV

NOTES ON STATISTIGAL PROGEDURE.

In analysing the data obtained use wag made of the
Standard Error Formula. The followlng 1s an example of
how the formula was appliled.

Data:
(a) The following question was put to 27 Fémily Welfare
Agencies in Johannesburg, the reply being recorded on a

schedules
"Dogs the Agency accept as clients all persons falling
within the scope of the Agency?"
25 agencles replied 'yes' and 2 agencies replied 'no'.
(b) The following question was put to 71 socoial workers,

employed by Family Wel fare Agencies in Johannesburg, the

reply belng recorded on a questionnaire:

"Should an agency accept as clients all persons
falling within the scope of the agency, even thbugh
this means a lower standard of work?"

21 sociél workers replied 'yes' and SO soclal workers

replied 'no'.

The group of 27 agencies under (a) includes all agencies
enéaged in family case work (in the clients' own homes) 1n
Johannesburg during July, 1945. The responses, as recorded,
give us in themselves a picture of some aspects of family
welfare work in Johannegburg at the time of the invegtiga-
tion. There are then 27 known responses or events which

constitute an exlistent finite universe.
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We may, however, attempt to use these 27 known events
a8 a basis for sclentific generalization, so that conciusions
drawn fromfhem have a wider basis than the accldental circum-
stances of.wélfare work in Johannesburg at the time of'the
1nveét1gation.

- The regponse of each agency is depeﬁdent on a large
number of small factors varying independently of each other
from agency to agendy. Generally the type of response'ob-
talned will be ‘i;nfluenceq_ by 5112 factors building up the
historical background of an agency up to the moment the
response was-regorded, If it were possible to determine
the nature and degree of all these factors, the response of
any particular agency could be forecast exactly. These
factors are, however, innumerable, largely unknowh, and
highly complek, and 1t is in practice impossible to analyze
each one sepafétely. To say, however, that all responses
are affected byva complex gystem of‘inhumerable small inde-
pendent factbrs is eqﬁivalent”to saying that all responses
are affected by chance and should bé investigated by statis-
tical methods.

Théré'is an infinite number of possibie'responses to
duestion (a) 1f 1t 18 repeatedly asked in the Same‘general
circumstances a8 described above. Around the 27 known
events we can bulld up a hypothetical universe, consisting
of all the possiblereéponses to the'question? This universe
ig Infinite aﬁd exists only in imaginationjﬂbut actuality
can be glven to particular events in this universe by re-
cording actual reéponses to the question.

If at any'tiﬁe or place cifcumstances arise. similar
to those under which the recorded evénts‘happenéd; then
another event in'our hypothetical universe comes into exis-

tence. There can be imagined an infinite universe of
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respénses to question (a) by the type of agency described
functioning‘under conditions similar to those in Johanneg-_
burg at the tlme of the lnvestigation, and the data obsérved
then form a sample fromthis hypothetical universe.

If the avallable sample 1s to be used for scientifilc
generalization, 1t must give us information about this
hypothetical parent unlverse, The type of sample that con-
forms to this condition is the RahdomvSample. A Random
s§mple.consists of é limited number of evehts, chosen from

a universe in such a manner that every event in the universe

" has had an equal and independent chance of being selected.

Such a sample 1s so constituted that 1t 1s possible to
find from estimates calculated directly from it (1) cor-
responding values of the universe; and (i11) limits to the

probable divergence between the estimate baged on the

sample and the true value in the unlverse.

Where ﬁheiparent universe 1s known, established
nilques ofknahdom :sampling can be employed to extract a
sample conforming to conditlonsg of randomness, These
techniqueé are, however, based on the existence of every
event in ﬁhe universe. In our hypothetlcal universe this

condition does not apply and we have to take the avallable

~events as the basis of our sample.

In dfawing a sample from a known universe, established
techniques allow us to Jjudge to a certailn extent the random-
neags of a sampling method. These techniques presuppose
that we know the form of the parent universe and can there-
fore not be used to criticise the method by which a sample

from a hypothetical universe was obtained.
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Since our knowledge of the parént‘ﬁﬁivérsé‘can ohly
be derlved from the sample we cannot éay Wichéértainty
that every other possibility haé had an equal chahcé of
oceurring, - | A '

There are, however, certzin grounds for supposing that
5 the éample used in the present investigation is sufficlently
equivaleht to a random sample to gilve us estimates of the
parent univefsea

The method of selecting events was such that sampling
conditions were kept constant throughout the investlgatlion. -
The responses of all famlly welfare agencies in one locality
were inecluded in the sample.and were recorded within 2 short
_ spéce of time.. The probability of drawing = certain type
of resboﬁée therefore reﬁained constant throughouﬂ. The
.1nvestigator took notes, on recording each individual fe;
épbﬁse, of any differences or changes which might be re-
"gafdéd as affecting gampling cénditions,

All agencies were approachedAindividually; Their
responges were recorded on a schedule Ey a skilled social
Investigator and as far as possible tested and checked with
outsidevsources of information,

- We shall then consider our sample as equivalent to a
random gample of all family welfare agenclies operating
Qﬁder conditions simllar to those in Johannesburg at the
time of the 1nvest£gation,

vOur sample is drawn from a universe containing yes's
and ho's only; The sampie then gives rise to a binomial
distribution‘from which the standard error can be calculated.

| If p 1s the proportfén of Yes's in the sample;
" q 1s the proportion of No's in the sample; =and
n 1s the total number of events;

then the Standard .EI’;-I‘OI" .‘-"
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Appiyihg this formula to-the daté under (a) above, we
then find a»standérd errér of apprdximateiy 4 %; 1.6., the
‘odds are:lodzl that in oﬁr imaéinary universe between 85%
andvloo% of repiies will be:}yes';(l)

_Fbr our purpose odds of 105;1 establish virtual cer-
tainty-aﬁd'we can theréf&re be #irﬁﬁélly certain that:-

of all family welfare agénciés, operating under conditions

similar to thosebin Johahnesburg, between 85% and 100%

~accept as clients all persons falling within the scope of

the‘agendy.

| Applying the same fdfmula to the'data'under (b), we
cén be virtuélly certéin thétﬁe of éll S6cial Workers
émplbyed by family welfare agencies obérating under con-

ditions similar;to thbse in Johannesburg, Between'16% and

43% are of the oplnion that agencles should accept as

clients all persons.falling withih the scope of the agencty,
even though‘this means a lower standard of work.

Wheré.it was of interegt to discover the divergence
between ageﬁcy practige’and social worker opinion, the

standard error of the difference was calculated by the

formula:{m:\/g,gl ¥ Eﬂ; .
' n, N,

Where the dffference between p‘and p was at least
2% times éuthe divergence between agency practice and

gocial worker opinion was considered significant.

(L)For n <20 Fisher's table of t.was used. “(RsA. Fisher -
Statistical Methods for Research Workers. Edinburgh -
London: Oliver and Boyd, 1941, pg 167)
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In the following tables, the figures under (P), are
the actual values obtained, representing the best single
estimates the data permit. The figures recorded under
(CL) correspond to odde of 100:1, and are‘taken as estab-
lighing Virtual certainty for our purpose., .

In the following tables the 'weighted percentage' of
soclal agencies 1s the percentage of the agencies con-
cerned welghted in proportion to the number of full-time
case workers employed so that the final figures will give
a truer picture of soclal work practice as a whole. No
ad Justment was made for the weighting in calculating the
figures under (CL) as the resulting variations were small
compared to the original figures,

In interpreting the-following tables the flgures
under (CL) are‘used in most cases. It was found,lhowever,
that where the standard error'was-very large, so that the
upper and lower limits established under (CL) were com=
parativeiy’far apart, these figures.were sometimes dif-
ficultvtowinterpret. In'such.a case.either the flgures
nnder (P) are used as being 'probable'; or a deviation
of the actual Value obtained from 50% of at least 22 standard
error 1is interpreted ag constituting a majority or a

‘minority' practice or opinion.
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Chapter V.,

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA COLLECTED

A. Trestment Qgiectiﬁes.

' The following tables and remarks examine the treééﬁénﬁ

oblectives of soclal agencles and individual goclal workers.

Tt will be seen inter alla: - ”

l.  that for all agené¢les the general formula expressing
their'case work objectives could be expressed in
terms of one or more of the following human needs:
food, clothing, housing, medical care, educatlon,
_recreation, cﬁlture, and human relatlonships,.

2. ihat of every 10 agencies more than 9 included medi-«
cal care amongst thelr treatment objectives, and’
9 or more included human rolationships; that ini
come was,lnéluded by 8.or more of esvery 10 agencles;
that more 7 of every 10 agencles included food,
clothing, housing and education; that 6 or more of
every 10 agencles were concernéd with fecreation;
while probablj about half of all agencles were con-
cerned with culture and emblqyment as treatment
objectives,

3+ - that of every 10 agencles, probably 5 used a measur-.
able standard for income, probably 3 used a measure
able standard for food, probably 2 to 3 used a
measurable standard for medical care, probably
2 used a measurable standard for housing and educa-
tion, and prebably 1 used‘a measurable standard
for human relationships; while recreation, culture
and employment were never expressed in mecasurable

terms, -
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4. that the mejority of social workefs, but certainly
not all, could express their treatment objectives
in terms of one or more of the following human needs:
food, clething, housing, medical care, education, re~
greation; culture and human relatlonships,

5. that from 4 to 7 of every 10 soclal workers included
medibal care and education amongst their tfeatmentAv
objectives, from 3 to 6‘1ncluded food, housing and |

~recreatlion, from 2 to 5 included clothing, human
relatlionships and 1ndome, and from 1 tb 4 included
culture amongst their tréatment objectives. |

6. that of every 10 sSoial workers probably 2 used a
measurable gtandard. for housing and medical care,
probably 1 or 2 used a measurable standard for food,

- clothing and education, probably 1 used a measurable
standard-for”recreation and income, and less than 1

used a measurable standard for culture and human

relationships,
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Table 1,

Treatment ObjJectives in 27 Agencies

Weighted (1)

Percentage Number
P(g) CL(2)
(a) Agencies that were, in their treat-
ment objectives specifically con-
cerned with
1. food R R N T '88 72“100 20
2, CIOthing G0 ses s e s et ensense e 87 71“100 19
3. houSing S P e e s et et e e st dbee 87 71“100 18
4. medical Cal“e ....l’...ll.‘l.l...‘ 99 94-100 26
5. education R R Y 89 74”100 22
s recreation steiescocssssecscasas T6 56~ 06 16
7. culture OP s e s P e P I s s e isen s 61 38- 84 12
8. human relationships seeeesesses 97 89-100 25
9o'income ® 00 v 0P QL0 O NTLOEIDPEOSOLTDBOORDSLES 90 76~100 20
10, other (emplovment) .sesesseeeses 61 38~ 84 14
(b) Aszencles that were not specifically
concerned with any of the object-
ives under (a) R R e 0~ 3 0

(¢c) Agencies that, in their treatment
- objectives, had laid down a measur-
akle standard for )
1. food cciu-cso-}ou-;octootc"uo1 31 9~ 53

2, Clothing RNy 0 O~ 3
3b houSing PRI A T 18 O“ 36
4. medical Care sesesiessesrosvess 25 4- 46
50 education AR EEEEREEEEREEEEEENEEEEY 20 1— 39
60 Pecreation R R R O O— 3
gJ culture beesiarssonsodbeersonas 0 O- 3

» human relationships siivevevses 14 0- 31
9. income S e d s e P00 P s0 s 000 bIBES 51 27" 75
10. employment s eos00rs sdovraor s 0 0- 3

ocowvHooWwuUILIOoW

(1>In all tables the weighted percentage of social agencies 1s the
percentage of the agencles concerned welghted 1n proportion
to the number of full-time case workers employed. See also
chapter IV.

(Q)The figures recorded under P represent the best single estim-
ateg that the data permit; the flgures recorded under CL
are the cautious limits amounting to virtual certalnty.

See also chapter IV,



Quest, No.
(a)

(a)lO.

(a)9.
andlQ.

(c)

Remarks on Table 1,

Nearly all agencies had lald down some general
formula expressing thelr treatment objectives.

Several agencies spontaneously gave ‘'employment'
as a treatment objective, It will be seen
from table 2 that individual soclal workers did
not zlve any treatment objectives other than
those mentioned in question (a).

Income and employment are really secondary
objectives, as theilr value depends on the
food, clothing, housing, medical care,
education, recreation, culture and human
relationships for which they can be ex~
changed,

In one agency measurable standards for food,
clothing, housing, medical care, education
and recreation were being worked out at the
time of the invesgtigation.




Table 2,

29.

Trestment Objectives of 71 Social Workers

j Number
of
Percentage Number Repliles
not
P CL Recorded
(a) Social workers that were, in
thelr treatment objectives,
gpecifically concerned with _ ' ‘
lo food SN s 000 PO s E OISR OETDT TS 47 30' 64 25 18
2. CIOthlng ® 000 0 80500 aPEL S0 38 21“ 54 20 18
Do hOUSing Seosrenviversots o 45 28~ 62 24 18
40 medical care IR 57 40"'73 30 18
50 education tres 00 s st e b0 53 36" 70 . 28 18
6. recreation .sisesesveceesss 47 30- 64 25 18
70 culture 22 8900 00 e De s eR OO 24 10“ 39 13 18
8. human relationships  seseees 32 16- 48 17 18
90 1ncome -0-.000.0000;0000001 36 19' 52 19 18
10. Other e e s s s 0D et 0O OLS O
. (b) Social workers that were not
specifically concerned with any
of the above objectlves cesees 30 14- 46 16 18
(c) Social workers that had laid down
In their treatment objectlives a
meagurable standard for
'1. fOOd S0 00t s ssebsneeanto Pl 15 3~'27 8 18
2. Clothing AR R 15 3"”27 8 18
3. hous1ng et e scss et aces et ae 19 6“ 32 10 18
4. medical care N EER R 19 6 "32 lo 18
5. education et ev s e s e 08 s eb0 0N 15 3“ 27 8 18
6; recreatlon YRR R ) 9 0~ 19 5 18
70 Culture S0 e s PO BTOECEOlIECLEBI PR 4 O“ lO 2 18
8. human relationshipPs8 sesssss 4 0~ 10 2 18
9. income eV s eI re B0 e e b0 13 2- 25 7 18
10. other sesssscecr st et 0
Remarks on Table 2.
Quest. No.
(a) Approximately half of all soclal workers had laid

down a general formula expressing thelr treat-

ment objectives,

A comparatively 1arge mumber of soclal workers
(approximately 1) did not reply to the questions

concerning treatment objectives.

It seems prob-

able that thelr replles to these questions would
be in the negative, but thls possibility has not
been taken into account.
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Remarks on Table 2 (Cont.)

Quest. No.

(a)9. See remark under (a)9 on table 1.

(2)10. No other treatment objectives were mentioned.

(b) Of the 16 gocial workers that stated that they were
not specifically concerned with any of the object-
ives mentioned under (a), 10 gave a general formula
expressing their objectives 1in treatment. These
follow verbatim hereunder: '

1. "My main treatment objective is positive health

(i.e. preventive health)".
24 "(a) The supplying of urgent needs when neces-
sary. (b) Encouragement of persgon or family

to make the best out of a situation and them-
selves co~operate hopefully on the basig of
Taith in God Who cares and can help',

3. "(a) In approaching cases my <irst aim 1s to

' " glve what material ald is absolutely neceg-
‘sarys such as food, clothing etc.
(b) Secondly the exploitation of all unde-
veloped economic possibilities 18 my alm.
(¢c) The most important step comes last; that
of planning, in the widest sense, for those
members of the famlly that are the grown-ups.
of tomorrow",

4. "Each cage is a separate personality and no
two personalities can be treated alike..
The only aim is rehabilitation of the case",

5. "Programme of treatment based cn medical,
psychiatric and social history of c¢client
and each case 1s treated on its meritg".

6. "To assist the client in achleving a satisg-
factory adjustment to his social and psycho-
logical environment".

7. "Attempts to locate the avenues through which
' . the unit can achleve the maximum adjustment
with the minimum of external assistance”.

8. "Rehabilitation of person(s) concerned to
become independent.. Aim is to help people
to help themselves." . ,

9. "Myp aim is to adjust childrer to soclety, 1l.e.,
to train them to control tlieir docial rela--
tionships in such a way As to bring: satls-
factlon to themselves and to others. I
attempt: to do this, by reasoning and discus-
gion and never dogmatically; 1i.ei;. I attempt
to make them aware of thelr respongibility
as members of society".
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Remarks on Table 2 (Cont,)

Quest., No,

(b) _ 4
(eont, ) 10. "Very broadly speaking, I congider the object
of trestment to be that of enabling the in-
dividual or family concerncd to attain a
- decent standard of living, This willl in-
volve readjustment or rehabllitation,
Unfortunately, one agency ls scldom able
to do thils, it can at begt attack only a
small part of the problem and 1its work con-
slets of pateching up."

(¢} Some soclal workers remarked that standards. for
medical care, educatlion, recreation, culture and
human relationships were not measurable, that
the gtandards should always be adapted in accord-
ance with avallable resources keeplng as near as
posslble to the ideal. '
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B, Intake.'

The following tables and remarks examlne the intake of
social agencies and the'bpinions of soclal workers on this
subject, It will be seen inter aliat
 1. that more than 8 of'évery»lo'agencies accepted as clients

any person falling within their scope.

2.  that less than 2 of every 10 agencies limited intake
within their scope for the purpose of maintaining the
desired standard of work,vbut that constitutioﬁal
pollcy often included certain limiting factors, in-
cluding race in probably about half of all agencles,
needs standards in less than 3 of every 10 agencles,
nationality in less than 2, priority of application
in 1 or less, and religlon in less than 1 of every
10 agencies.' |

e that of every 10 agencies that did not limit intake
within their scope as 1aid down constitutionally,
more than 6 could_mainﬁain the standard of work'they
desired, | '

4. that of every 10 agencles 6 or more maintained the
standard of work they desired, with or without 1limit-
ing intake. | |

5. that from 6 to 8 of every 10 social workers were of tﬁe
opinion that agencies should 1limit intake in order to
maintain the desired standard of work.

6. that of every 10 social workers 8 or more were in
favour of using needs standards ag = basis fo£ the

‘limitation of intake, less than 4 favoured using race
or prlority of application, ahd 1 or less favoured
using nationality or religion as a basis for the

" limitation of intake,




Table 3.

- Intake in 27 Social Agencies

(a) Agencies that accepted as clients all
persons falling within their scope

(b) Agencies that could maintain the
desired standard of work without
limiting Intake sieeveesessssecnns

(c) Agencies that limited intske in order
to maintain the degired standard of

work s e s e 0P ens b ot eNs s OEB e it

- (d) Agencles that maintained the desired
' standard of work with or without
limiting intske Giseissosevensreie

Weilghted
Percentage

P CL
95 84~100
831064100
5  0-16
77 56- 98
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Number

.25

14

14

j(l)Percentage of the number of agencies accepting asg cllents all
persons falling within the scope of the agency.

Remarks on Table 3.

Quesgt No,

(c) | Of the agencles 1nvest1gated two limited their
Intake wilthin theilr scope, in order to maintain

the desired standard of work;

nelther of these.

agencles limited thelir intake to the extent of
actually maintainlng the: desired gtandard of

WOYK o
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Table 4.

QOpinion on Intake in Soclal Agencles

Replieg of 71 Social Workers

Affirmative Replies Number

of
Percentage Number Replies
; not
| P CL. Recorded
(a) Should an agency accept as clients
all personsg falling within the
scope of the agency, even though
this mearns a lower standard of
work? onto,-oo‘uoococ.toaacolIO‘O 30 16"43 21 ) O
(b) Should an agency 1n order to main-
tain the deslred gtandard of
work limit its intake to such
a number as.can be cared for , :
adequately? R R R 70 57" 84 50 0

Quest. No,

(a)

(b)

Remarks on Table 4.

A few social workers remarked that if a particular

agency is the only one in a specialized fileld,
then that agency should accept as clients all
persons falling within its scope, even though
this may mean a lower gtandard of work; other-
wige lntake should be limited. .

One soclal worker remarked that agencies should

accept as clients all persons falling within
thelr scope, as Government recognition of the.
need to increase subsidies, leading to expansions,
will depend partly on statistics relating to the
number of clients served.

cs oAy s
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Table 5. - . L

-

Intake of 27 Agencles as determined by their
Constitution and Limitatlon Pollcy

Weighted
Percentage Number .
P QL -
~Agencleg that circumscribed intake on
- the basis of o . v ~
1. PACE eoessassensacosnevosesscssen . 49 25"' 73 19
2. nationality €92 z00 000000000 7 0= 19 3
3 l'feligion tesensvse st 00t e 2 o- 9 2
4. priority of application sseecss > 0- 11 1
5. needs gtandards Ceves s arestes e 12 O~ 28 3

Remarks on Table 5.

The intake of an agency 18 as a rule limlted by the
scope of 1its constitution. Table 5 comblnes con-
gtitutional limitation and limitation of 1ntake in
order to maintain the desired standard of work.

Of the two agencies that limited intake within their
gcope in order to maintain the desired gtandard of
work, one limited intake on the basls of race,
priority of application and needs standards, de-
pending on the type of problem presented. The
other agency limited 1intake solely on the basis

of race.

e



Table 6
Opinion on the Rasis for Limitation in Intake

" Replieg of 71 Social Workers

If intake is limited, ashould accept-
ance of an appllicant for treatment
depend on

1.

2,

3.

4.
2L

race? R R N R I R A N R
nationality‘?..oc seeveseasesee
religion? ..—.".....‘....'."...
priority of application? .....
needs gstandards? s00cceseonboe
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Affirmative Repllés Number

of

Percentage Number Replies

P

23

6
5.

23
88

CL

.10~ 36
" 0-14
0- 11
10- 37

77- 98

Remarks on Table 6.

15

g
56

"“Recorded.

~I-1O\O\O\

The following social worker's remark is of interest:
"If intake is limited, acceptance of an applicant
for treatment should depend on a good prognosis",
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C. Interviewing Conditions.

The following tables and remarks examine some of the
_general cénditions under which agencies conducted offlce inter-
viewsg with clients and the views of soclal workers thereon.
It will be obsgerved inter allat _

1, that of every 10 agencies 3 or less arranged office
interviews with clients by appoi#tment, as & general
rule, aﬁd legs than 2 set aslde specific perlods as
éonsulting hours,

2: - that the majority of soclal workers were of the bplnion
that appointments for office interviews with clients
and consulting hdurS'should be introduced into agency
practice, |

3.~ that in probably about half of all agencles office
interviews lacked privacy and waltlng room was un-

satisfactory,
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Table 7.

Conditions under which Office Interviews
were held In 27 Agencles

Welghted
Percentage Number
P CL
(a) Agencies that arranged office inter-
views with clients as a general rule . :
by appOintment S0 s e 0060000000000 14 O"' 31 6
(b) Agencies that set aside certain spec-
ific periods as consulting hours .. 5 0- 16 3

(c) Agencies that hel?lgffice interviews
in satisfactory condlitions as
regards :
1. pr‘ivac}r O 8 0 68 2 8 00 000909 0O 2PN 52 28— 76 15
2, furniture Se P e s 00t 00 LR RER e 84 66"100 21
3. lighting PRt o P taas s B0 s Es st e lOO 97"100 27
4. Ventilation R R ET 99 94"‘100 26
5. sanitary arrangements .eeeececse 86 69-100 25
6. Waiting room oooo.oo.'ooooococboi 46 22"' 70 ll

(1)The conditlons under which office interviews were held were
recorded as satisfactory by the investigator if:

1. the room(s) in which social workers conducted interviews
was/were not shared with either other social workers
or clients other than those interviewed, and wag/were
free from other disturbances,

2 the room(s) in which clients were interviewed was/were
pleasantly furnished, contained suiltable geating
accommodation for clients, and was/were provided with
gome means of heating.

.3. the room({s) in which clients were interviewed was/were
brightly 1it by daylight or electricity.

4. the room(s) .in which clients were interviewed was/were
cross ventilated,

54 lavatory and washing facilities were easily accesslble
to clients. :

6. a pleasantly furnished walting room with sufficlent
seating accommodation and readling matter was avallable,

L]



Remarks on Table 7.

.Quésta No. -

(a)

One agency arranged offlce interviews by
appointment only when the cllent had been
referred to 1t by another agency.

39..
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Table 8 N

Opinion on Conditions under which 0ffice Interviews
are held

Replles of 71 Soclal Workers

Affirmative Replies Number

of
Percentage Number Replie
v not
P CL Record
(a) Should office interviews with
clients, as a general rule, be
arranged by appointment? ...... 74 61~ 87 52 1
(b) Should a social worker set aside
certaln gspecific periods as con-
SULLIng hours? cevivessessssess 75 62— 88 53 0
+ (c) Do you consider the conditlons
under which you conduct office
interviews satlsfactory as
regards
1. pl"ivacyo 0.-.-00-00_0’00‘-00'0' 55 39“‘ 70 35 7
2., Turnlture? ..evecesevssceces 68 54~ 83 43 8
3. lightin@" R ET 90 81"'100 57 8
4., ventllation? .sevevevevessaes 87 77~ 98 55 8
5. sanitary arrangements? ..... 86 75- 97 54 8
6. walting room? .ii.ievvesrsese 50  34= 66 31 9

Remarks on Table 8,

Quest. No,

(b) According to some soclal workers specific con- -
~sulting hours should only be held for clients
that have diff1culty in coming to the agency 's

office, A

(c) In three instances social workers remarked on
unsatisfactory heating and constant inter-
ruptions.

It will be seen that the opinion of social workers
on thils question closely approximates the in-
vestigator s evaluation.
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D, First Interviews with Clients.

The first interview with a client differs from subsequent

Interviews in that the client and the social worker and agenc]

are new to one another.

The following tables and remarks examine some aspects of

agency practice in first intervliews and the opinions of so-

clal workers on these questions., Amongst other things 1t

wlll be seent

1.

2,

4,

54

that 9 or more of every 10 agencles collected identifying
information at the first interview and that probably
more than half of these agencies also started the pro-
cess of diagnosis at thls interview,

that 9 or more of every 10 soclal workers agreed with
the practice of these agencies in making the first
interview identifying, but that the majority of these
sboial workers weré not in favour of starting the
process of dlagnosis at this inﬁerview.

that 9 or more of every 10 agencies used trained gocial
workers for the first interview with a client, while
less than 4 used other gpecially trained persons or
clerks, mostly in addition to tralned social workers:

that 9 or more of every 10 social workers were in favour
of using trained social workers for the first intervies
while less than 2 were in favour of using other speci~
ally trained persons or clerks.

that less than 2 of every 10 agencles fequired clients
to complete their own application forms; and pro-
bably 4 or 5 of every 10 social workers thought that
clients should complete their own application forms

( a significant disagreement with agency practice).
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6.~ that 2 or less'of every 10 agencles arranged first
interviews as a rule by appointment; and probably
5 of every 10 social workers were of the opinion ‘
that first interviews should, as a rule, be arranged
by appointment (a significant disagreement with
agency practice). |
Te that it 1s probable that in agency practice the cir-
cumstances of the case as a rule decided the place
of the flrst dlagnostie interview; and probably a
‘small major%ty of soclal workers favoured the
client's own homg,for the first diagnostiqﬂintereb

view,




Table 9.

First Interviews with Clients in 27 Agencles

(a) Agencies that obtained information

at the first interview with a

client that was

1. 1dent1fy1ng R RN

2, ldentifying, but not diagnostic

3+ 1ldentifying and diagnostic ...
4. dlagnostic, but not identifying

" {(b) Agencies that had in charge of first

interviews _

l, trailned social Workers ssseesove

2. other speclally tralned persons
or Clerks teossess s rs s s e

(c) Agencies that required clients to

complete thelr own application

fOl"mS @0 405 3 0680 20008 0066009000000 b0y

(d) Agenclies that, as a general rule,

arranged first interviews by
appolntment .. iiis0iiicieonerennons

(e) Agencies that held the first dia-

(1

)

gnostic interview, as a general

rule

1. in the clients' own homes eees

2. 1In the agency's office .sievioae

3. according to circumstances,
either in the cllents' own
homeg, or in the agency's
OffiCE " vsevevevsnnnovsrscrasca

Welghted
Percentage
P CL
97  89-100
20 8- 52
67 44~ 90
3 0- 11
97  89-100
19 0~ 38
6 0--17
9 0- 23

43«

Number

25
18
2

26

It appeared that in all agencies circumgtances played some
part in determining whether the first dlagnostic interview

took place in the clients' own homes or in the agency's

~office, although many stated that they would 1lilke one or
the other, In the majority of agencies the 1nvestigator
found it impossible to distingulsh between agency policy
on thils question and the effect of circumstances, and so

to obtain a rellable reply.
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Remarks on Table 9,

Quest. No.

(a) It was sometimes found difficult to distinguish
. between 1ldentification and dlagnosls in the

first interview, Identification almost in-
variably starts the process of dlagnosls and
diagnosis almost invarlably includes ldenti~
fication. We shall call an interview ident-
1fying only, when 1ts gole object 1s securing
personal 1dentifying data and it 1s therefore
not conducted with the purpose of diagnosis,

(e) The flrgt diagnostic interview may, of course,
have to be conducted in other places, such
as a court or a hospital ward,
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Table 10,

Orinion on First Interviews with Cllents

Replies of 71 Soclal Workers

Affirmative Replies Number

of
Percentage Number Replies
net
P CL Recorde
(a) Should information obtained at
the first interview with a
client generally be _
10 1d8ntif;}’ing? Pees 0 der v 96 89"'100 67 1
2, ldentifying, but not dia-
gnOStiC? L RSN A RN A SN B I 73 60"' 86 51 l
3, ldentifying and diagnostic? 23 10~ 35 16 1
4. diagnostic, but not ident-
ifying? o000 e 0 b et aee 4 O" 11 3 1
(b) should the staff-member in
charge of a first interview be
l. a trained social worker? 94  88~100 67 0
2, some other speclally )
trained person or a
Clerk? G600 0s s e et 8 0”16 6 O
(¢) Should clients be required to
' complete their own application
forms, when they are capable
of dOing s07? R R EEEEED 45 30'a 60 30 ’ ’ 4
(&) Sshould first interviews, as 3
general rule, be arranged by
appOintment? R EEEE R EEEFNE Y] 47 32"‘ 62 32 3
- {e) Should the firsgt diagnostic
interview be held
1., in the client's own home? 63 48— 77 44 1
2. in the agency's office? .. 29 15- 42 20 1
3, according to circumstances
either in the client's
own home or in the
agency's office? ..ieeove 9 0- 17 6 1
Remarks on Table 10.
Quest. No.
(a) Several social workers remarked that they found

it difficult to differentiate between identifi—
cation . and diagnosis.

(b) All those who were in

favour of using clerks or

gpecially trained persons, other than socilal
workers, for first interviews, remarked that
for egtablishing rapport and for dlagnosls a
trained gocial worker was egsentlal.




46.

E. Investigation.

The followlng tables and remarks examine some aspects
of the practice of agencles and of sccial workers in con-
ducting enquiries 1nto.the facts of cases, and also the
views of social workers on some aspects of 1nvesﬁigation.
It will be seen inter alila:

1, that 9 or more of every 10 agencies and more than
8 of every 10 social workers were, in investigating
their cases, concerned mainly with the history of
thelr cases., |

2 that a number of agenciés Investigated present.circum—
stances only in 'routine matters', wnile 1 or less
of every 10 agencies never investigated the history
of thelr casesg; and that less than 2 of every 10
gsocial workers investigated only the present circum-
stances of their caseg.

S that of every 10 agencles 8 or more verified data, as
a matter of routine, by reference to documents and
to other social agencles; and that of every 10
goclal workers more than 7 agreed wilth the practice
of these agencles in this respect.

4. that the majority of agencles and socilal workerg gave
as routine sources of information to be contacted in
‘an investigation: other agencies, near relatives,
physicians, hospitals, teachers and present employers,

5. that there was little or no agreement amongst agencies
or soclal workers as to what gources of information
were of special importance in case work, even of
thogse sgources most frequently contacted, with the

possible exception of physiclans,




Table 11.

Investigation in 27 Agenclies

(g) Agencies that were concerned with

1.
2,

the history of their cases 4.
the present clrcumstances of
their cases only eeseesvooes

(b) Agencies that, as a matter of rout-
ine, verified data

1.

2.

3

4.

by means of documents and other
social agenCieS Veesesar e
by me ans of documents, but not
by means of other soclal
agenCieS L A A I I BN BRI )
by means of other soclal agen-
cies, but not by means of
documents 806 0060 086 006 0900 b000e0
nelther by means of documents,
nor by means of other gocial
agenCieS ¢ & 6 0 05 ¢ 0 0 0 00 00 000 e

(c) Agencles that contacted, as a matter
of routine, 1if relevant and avail-
able

1,

(0o N NOINE) NS EUN 1]

9.
10.
11.
12,
130
14.
15,
16.
17,
18.

relatives 1lst degree .sieevoene
other relatives esessesstensens
friends ® 0 08 b5 506 90 208 08 000 20
pregent neighbours seieeeseoee
former nelghbours esesvesssssoe
present empPloyersS sesesesaseos
former employers eoesesesrsses
physicians 88 06 09 0 0.00 0 900006380t
hospitals seeerasoococcessosns
pOIice 00.0-.0000..;00.00060000
teaChers vieceieceversovesonsonna
ClErgymen ceeosceconossssnsscsns
present 1landlords cieceeerscenns
former landlords EEEEEEREEREEEX
COUTES cevsoasctnsssasasceanss
1aWwyers sesrererasssersnssscnse
tradesmen R R R T
other agencies seeessvcesssves

Welghted
Percentage
P CL
97 89-100
3 0- 11
91  T77-100
5 0~ 16

o o- 3
4 0--13
92  79-100
49 25~ 73
56 32~ 80
58 34~ 82
20 1~ 39
71 49~ 93
19 O~ 38
75 54~ 96
89  74-100
33 10~ 56
83  65-100
45 21~ 69
65 42~ 88

8 0- 21
45 21~ 69
21 1~ 41
36 13- 59
95 85-100

47

Number

24
3

21
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Remarks on Table 11,

Quest, No.

(a) A number of agencies, although mainly investigating
the history of their cases, were, in what they
called 'routine matters' interested in present
circumstances only. Pension administration,
school exemptiong, and immediate financilal aid
are examples of routine matters.

(e) One agency did not carry out investigations
'as a matter of routine'.

See table 15 for sources of information, contacted
as a matter of routine, in order of the frequency
with which they were used.

It wlll be seen that probably none of thesa sources
of information were contacted by all agencies as
a matter of routine.
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Table 12.

Opinion on Investigation_

Replies of 71 Social Workers

(a) Are you, in investigating a
case, concerned mainly with

1.
2,

the history of the case? ..
the present circumstances
of the case only?

() Should a social worker always,
as a matter of routine, verify

data,

1.

2,

3.

4.

whenever possgible
by means of documents and
other social agenciles? ..
by means of documents, but
not by means of other
social agenciesg?
by means of social agenciesg,
but not by means of docu-
ments? seeee..
neither by means of docu-
ments, nor by means of
other social agencies? ..

86 8 0 2 p s o o

(c) Which of the following sources
of Information should be con-~
tacted in an invegtlgation as

a matter of routine, if avail-
able
l, relatives 1lst degree? +e.vs

2.
D
4.

" police?

other relativesg?
friends?
present neighbours?
former neighbourg?
present employers?
former employers?

physiclans?
hoopitals®?

o0 00 6 8o
09 0 0 8 Wt 0 e 00 S0 VB oo
ss 0900
s e v e 00
9008 s
s 09 60006
TN AN I B AT BN AN A K BRI I Y )
T 46000008 20 bo e

teachers?
clergymen? <eee.
present lafsdlords?
former landlords?

courts?

lawyers?
tradesmen?
other agencieg?

o!oloo-oo‘--oaoool
® 8 04080800
e 20009000
*e0 9008 0 e
¢ 06 0 05 6 0 v 208 6o B s & s
B 00 506090000300t s

S o0 6o 0000 08000

& 00 2 0 s 0 060

Affirmative Replles Number

of

Percentage Number Replie
not

P CL Record
91 83100 63 2
8 0- 17 6 0
84 T3~ 95 59 1
-9 0~ 17 6 1
4 0~ 10 3 1
3 0o~ 8 2 1
76 63~ 89 54 0
34 20- 48 24 0
51 36~ 66 36 0
45 30~ 60 32 0
37 22~ 51 26 0
72 57~ 86 51 0
62 48~ 76 44 0
78 65~ 90 55 0
69 55~ 83 49 0
51 36~ 66 36 0
78 65- 90 . 55 0
56 42- 71 40 0
41 26~ 55 29 0
34 20~ 48 24 0
54 39~ 68 38 0
27 14« 40. 19 0
25 12— 38 18 0
87 7= 97 62 0



Quest., No,
 (a)

Remarks on Table 12,

Several soclal workers remarked that the hlstory
and the present clrcumstances of a case cannot
be separated.

See table ‘15 for gsources of information to be
contacted as a matter of routine, in order of
the frequency with which they should be usged,

It will be seen that there was no total agreement
amongst soclal workers on any of thege sources
of informatilon.

50..



Table 13.

Sources of Information of Special Weight

in 27 Agenclesg

Agencles that gave sgspecial welght to
the evidence of

1.
2
3
4.

5.
6.
T

8.

9.
10.
11.
12,
13.
14.
15,
16.
17.
18,

relatives lst degree .oevevees
Other Pelatives R
friends R Y
present neighbours seiescsecoss
former neighbours es.sscesescsse
present emplovers ecscrssssssos
former employers ssessseseceos
thSicj.a,nS S 0000 00 0004t 820t
hospitals ® 0 6 0 0 4 &3P s 0 s BB S
:pO]-j-Ce PIs s s es s e te v se e
teachers P oo s ssasd o s0sssonans
ClEergymeNn seeessossssoossssans
pl"esent landlords R R
former landlords seevessecanee
courts R R R NN
lawyel"s Pe0ee s 0 e 00 B st 0 0000 0
tradesmen Gss s e s s s s eese s b e
Othel" agencies 08 P B P00 bR Ve

Weighted
Percentage
P CL
15 0- 32
4 0~ 13
2 0- 9
6 0~ 17
0 O- 3
22 2~ 42
7 0~ 19
57 33- 81
36 13- 59
17 0~ 35
25 4- 46
30 8- 52
2 0~ 9
0 0- 3
2 o- 9
0 0- 3
0 Oo- 3
30 8- 52

Remarks on Table 13,

See table 15 for sources of information of
special welght, in order of the frequency

with which they were used,

51,

Number
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Table 14,

Sources of Information of Special Weight
in the Work of 71 Zocial Workers

Number
of:
Percentage Number Replile
not
P CL Record
Soclal workers who, in their
work, gave special welght to
the evidence of L
1. relatives lst degree Cwes 41 26~ 55 29 0
2. other relatives wesesoes 11 0= 24 8 0
bY) friends teeseros s e 18 7= 30 13 0
4. present neighbours . .seee 22 10« 35 16 0
5. former neighbours  sesess 6 0= 12 4 0
6. present employers .sese.. 41 26- 55 29 0
7. Tormer employers  +vesses 20 8~ 31 14 0
80 thSICians l...l.f‘..?" 63 49~ 78 45 O
9. hospitals seeeesvsssness 49 34~ 64 35 0
lO. pOlice ooo-o.ooo.ooo--oo 25 12“ 38 18 O
11‘ teaChers o.-oo-aaouocpco 54 39“ 68 38 O
12, Cclergymen ..csveseessess 22 10- 35 16 0
13. pregsent landlords +...ss 20 8~ 31 14 0
14, former landlords seeeses 7 0= 15 5 0
156 COUPtS €86 0090000402088 20 8“ 31 14 O
16. lawyers R 8 O~ 17 6 0]
17. tradesmen seeesceescecssos 7 0~ 15 5 0
o)

18, other agencies seesveese 45 30~ 60 32

Remarks on Table 14«

See table 15 for sources of information of special
weight in order of the freguency with which they
were used,




K e
in Sources of Inférmation-con-—

rable 1b.
gourceg of Information in order of Frequency.

Sourceg of Information :of

- 3ourcesof Information of-

e

q

®

- Sources of Information to bei w3}
_tﬂcted as a matter of rout~ <ontacted as a matter of i,g special weight in 27 j p001a1 welight in the work
ine in 27 Agencigs, ;ﬂroqtlne acCe Lo 71 soce. We /] agencies. { of 71 social WOrkers
“Source P 1 Source P % Source P i Source P
Other Agencies 95 Other Agencies 87 i 1} Physicians 57 Ehysicians 63
Relatives 1st degree 92 Physicians 78 ; 2! Hospitals 36 | Teachers 54
Hogpitals 89 Teachers 78 E 37 Other Agencies 30 Hospitals A9
Teachers .83 Relatives 1lst degree 76 4} Clergymen 30 ¥ O@?er Azencies ASA
Physicians 75 Present Enployers T2 ; 5{ Teachers 25 i 391a+ivestlst degree 41
Present Employers ‘77 | Hospltals ) 69_@!% 6‘wPresent Employers 22 j Prescaﬁ Erployers 41
Present Landlords 65 ?Former Emplovyers 62 § 7{ Police 17 .f Rolic= 25
Present Neighbours 58: ; Clergymen 56 % 8! Relatives 1lst degree 15 _i Glersymen . ~ 22
Friends BE& | Courts 54 ? 9 Former Employers T t Rresent Neighbours 22
Other Relatives 49 ; Friends .51 510; Present Neighbours: 6 Gpurts\e 20
Clergymen 45 } Police 51 11& Other Relatives. 4 P;_re'sent Landlords 20
“Courts 45 ' Present Neighbours: 45 %14? Courts 2 Former Employers 20
Tradesmen 35 ; Present Landlords 41 513.s Present Landlords o Friends .18
Police 33  Former Nelghbours 37T 14x}Frienng o) Other Nelatlves 11
Lawyers Pal Other Relatives: 34 15| Lawyers o - Lawy2rs 8
Former Neighbours - . Former Iandlords 34 116 Former Landlords - 0 Formsr Landlords 7
Former Employers 19 Lawyers 27 177 Tradesmen 0 Trad2smen 7
Former Landlords "8 % Tradesmen 25 218' Former Neighbours: d { Forms1 Nelghbours 6
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F, Use of Central Case Regilster.

The following tables and remarks examine some aspects

of agency practice in the uge of the Central Case Reglster

and the views of social workers thereon. It will be ob-

gserved inter alia:

1.

2.

that 7 or more of every 10 agencles contacted the

Reglster 1in connection with new cases, mostly as

soon as identifying data became avallable.

that of every 10 soclal workers more than 9 were of

the oplinion that agencles should contact the Regls-
ter in connection with new cases, according to the

majority of these workers elther as soon as 1ldenti-
fying data become avallable or after the first

dlagnostic interview, depending on circumstances.

‘that probably about half of the agencies that used

the Register contacted all other agenclesg reported
by the Register to know the case, whlle the other
agencles gelected the agencles to be contacted
malinly on the basls of the nature of the service

they provided.

that the majority of soclal workers thought agencies

should contact all other agencies reported by the
Reglster to know the case, the minority favouring
gelecting the agencies to be contacted malnly on

the basis of the nature of the service they provide.

that in more than 6 of every 10 agencles that used

the Régister, the person contacting the Reglster

in connection with a new case was usually the |
goclal worker in charge of that case; and that the
majority of soclal workers agfeed with the practice

of these agencles'in this respect; but that
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agencies also frequently used other persons
speéially éppointed for the purpose.

that probably slightly more than half of all agen-
cles contacted the Reglster in connectlon with
current cases, but mostly only in special circum- .
stances; and that the majority of socilal Workers
agreed with the practice of these agencles in
.this'respecf.

that in 6 or more of every 10 agencies that contacted
the Register in connection with current cases the

. goclal worker in charge of that case was respon-
sible for contacting the Reglster; and that 8 or
more of every 10 soclal workers agreed with the

practice of these agencles in this respect.
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Table 16,

Use_of Central Case Reglster in 27 Agencies.

Weighted
Percentage Number
P CL
'New”éeses
(a) Agencies that contacted the Register
l, as soon as 1dentify1ng data S L o
.. wWere available .o o ceeee o «oe 71 49"' 93 12
2, after the first dlagnostic _ . L
. Interview Liiieiesiieienine 46 22~ 70 11
' 3‘ never .o.o...oo..oto‘o...-.ol. 16 0-34 8
(b) Ageneiesvthat contacted all other
agencles reported by the Regilster (1) . -
to know the c¢age soes v e s essoens . 51 19- 84 l 8
(c) Agencies that selected the agencles
contacted on the basis of
1, the nature of the service they L (2) i
prov1ded ;-0-0000'0'{0'0‘. ses e 100 94—-100 11
2y their date of reglstration of (2) 5. o
the CaSe ssessssssss e aibene 49 2;’ 95 6
(d) Agencies in which the person con-
‘tgeting the Reglster regarding a-
neW case Wa,S
1. the social worker in charge of _(1) » .
that C28E veeeervsosocssosss 87"~ 765-100 18
2., some other person specially (1) - . .
' ‘appointed for the purpose .. 52 20~ 8% 10
Current i.é:é."se S
(e) Agehéies that contacted the Reglster
re current cases ' L )
1. at begular 1ntervgls Tesebeseaie 13 . 0-.29 1
2y only in apecial clrcumstances 60 37~ 83 14
3. NEVOY ceavsestveseccescsonissinne 27 6"‘48 12
(f) Agencies in which the person re-
sponglble for contacting the Re-
glgter regarding a current case
was . ,
I, the soclal worker 1n charge of (3)2gq.: .
3 that cage tevessese s 'o"'. EXEE) 85 v 58;‘100 14
‘2, some other person sgpecially (3)
appolnted for the purpose - .. _ 4~ 78 5

'(1)Refers to 19 agencies that contacted the Reglster te new cases.
(E)Refers to 11 agencies that selected the agencles contacted.,

(B)Refers to 15 agencies that, conpacted the‘Register re current oases



Quest. No,

(a)

(c)

(a)
and

(f)

57.

Remarks on Table 16,

It appeared that in some agencies the Reglster was
contacted either immediately after ldentifying
data were avallable or after the first diagnostic
interview depending on c¢ircumstances.

All or nearly all agencles that selected the agen-
cies to be contacted, did so on the basis of the
nature of the gervice they provided, probably
about half of these algo taking the date of regls~
tration into account,.

In contacting the Register regarding a case persons
speclally appointed for the purpose were sometlmes
uged instead of, and sometimes in addition to,
the social worker 1in charge of the cage.




Table 17.

Opinlon on Use of Central Case Reglster,

] Replies of 71 Social Workers

New (Cages

(a) Should an agency contact the
Reglster
l. as soon as 1dentifylng data
are avallable? et ieceees
2. after the first diagnostic
j Interview? siececosvovnne
- 30 never? S eos b o booe o st

(b) Should an agency contact all
other agenclds reported by the
Reglister to know the case? ...

(c) Should the agancies contacted be
selected on the baslis of A
1. the nature of the service
they provide? cecececovses
2. thelr date of reglstration?

(d) Should the person contacting the
Reglater regarding a new case
be
1. the soclal worker in charge

of that cas€? sievrcncens
2. some other perSOn gpeclally
appointed for the purpose?

Current Cages

(e) should an ageney contact the
Reglster re current cases
1. at regular intervals? ...
2. only in special cilrcum-- ‘
gtancesg? AR R
30 never? s ess s it otentsnesane

(f) should the person contacting the
Register regarding a current
case be
1., the soclal worker in charge

of that ca8€? seeeecivnes
2. some other person speclally
appointed for the purpose?

58.

Affirmative Replles Number

of
Percentage Number Replies
‘not
P CL Recorded
88 78~ 98 57 6
66 52- 81 43 6
3 o- 8 2 6
78 66—~ 91 51 6
93 §72~100 13 57
21 0- 54 3 57
79 67~ 92 53 4
28 15~ 42 19 4
56 40~ 72 33 i2
76 62~ 90 45 12
14 2- 25 8 12
87 T6- 98* 54 9
18 6- 30 11 9

o
1 cl)Refers to 14 social workers in whose opinion

contacted should be selected,

the agencles



Quest. No.
(a)

Remarks on Thble 17.

Probably about half of all socilal workers were
of the opinlon that the Reglster should be con-
tacted as soon as identifyling data were avallable
or after the flrst dlagnostic interview, depending
on clrcumstances.

A few social workers were 1n favour of a combina-
tion of the two stated methods of selecting the
agencles to be contacted,

In contacting the Register regarding a case, some
goclal workers favoured using persons specially
appointed for the purpose elther ingtead of or
In addition to the social worker in charge of
the case.

Some goclal workers in favour of the general prin-
ciple of contacting the Reglster at regular
intervals, remarked that regular contact was not
necegsgary 1n all cases and that in some cases
only speclal circumstances warranted consulting
the Regilster,

It was algso remarked that it was more practicable
for an agency to be notifled by the Regilgter of
the registration of other agencies.
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G. Relatlions between Agencies.
The following tables and remarks examine some aspects
of the relations between agencies and the views of social

;. workers thereon. It will be seen inter aliat

1.' that the majority of agencles were in regular contact
with other agencles in order to exchange information
regarding thelr cagses and to co-opérate in treatment.

2. that the majority of social workers favoured regular

i contact between agencles for the purpose of

exchanging information, and all or nearly all for
co~operation in treatment.

| 3. that contact between agencles wags probably always
direct énd that all or nearly all social workers
‘agreed with thls practice.

4. that probably at least 9 of every 10 agencles did or
would refuse information to another agency whose
standing was not definlitely known or that was not
.prepared to be co-operative in return; and that
at least & of every 10 social workers agreed with
the policj of these agencles in thls respect.

5. that the majority of agencles were or would be pre-
pared to glve another agency information, that
might prove harmful to a client, but was of impor-
tance to a full understanding of the case, if the
other agency's standards were acceptable, but not
1f the other agency's gtandards were unknown or
doubtful; and that 8 or more of every 10 social
workers aéreed with the policy of these agencles in

this respect.
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that probably less than half of all agencies always
made their rqqorﬂs available to asocial workers 1n
other agencies, while the other agencles did so
only in specific instances or not at all.

that the majority of soclal workers were of the
opinion that reoccrds should be made available to
800ilal workers in other agencies only in gpecific

instances.
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‘ Table 18,
Relations of 27 Agencles with other Agenciles.

Welghted
Percentage Number

P CL

(a) Agencies that contacted other
agencies regularly ’
1., in order to obtain objective
data about a glven ¢lient .evo 66 43~ 89 15
2. in order to obtain the soclal
experience of other agencies

with & given client .veeevsons 89  T74-100 21
3+ in order to co-<operate in treat- }
ment o--otuot'.l.oonlhn‘oa!oto 94 83"100‘ .23

4. in order to give information
which might be of usge to an-
other agency but had not been :
gpeclally asgked fOF sesessssse T2 50~ 94 18

(b) Agencies that communicated with other
agencles about a client ' _
l directly .ploodfﬁddidiiindoo.olo 100 97“100 27
24 through the Olient Fdidddoevoaey 23 3"'43‘ 8

(c) Agencies that did or would refuse ine
: formation to another agency
1 when the ethical dependabllity

or standling of the inquiring

agency was not definitely _
. knOWn 000)--(‘6“.‘!000...-‘-0 95 85“100 24
2. when the induiring agency re--

fused to glve reagons for re- A :

questing information sieescses 97  89~100 25
3: when the inquiring agenéy with=

held information which the

first agency believed to be

- important for seeuring the
data Fequeated boéebsbidiovcainn 97 89“100 25

(8) Agencies that, in a report to another

agency did or would give informa-

tion, which was of importance to a

full understanding of a c¢ase, but

which might prove harmful to a-

client

1, when the second agencey's atand- ) _ :
ards were accepbable  avivesens 75 54— 96 20

2. when the second agency's atand-
ards were unknown Sreresvesans 1 o- 6 1

3+ when the second agency's stand=- ) ‘
ards were dOUbtful AR AR R AR 1 O~ 6 1

(e) Agencles that made theiy records
avallable to soclal workers in
other agencies
1. always tearsee s e s c0sienrs s 37 lA' 60 12
2, only in spesific instances +evee 49 25- T3 4
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Remarks cn Table 18.

Que st. No.

{c) It appeared that on the questions referring to

and the refusal of Informatlion to other agencies,

(a) some agencles had 1little or no experlence on
whilch to base thelr answers. These agencles
were requegted to state what they would do,
should such a situation arise,

(s) Cne agency made case work records always avall-

able to soclal workerg in other agencles, but
public asgsistance records only 1in specific in-

gtances.,

One agency was attached to a larger organlzation,
and records or the data contained thereln were
only made avallable 1f the cllent had left thls
organization and was not eliglble for their.
treatment. '




64.

Table 19.

Opinion on Relatlons between Agencles

Replies of 71 Soclal WOrkers

Affirmative Replies Number

of
Percentage Number Repllies
not

P CL Recorde

(a) Should an agency contact other
agencles regularly
l, in order to obtain objective : -
data about a given client? 88 77- 98 56 7
2. iIn order to obtain the soc- :
1al experience of other
agencies with a glven ' '
client? L N BN B B BN K Y B BN BN B BN BN BN BR AN ) 83 71—‘ 95 53 7
3. 1n order to co-eperate in
treatment? .....ve0000000 100 98-100 66
4. in order to glve information
which may be of use to an~ -
other agency, but has not
been speclally asked for? 77 63- 90 49 7

(b) Should an agency communicate
with other agencles about a

client A :
1, directly? ceesescvesovvones Q9 95-100 70 0
2. through the client? sses v e 10 1~ 19 7 0

(¢) Should an agency refuse informa-
tion to another agency
1. when the ethlecal dependab-~
111ty or standing of the
inquiring agency 1s not
definitely known? ..seeee 90 81- 99 64 0
2. when the inquiring agency :
refuges to glve the
reasans for requesting : _
INformation? eeessssceces 96  89-100 66 2
3« when the inquiring agency
withholds information
which the first agency
believes to be important
for securing the data
I‘equeSted? S0 00 e Q b oo b0 91 83"‘100 62 3



Table 19(Cont., )

Opinion on Relations between Agencles

Replies of 71 Social Workers

: of
Percentage  Number Replies
not
P CL Recorded
(4] Should an agency in a report to
andther agency glve informa~
tion, which 1s of importance
- %o a full understanding of the
case, but which might prove
harmful to a e¢lient
1, when the gecond agency s
standards are accept ble? 89 79~ 98 62 1
2. when the second agency's
g standards are unknown? . 0= 10 2
3 when the second agency's ' .
standards are doubtful? 0~ 10 1
(e) Should an agency make its
records avallable to social
workerslin other agencies . o
1. always? Ceesreeentesecr e 27 14"' 40 19 l
2s only in specific instances? 73 60~ 86 51 1
Remarks on. Table 19.
Quest: No:

(a)3: It was remarked that when other agenéies are
contacted for co-operation in trestment only
one. person should be responsible for the

~case and not more than one person,
(a) Several sbcial workers remarked that, if an

65,

 Affirhative Replies Number

agency's standards are aéceptable, no in-
formation should prove hHarmful to a client,

One social worker remarked that one might glve
information to an individual employed by
another agency,_but not for record purposes
or for the benefit of the agency as a whole.
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H. Soclal Dlagnosis.

The follbwihg tables and remarks examine some aspects’
of social dlagnosis in agency practice and the opinions of"
goclal workers thereon. Iﬁwill be seen inter alia:

1. that the majority of agencies used as units for the.
purpose of dlagnosis: the individual, the family eor
the household, depending on the type of case under

" consideration, the famlly being most frequently uaéd.
2, @hat a cunsiderable number of soclal workers were of

| the opinion'thét the unit for soclal diagnusls shquid
depend on the type of case under consideration; and
that the majority of social workers considered the
family} probably about half of all soclal workers
considered the househoid, and legsthan half of all
soslal workers considered the individual, a suitable
unit for the purpcse of social dlagnosis.

3. that 7 or more of every 10 agencies provided temporary
treatment before diagnoéﬁic procedure had been fully
completed; and that more than 8 of every 10 soclal
workers agfee& with agency practice in tﬁis'feépeét.

.4; that 4 or less of every 10 agencies had a time Iimit
within which dlagnostic procedure had to be com-
pleted; and that less than 3‘Of every 10 social
WOrkefS'agreed with the ﬁfa¢tice of these.aéendies
in this fespect.

5. that agency practice véried widely as regards the
placing of the responsibility for the final dlagnosis
of cases; that the final diagnosis rested in
webably 4 of every.lo agencies in the hands of the
gclal worker in charge of the inVestlgation of the

casa-working together with the case supervisor;
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and that in most other agencies either the soclal
worker in charge of the 1investigation alone, or the
case supervisor together with the case commlttee had
this'responsibility.

8. that amongst social workers opinion was very much
divided on the question of who should be responsible
for dlagnosis; phat case committees were moat fre-
quently thought to be the best body to assume this
responsibility followed by the soclal workers in
charge of the investigation, alone or in econjunctien
with the case supervisor.

7. that of every 10 soclal workers 8 or more though£
that, where final dlagnosis wag in the hands ef a
cage committee, the soeclal worker in charge of the
1nvest1gatlon should present the case; and thay
this probably happened in the majorlity of agencles
using case commlttees,

8. that 8 or more of every 10 agencles reviewed as a
matter of routine the dlagnosils of casecs under
treatment, and that more than 8 of every 10 social
workers agreed Qith the practice of these agencies

in this respect.




(a)

(b)

(c)

(a)

(£)

Table 20.

68,

Some Aspects of Social Diagnosis in 27 Agencies

Agencieg that, for the purpose of
dlagnosis c¢ongider as unit

‘1, the individual
2. the family EEEERE R TS
3. the household

Agencleg that provided temporary
treatment before diagnostic pro-
cedure had heen fully completed .

Agencies that had a time limit with-
in which diagnostic procedure had
to be ¢completed

Agencles in which responsibility for
the final diagnosls of a case
regsted with
l., the soclal worker in charge of

the investigation of the case
2. a case supervisor
3. a case committee

@ e 0 &0 ¢ ¢t OB

Agencies in which cases were pre-
sented to the case committee by
1. the social worker in charge of
the investigation of the case
2. the case suUpPervisor seescessas
3. 211 professional persons that
had been in contact with the
Case ® 2 0 & 000 0N 0B D SO SO e NN
Agencliegs that periodically reviewed,
a8 a matter of routine, the dia-
gnosls of cases under treatment .

‘6’8 6°5°0°8°0 2 50 0 00 88 S

Welghted
Percentage
P CL
75 54~ 96
94 83-100
88 72100
84  66-100
21 1- 41
70 48~ 98
57 33- 81
39 16- 62
69¢1{15-100
o{1 15109
51(1) o= 85
92  T9-100

Number

19
18

20
14

22

(l)Refers to 8 agencies in which responsibility for final
diagnosls rested with a committee that acted only as

case committee,
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Remarks on Table 20.

Quest. No,

(a) The majority of agencies used the 1nd1v1dual,
the family or the household as unit for the
purpose of diagnosis, depending on the nature
-of the case. .

(B) Same agencies provided for temporaryvtreatment
through other agencies.

(a) Case Committees included committees acting part-
time as case committee, such as the executive
committee of an agency or a sub~committee
thereof.

See also table 21,

(f) In one agency cllents were members of the agency
and had continuous contact with the staff.
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Table 21,

Detailéd Analysis of Question (d), Table 20.

Resgonélblliﬂz for Diagnosis in 27 Agencies

Welghted
Percentage
P
Agencies in which responsibllity for the
final dlagnosis of a case rested with
1, the soclal worker in charge of the
investigation of the case alone 25
2. this social worker in conjunction
with a case SUDPervisor ,eececcese 36
3. this seocial worker in conjunction
with a case committee soocaseses 9
4, a case supervisor alone sesecvccace 0
5, a case supervisgor in eonjunctien
with a case committee segsocgoee 21
6. a case committee alone sseeesecred 9

7. the gsecial worker in charge of the
Investigation of the case in ocone
Junction with a case supervisor
and a case committee coqeravsens R
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Table 22,

Cpinlon on Some Aspects of Soclal Diagnosls

Replies of 71 Social Workers

Affirmative Replles Number
_ of
Percentage Number Replles
' not
P CL Recordec

(a) Should an agency for the purpose
of dlagndsls consider as unit
1' the 1ndiv1dual? ® Q@ 8 0800060 35 21_ 49 25
2. the family? X '78 65— 90 55
3. the household? esecsesessse 54  39- 68 38

OO0

(b) sShould an agency undertake temp-
orary trestment, before dia-
gnostlc procedure has been
Fully completed? sessosacecee 90 81- 99 63 1

(¢) should an agency have a time
1imit within which dlagnostic
procedure must be completed? 17 5- 28 11 5

(d) should responsibility for the
final diagnosis of a case rest
with ’
1, the social worker in charge
of the investigation of
the Case? oooooonoooluo; 47 32' 62 33
2, 8 Case BUPErVISOr? ticeses 36 21- 50 25
3' a tase Commlttee? XEXERXXE 54 39_ 69 38

e

(e) Where final diagnosis is in the
hands of a case committee,
should cases be presented to
that committee by ‘
1, the socilal worker in charge
of the investigation of
the case? ow;ooooocxlooo 88 78_ 98 57 6
2. the case supervisor? .seee. 14- 3- 24 9 6
3. all professional persons
that have been in contact
with the Case?. N EEEREEY) 5 0- 11 3 6

(f) should an agency periocdically
review, as a matter of routine
the diagnosls of cases under
treatment? S0svsssecrssars e 9l 82~100 ,58‘ 7
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Remarks on Table 22.

Quest. No.

(a) A considerable number of social workers considered
‘ the angwer to this question dependent on the
branch of soclal work under consideration.

It was remarked that the individual could be con-
sldered as unit, but always in relation to the
family and the household.

(b)  According to some soclal workers temporary treat-
ment should not be undertaken except in the most
urgent and desperately needy oases.

(a) See also table 23,
(4) 3. Several social workers remarked thatsuch a case

committee should consist only of professional
workers and: experts In related professions.




Table 23.

Detalled Analysils 6f-Question (d), Table 22.

Opinion on Responsibility for Diagnosis

Replies of 71 Social Workers

Percentage
P
The responsibility for final diagnosis
of a case should rest with
1., the soclal worker in charge of the
Investigation of the cage alone .. 23
2, this gocial worker in conjunction
with a case supervisor .seeeeees 13
3. this social worker in conjunction
with a case committee .evveeecen 6
.4; a case SUPErvisor alone diievsose s 10
5. a case supervisor in conjunction
with a case committee cecvosecse 7
‘6. a case committee AloNe eeiseecesee 36

7. the social worker in charge of the
Invegtigation of the c¢ase in con-
. Junctlion with a case supervisor
and a case-committee “easesessas 6
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I. Plannlng Treatment.

The followling tables and remarks examine some aspects‘of
the planning of treatment in social agencles and the v;ews‘pf
soclal workers thereon. It will be seen inter alias |
l.. -that in more than 9 of every 10 agencles the personfs:)

responsible for diagnosis was/were alsgo respongible
for planning treatment and that 9 or more of every
10 social workers agreed with the practice of these;
agencles in this resgpect,

2. that the-majority of agencles discussed theilr plan of:
treatment with other agencles dealing with the case

~only in special circumstances; and that probably a

small majority of soclal workers agreed wlth the
practice of these agencies in this respect.

3. that probably about' half of all agencies made it a
practice always to discuss their plan of treatment
with the client concerned;- and that amongst soclal
workers probably a small majority were of the opinion

that circuﬁstances should decide thils question;:

4. that in case of refusal on the part of a client to
accépt the treatment planned more than 8 of every
10 agencies modified their plan, 3 or less attempted .
to enforce trestmernt and probably about—S'Withdrew$n'
thelr treatment, usually ‘after a modified plaﬁ had: -
failed to gain co-operation. | /

5. ~ that 9 or more of every 10 social workers were of the
opinion that 1f the client refusés to accept the
treatment planned, this plan should be modified; .
that 2 or less of -every 10 soclal workers were 1n
favour of enforcing‘treatment"andﬁthat the majority

of* social workers were against,withdrawing treatment.
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Table 24.

Some Agpects of Planning Treatment in 27 Agencleg

Welghted
Percentage =  Number
P CL
(a) Agencies in which the person(s)
. responsible for diagnosis was/
. were also responsible for plan-
i Co ning "‘bl"eatment ee s e s 0 e 0200000800 99 94-100 26
(b) Agencies that discussed their plan
of treatment with other agenciles
dealing with the case
lo' alWayS L8 @ 6 009 8000 0 0.9.8.0.¢6.0000 00 26 . 5"' 47 7
2. only 1in special circumstances - T4 - 53~ 95 .20
.{c¢) Agencies that discussed their plan
of treatment with the clients
concerned
10 always e e e e te s s 000t b0 58 34"‘ 82 16
2. only in speclal circumstances 42 18- 66 11
(d) Agencies that, in case of refusal
of a client to accept the treat-
ment planned
1, attempted to enforce their
Ctreatment sieieccenineneias 16 -0~ 34 5
2, modified theilr plan .eeseseses 94  83-100 25
3. withdrew their treatment .... 53 29~ 77 15

Remarks on Table 24.

. Quest. NoO,

(¢) . Some agencies stated that plans for -treatment
were always dlscussed with parents, but only
. An special circumstances with children.

(a) 'The modification of the plan of treatment in-
cludes transfer to another agency.,

One agency stated that, since it dealt with
- Government-departments, it could not as a
rule modify 1ts plan.

-Many agencies stated that they withdrew treat-
-ment .only if modifyling thelr plan had falled.
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" Table 25. .

Opinion on some Aspects of Planning Treatment

_ Replies of 71 sSocial Workers

(a) should the person(s) responsible
- . for diagnosis also be respong-
ible for planning treatment? -

(b) should an agency discuss its
plan of treatment with other
agencles dealing with the case
ll alway‘s? ® 8 s ss 0000t
2. only in sgpecial circum-

‘ 8tances?  ceisesceccvsnee

. (e) Should an agency discuss its

' plan of treatment with the

clients concerned

1, always? tesresessss et enere

2. only in special circum-
St:ances? Css et sr 02 0000

(d) In case of refusal by a client
to accept the treatment plan-
-ned, should an agency
l, attempt to enforce its
- treatment? L B B I BN I R BN BN N BN BN ]
2. modify 1its plan? sesevesse

3, withdraw its treatment? ‘.;f

Affirmative Replies Number

of

Percentage Number Replies
: not

P CL Recorded
95  89-100 62 6
36 21-50 ‘24 4
63 48— 78 42 4
37 22- 51 25 3
63 49~ 78 43 3
13 3= 24 9 4
A4 8§7-100 = 63 j

16 - 5- 28 11

Remarks oanable 25,

Quest. No.

(a) One social worker remarked that the person
regponsible for the diagnosis should not
necegsarily plan the treatment, but should
always be consulted in this matter.

(c) Several social workers remarked that the

treatment plan should not be discussed
- with the client only if the client is
mentally unbalanced or mentally unable
to understand the plan, when it should be -
discussed with some members of the client's

family.
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Remarks on Table 25(Cont.)

Quest, No.

(¢) - Two other remarks recorded were: -that the
treatment plan should always be dlscussed
with the client subject to such items as may
upset treatment; and that the treatment
plan should always be discussed with the
client, except when the client is a child.

(a) . Some social workers thought that the answer to
this question depended entirely on the cllent,
and on the type of problem under consider-
ationo-' -

On the point of enforeing treatment 1t was

remarked that enforcement ig permissible
only when the agency 1s convinced that the
treatment 1s good for the client; and
further, that enforcement against a client's
will handicaps the worker by the resulting
attitude of the client, and that therefore
complete success in treatment will seldom

- follow,
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Je« Treatment,

- The following tables and remarks examine gome aspects
of the treatment glven by soclal agencles and the viewg of
goclal workers thereon. It will be seen inter alias
1.  that 1t 1s likely that in the majority of agencies the
- person{s) responsible for planning the treatment of

a case wag/were also responsible fof carrying out
the treatment of that case; and that the majority
of soclal workers agreed wlth the practice of these
agencles in this respect.

2.  that in more than 8 of every 10 agencies circumstances
determined whether a c ase was glven treatment main-
ly on the agency's premises or in the client's own
home,

3 that the majority.of social workefs were of the opinion
that the best place for treating a case wags in the
client's own home; but -that from 1 to 4 of every
10 soclal workers were of the opinion that clrcum-

stances should determine the place of treatment.

- -4, that 7 or more of every 10 agencies periodically and

as a matter of routine reviewed the treatment of
thelr cases; and that 9 or more of every 10 soclal
workers agreed with the practice of these agencies

in this respect,




Table 26!

Some Aspects of Treatment in 27 Agencles

794

Welghted
f Percentage Number
P oL
(a) Agencies in which the persons .
responsible for carrving out
treatment were the game as those
responsible for planning treatment 72 50~ 9 24
(b) Agencies that gave treatment
1., ag far as possible on the
28ENCY 'S Premises eeseceeses 5 0~ 16 3
2. ag far as possible in the -
clients' own homes seeveeoses 1 0- 6 1
3. according to 01rcumstances, on
; thé agency s premises or in ,
} the clients' own homes cevee 94 83-100 23
(c) Agencies that periodically reviewed
-+ thelr treatment as a matter of
I‘Outine v.,fooo...oc?vo,vb?oo.ooq.oo. 84 66"100 19
Remarks on Table 26.
Quest. No.
(c) Some agencles mentioned that they would like to

review thelr treatments as a matter of routilne,
but were unable to do so because of shortage

-of trained staff,
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Table 27

Opinion on some Aspects of Treatment

Replies of 71 Soclal Workers

Affirmative Replies Number

of
Percentage Number Replies
not
P CL Recorded
(a) Should the persons responsible
for carrying out treatment be
the same as those resgponsible N
for planning treatment? ..... 80 69- 92 52 6
(b) should treatment be given
l. as far as possible on the - _ . _
agency's premises? siee. 10 1- 19 6 5
2. as far as posgsible in the
clients' own homes? +se. 68 54— 82 45 5
3. according to circumstances,
on the agency's premlses
or in the clients' own
homeS? .......'.'.’.'.'...... 23 10"' 36 15 5
(c) should an agency periodically
review its treatment as a _ v
matter of routine? iesvseseses 95  89-100 61 7
Remarks on Table 27.
Quest, No.

(a) It was remarked (1)  that several social workers
may be on the committee that diagnoses and
plans tréatment, but that only one or two of
thege should be responsible for carrying out
the treatment; (i1) that one particular
person may have a better approach to the
client during the diagnostic process, but
that treatment may be carried out by several
persons in consultation; and (iii) that a
well-trained staff can take over from one-
another,

(b) Some soclal workers remarked that certain re-

creational, cultural and medical treatment
methods cannot be applied in the client's:
own home, although the ultimate alm is to .
improve family 1ife;
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K. The Follow-up and Closing of Cases.

The following tables and remarks examine some aspects
of the follow-up and closing of cases in gocial agencies and
the views of soclal workers thereon, Amongst other things
1t will be seen: f
1. that all or nearly all agencies followed up cases as

a matter of routine, when they wanted to maintain
contact with a client or whén a client wanted to
maintain contact with them; and that probably a small
majorlity of agencies did follow-up work when a client .
had refused their treatment, but not when they had

f refused further treatment to a cllent.

2. that agencles should follow-up cases'accérdiﬁg to
‘9 or more of every 10 soclal workers, when an
agency wants to maintain contact with a clientg
according to more than 8 of every 10 soclal workers,
when a client wants to malntain contact with an
agency; and according to probabiy about half of
all soclal workers when a cllient refuses treatment;
and that the majoriﬁy of soclal workers were not
in favouf of follow-up when an agency has refuged
to give further treatment to a client.

3. that agencles clgsed'cases under a variety of-.circum-
stances of which the’most frequént were: a c¢lient
moving to another district (in probably about half
of all agehcies), andva cliehp going ﬁo another
agency (in probably about one;ihlrd of all agencies),
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4., that the méjofity of sociai workefs:were‘in favour of
an agency closing a casge which had been referred to
another agency; - that probably about half of all
social workers were.in favour of closing a 'case when
.a client dles, when a client gees to: aniother agency.

_er when a client gees to another district; but

that the majority of social workers were not in

favour of closing a cage in which a client refuses

the agency's treatment or in vhich a client no 1ongerir
| falls within the scope of the agency,” though wantlng i
;further treatment by the agency.
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Table 28,

The Fdllow-up-and Closing of Cases in 27 Agencles

Welghted
Percentage Number
P CL
(2) Agencies that, as a matter of rout-
ine, followed up cases no longer
under treatment
1. when the agency wanted to main-~
tain contact with a c¢lient . 99 94-100 26
2. when a client wanted to main-
tain contact with the agency 100 97-100 27
3., when a client refused treat-
~ment D R A A N N A A A R 69 47“ 91 15
4. when the agency refused to give ' ‘ :

further treatment s.ec.ovess 34 11- 57 8

{b) Agencies that closed a case
1. when a client refuged treat-
ment offered by the agency . 25 4- 46 9
2., when a client no longer fell
within the scope of the
agency, though wanting fur-

ther treatment by the agency 23 3~ 43 -5
3., when a client dled seveveseces 26 5- 47 9
4. when a client went to another
agency uoctnoo'o.;noco.oooto 34 11- 57 4
5. when the agency referred the
client to another agency ... 30 8- 52 3
6. when a client moved to another
district "res 0 s st nnetsae b e 58 34“ 82 17
7. in any other circumstances ... 0]
Remarks on Table 28.
Quest. No.
(a) One agency referred its cages to another agency
for follow-up work,
(b) One agency did not close a case under any circum-

stances.

(v)4. In the case of a client going to another agency,
the case was, as a rule, closed only after
consultation with the other agency.

One agency closed such cases unless the other
agency gave only specialized treatment.




Table 29.

Opithn on the F0116W~up and Closing of Cases

Replies of 71 Social Workers

84,

Affirmative Replles Number

: of
Percentage Number Replies
not,
P CL Recorded
(a) Should an agency follow up, as
~a matter of routine, casges no
longer under treatment
1. when the agency wants to
maintain contact with a -
client? cesetesenssennns 94 86—100 - 60 7
2. when a client wants to~ '
maintain contact with the '
agen0y7 EEEEREEEEEEEEEEEYY 92 84“100 58 8
3. Wwhen a client refuses
. treatment? e s s eeseene e 48 32"‘ 64 29 10
4. when the agency refuses to :
give further treatment? 30 15-46 17 15
(b) BShould an agency close a case
1. when a client refuses
treatment offered by the ' :
agency? ou.oo-'ooooo-o;.o 26 12~ 40 17 6
2. when a cllent no longer '
falls within the scope of
the agency, though want-
ing further treatment by
the agenoy? tessevcnsrene 34 20"‘ 49 22 7
3. when a client d1€8% ceeess’ 58 42-174 36 9
4. when a client goes to an- :
other agency? sevececsses 53 38- 68 35 5
5. when the agency r&fers the o
client to another agency? . 70 56--84 46 5
6. when a client moves to an= ,
other dA1strict?  seeeseee = 60 44~ 76 36 11
T+ in any other circumstances? 0
Remarks on Table 29.
Quest.No.
(a) It was remarked that cases were always under
treatment., g
(b) No other oircumstances under which agencles

should close a case were mentioned,
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L. Research,

The followlng tables and remarks examine one measure
of the extent to which agencles and social workers have
used agency records for fesearch purposes, ,the availability
of agency records for research, and the views of social
workers thereon. It will be observed inter alia:

‘1. that of eVery 10 agencies 7 or more were prepared to
make thelr records available to students engaged
in regearch projects, and 7 or more to others
engaged in scientific projects, while 1 or less
was prepared to make its records available to the
public,

2, that of every 10 social workers more than 9 were of
the opinion that agency records should be made
available to students engaged in research projects,
and 9 or ﬁore were of the opinion that agency
records should be made avallable to others en-
gaged in seientific projects, while less than 2
favoured making agenéy records available to the

| public., |
b that probably about half of all agencies and probably

about one=quarter of all social workers had made

use of agency records for research purposes.
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Table 30.

Jome Aspects of Research in 27 Agenciles

Weighted
Percentage Number
P CL
(a) Agencies that made their records
avallble to
1. students engaged in research
prOjeCtS o.ouooc-oonoonoooo. 84 66"'100 25
-2, others engaged in scilentific
Projects seveesecesovosonss 84 66-100 25
i 30 the public @20 00000000 be e 3 O"‘ 11 2
{(b) Agencies that had used their
records for research purposes .. 54 30~ 78 9

Remarks on Table 30,

Quest., No.

(a)

(b)

One agency, in which clien ts were gtaff of an
organization to which the agency was attached,
did not make its records available to anyone
outside the agency.

Many agenciegs specified the showing of proper
credentials and stated that they would have
to agree with the purpose of the research

. project,

It was not necessary in this investigation to
examine agency records, so that an agency
co~operating in this 1lnvestigation might gtill
not be prepared to make 1its records avallable
to anyone outgslide the agency. On the other
hand, it 1s likely that an agency, not prepared
to co-operate in this investigation, would also
not be prepared to make 1ts records avallable
for regearch purposes to anyone outside that
AEENC Yo In this study, one agency, a Govermment
Department, had to be excluded from the sample
because it was not prepared to co-operate, and
this may have affected the randomness of the
gsample with regard to this question.

It will be noted that the nature of this research
has not been specified here,
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I Table 31.

Opinion on gsome Aspects of Regearich

‘Replies of 71 Social Workers

Affirmative Replibs Number

of
Percentage Number Replies
not
P CL Recorded
(a) Should an agency make its records
) avallable to
1. students engaged in research .
projects? ceciesreecenees 97 92-100 65 -4
2. othergs engaged in scientific
pTOJthS? sess s todon e 96 89_100 64 4
3’\0 the pUblic? e sos 0 s 000000 b0 7 O" 15 5 3
(b) 'Have you ever used agency records 4
for research purposSes? seseees 22 10— 34 15 0
Remarks on Table 31,
Quest;'No{
{ (b) It will be geen that the nature of this research

\. has not been specified here.
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Chapter VI,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

jA_. Evidence of Standardization.

It was seen that at least 6, and probably 8, of every
‘lO agenciés maintained the standard of work they desired.

It will be presumed, then, that the methods used in agency
practice or advocated by‘agenoy policy, were to a very large
.extent, but almost certalnly not entirely, those which agencies
‘considered best for attaining their objectives in case wérk.

Social workers were requested, in completing the
questionnaire, to assume ideal conditions to exist when giving
%their orinion as to how case work should be performed.

It is quite likely, however, that some social workers were so
accustomed to present conditions as to be unable to accede to
.this request.

It was seen that from 6 to 8 of every 10 social workers
were of the opinion that agencies should 1limit intake when
nécessary to malntain the desired standzrd of work. This seems
to be the best avallable indication of the extenﬁ to which
soclal workers assumed ideal conditions when glving their
opinions aé to how case work should be performed.' It will be
.presumed, then, that the majority of social workers, but prob-
ably not all, gave as their opinion those methods whioh ﬁhey
considered best for attaining their objectives in case work.

The procedure fbilowed by a narticular agency is in-
fluenced by all the factors builaing up the historical back-
ground of the agency. Changes in such a procedure are most
. 1ikely to come about through the stress of the opinion of

F .
!social workers working for the agency.



Although most questions asked of agencles and social
. . .
workers included such terms as 'generally', 'mainly' or

‘as a rule', both agencies and social workers frequently z,{i
stressed the importance of %hé éi?éﬁmstaﬁéés ot thé'éésé in

‘ determining the answer to a question, Moreovef, thefe wete
hardly any aspécts of procédufe on which agreément was una-
nimous amongst agencies or social workers, but there were many

aspects of procedure on which agreement was considerable,

It appears then that we are dealing not so much with

89.

rigid standardization as with ﬁrocedures in which a conslder-

able measure of standardization is evident.

. Taking into account the importance of the individual
‘aspects of every case, standardization was evident in those
procedures which the majority of agencies adopted and on which

the majority of social workerg agreed,

Some Procedures in which Standardization is evident.

1. Collecting 1dentifying information at the first interview
with a client.
2, Using trained social workers for the first interview

with a client.

3 Investigating the higtory of cases, and not present circua—

stances only.

4a Verifying data concerning a case, as_a~matter'of rdutine,
by reference to documents and to social agencies.

5. Contacting, in an investigation, as a matter of routine,
other agencles, near relatives, physiéiaﬁs, hospitals,
teachers and present employersf

6. Gontactingvthe Central Case Reglster regarding 2all new

cagsess
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11,

12,

13;

14.

15,

16.

17’

18.

19.

90,

Some Procedures in which Standardization is evident (Cont.

Contacting the Central Case Reglster regarding current
cases only in special circumstances. | |

Giving the soclal worker in charge of the investigation
df'a cage résponsibility for contacting the Regisﬁer

regarding that case, whéther that case 1s new or current

‘Regularly contacting other agencles for the exchange of

information and co-operation in treatment.

Contacting other agencles directly from agency to agency..

Refusing information to an agency whose standlng is not‘-
definltely known or that 1is not prepared to be co-opéré4
tive in return. |

Refusing an agency information, that might be harmful to
a ciient, but is éf‘impOrtance to a full understanding
of a case, unlegs that agency's standardé are known and
acgeptable. |

Making records avallable to soclal workers in other

~agencles only in speclal circumstances.

Providing temporary treatment for a case until diagnostic
procedure has been fully completed, ‘

Having no time limit Within which diagnostie procedure
must be completed,

Where final diagnosis i1s in the hands of a case GOmmittee,
letting the social worker in charge of the investigation
of a caSe, present that case to the committee,

Reviewing, as a matter 6f routline, the dlagnosis of cases
under treatment, |

Giving the persons respongible for diagnosis also reé

sponsibility for planning treatment.

Discussing the plan of treatment with other agencies

dealing with the case only in special circumstances.
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Some Procedures in which Standardization is evident (Cont,.)

20. Modifying the plan of treatment, when the'client refuses
to accept the plan, and not enforcing treatment,

21, Glving the persons responsible for planning treatment.,.
also the responsibility for carrying out the treatment:

22, Periodlcally reviewing treatment, as a matter of routine.

23. Following up cases, no longer under treatment, when anb
agency wants to maintain contact with 2 client, br a
client wants to maintain contact with an agency.

24,  Making records avallable for sclentific projects to -
persons with satisfactory credentials, but not to the

public.,

Where agency practice varied considerably:in a certain
procedure, but the majority of social workers agreed as to
what form this procedure should take,'we may expect standard~

bization to take place fin.the direction of social wofker
opinion. |

Some Procedures in which Standardization is likely
to develop.,.

1. Starting the process of diagnosis after a purely identi-
‘fying_first,interview. o
2, In case of refusal on the part of a cllent to apcept the

treatment planned, not withdrawing treatment.,
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Where agency practice’ was significantly contrasted with

. the opinion of sociﬁl workers thereon, it is likely that

-agency practice will gradually change in the direction of
- the procedures advocated by a majority of socilal workers,

and may in the long run show some measure of standardization.

Some  Likely Developments in Agency Practice.

1, Limiting intake, in order to malntain the desired stand-
ard of work, on the basls of needs standards and not
on the basis of race.

2, Introducing appointments for office interviews with
clients, | .

3. Introducing consulting houfs for clients,

4. Improving privdcy and walting room facilitiesgs in con-

nection with'office interviews with clients,

Where agency practice and the views of gsoclal workers
thereon valed congiderably there 1s little or no evidence of

standardization or likely changes of procedure.

Some Procedures which show no Evidence of Standardization.

1. Requiring clients to complete their own application fofms.

2. Arrangihg first interviews by appointment,

3. Holdinz the first interview in the client's own home or
in the agency's office.

4. Determining which sources of information are of speclal
welght.

5, Contacting the Central Case Reglster as soon as identi-
fying data are avallable or after the first diagnostic
interview,

6., Using the individual, the family or the household as the

unit for the purpose of diagnosis.
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Some Procedureg which ghow no Evidence of Standard%zatio?,
: Cont.).

Placing responsibiliﬁy for diagnosis in the hands of the
soclal worker in charge of the investigation of the
case, a case supervisor or a case committee.

Discussing the plan of treatment with the client concerned,

Giving treatment in the clients' own homes or on the
agencyré premises,

Following up a client who has refused treatment.

Decliding when to close a case.
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B. Type of Standardization.h

Nearly all agencles and approximately half of all social
workers had lald down some general formula expresstng their
treatment objectives In such terms as 'glving advicet,,-éc
'financial atd ", 'rehabilitation , 'adjustment’, ete.

General formulae of this kind must be replaced by social or
economic objectives, before we can study scientifically how
to meet the objectives.

The replies to more specific questions on soclal and
economic objectives suggested firstly, that these general-
formulae can be expneSSed in terms of definite soclal and
economic objectives; and secondly, that in practice they have
to s large extent been 50 expressed qualitatively but not
quantitatively. : “

We find then that the firgt condition for scientific
standardization, that of expressing the objectlives in exact
terms has not been fulfilled, so that the process of standard-
1zatlion that was observed was not scientific,

In social work, sclentific standardization 1s generally
agssociated with the railsing of current norms and not ‘with’
the correction or preventionjof abnormal cirgumstances.

As most of the agencles investigated were concerned meinly

with the latter, 1t would not be expected that the standards

used would be sclentifilc,

The process of standafdization observed was malinly
goclal, i.e.,-it was the result of‘custom and agreement
amonget agencles and sociai workers as to what is the best
procedure to follow 1in ceftain clrcumstances. Many social
case work procedures are becoming standardized on the tasis

of the accumulated experience of agencles and soclal yorkers,A

Y
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It was seen that the data examined_pointed to a measure
of standardization, rather than td established standard
practices to which all conform. = Now most of the welfare
agencies investigated were concerned with the correction or
preventlion of abnormal circumsiances, This aspect of social
work is conditioned by the sublective view of the soclal
worker or the agency for which she works ﬁs to what is
'normal' or what is average practice. . It was to be ex~-
pected, therefore, that treatment objectives should vary
conglderably amongst agencies and especlally amongst
individual social workers., It geems likely that in thoase
aspects of soclal case work procedure that can be standard«~
ized, the process of standardization will progress as agree-
‘ment on the alm of soclal case work increases. This agreee~
ment can only be reached on the basis of furﬁher knowledge

to be provided by the various social scienceé.
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Ca General‘Conclusions; e

If the sample of agencles used in this investigation le
equivalent to a fahdom sample of all family welfare agencies
operating under conditions. similar to those in Johannesburg
at the time of the investigation; and
1f the sample‘of soclal workers used in this 1nvestlga-l
tlon_is equivalent to a random sample of all soclal workera‘
employed.by family welfare agencies under conditions similar
tQ~thése inAJohanhesburg»at.the'time.Of the investigation; then,
the conclusions reached are.valid anywheré and at any
time under conditions similar to those 1n Johannesburg at the
time of the lnvestlpation.
Amongst, ‘the factors which determine these conditicns
probably thé most important aret
(a) the influence of various Government Departments,
eepéclaliy”fhe Department of Social Welfare;

(b) 'the influence of the accumulated experience of social
welfare agencles;

(c) the training received by social workers; and

(d}l thefavailability of forums for discussion amongst
soclal welfare agencliles and individual social
.workefs.

The developiént of.Qaribﬁs agpects of co-ordination in
soclal work activities 1s making these conditlons 1ncrgasingly
simllar elsewhere to those in Johanneghurg, especiallylin the
-.other urban areas 1ﬁ'thé Unlon;u It seems probable, there-

- fore, that, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, the
conclusions from this 1nvestigation, are applicable in other
~ centres of social work to the extent to which these eentres

‘partlcipate in various co-ordinating activities,

o e e L IRET



97.

D. Suggestions for furthér Research;

Thé sclentific study.of'éase work prodedure is of'com_
paratively recent déte, but trial and error experimentgtion
has been carried out'ln thig field_almost as long as social
work has been a huﬁén activity;

It 1s not surprising,'thereforé, to find that a survey
of.present case work procedures suggest many aspects of
goclal case work in which scientific research is iikély to
be profitable. | |

Some of the more immediate avenues of research which
may be expected to be fruitful are stated here,

1.  Not all the data collected were analyzed in bhis
ﬁaper and tﬁe conclusions reached suggest that further ana-
lyses of the following might be particularly fruitful:

() Analysis of the section on case récording;

(b) Analysis of the sectlon on case loads;

(c) Cofrelatibns between different procedurssg;

(d) Further study of those ob}edtives that were

expressed 1n‘measurable terms., |

2. The conclusglons reached in this inveetieation are
only provisionally apﬁliqable to other centres of social work,
A similar 1nvestigaﬁion 1ﬁ other centres would be of great
value both asha check on the method of collectihg data and
the_statistical methods employed in this 1nvestigatibn; and
as a baéis for comparing éocial work procedures in diffcrart
centres., |
| _ 3. 'Perhaps\the most urgent problem revealed by this
'1nvestigation ig that of defining.precisely objectiveé in
case work whiéh will be generally acceptable in case work.,

Thege objectives must be based on human needs. It would
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be fruitful to discover.

(a) whj those human needs that have been expressed in
Precise social or economic terms, are not génerally
accepted as part of the objectives of case work;
“and '

(b) 1in what precise social and econdmic terms we can
express those human needs that have not yet been

defined,
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