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Supervision is generally considered an essential component of effective and efficient social work; yet there have been no attempts before now to provide an overview of the relevant literature systematically interrelating the representative articles that have appeared over the years. This book is designed to bring together readings that survey both the historical and the current conceptions of social work supervision. They are oriented to the supervision of practitioners in traditional settings. All the readings have been previously published, except for two papers delivered at conferences (Sharlin and Chaiklin, and Young), and two chapters of my own (25 and 29) written for this volume.

The thirty-one selections cover six major areas: (1) historical perspectives, (2) essential knowledge and skills, (3) structural characteristics, (4) organizational authority and professional autonomy, (5) research, and (6) future trends. The articles in each section are summarized and interrelated in an introduction. The general introduction serves as an overview for the six sections and provides a brief summary of the historical evolution of the literature.

The material on the historical aspects of supervision is especially important because it is the first published attempt to document its origins and early conceptions. The view presented here will be considered controversial by some, but the arguments are based on thorough and repeated reviews of the early literature as well as hours of stimulating discussion with former professors and colleagues. I hope that these views will generate more discussion and academic debate in this area.

The issues of structure and authority involved in supervision have been addressed in various jorunals, but no previous effort has been made to focus and unify this material. The idea of exercising authority over professionals has always been an underlying theme in supervision and is today receiving renewed and refocused attention in social work; it is my intention that the material on authority included in several sections of this text will contribute to systematic analysis.

The book is designed for use in graduate and undergraduate social work programs as a primary text or supplemental reader and for teaching supervision as a part of staff development and continuing education. Since the articles cover several different areas, educators and staff-development specialist can use the entire text, several sections selectively, or individual sections or articles, depending upon the needs of the group involved and the time available. The book can also serve as a ready reference for use in daily practice as problems and questions arise. For both new and experienced supervisors wanting information about how to exercise authority appropriately and how best to structure supervision, many of the articles describe practical applications and potential problems to be aware of at the outset. The book can serve as a helpful guide and source of ideas as an individual supervisor or an agency staff tries to reconceptualize or restructure supervision practices.

The bibliography at the end of the volume includes all the major materials on supervision I encountered in reviewing the literature, including many outstanding and relevant readings that are not reprinted here because of space restrictions. Decisions on inclusion were based on an article’s representativeness of major historical and current issues in supervision practice.

The bibliography also includes citations on field instruction and psychiatric supervision, two important areas that are related to but distinct from professional social work supervision. Presumably many readers of this volume will also have an interest in the field-instruction literature. References on psychiatric supervision have been included because of the similarities in supervision of the two disciplines and because the psychiatric literature is much more research-oriented than has been the case in social work and thus has much to offer in terms of models and methodological frameworks for conceptualizing research.

I have been reading, gathering materials, researching, discussing and debating, and teaching classes and workshops in supervision for more than ten years, since the idea for this book first occurred to me, and there is no way I can state my appreciation to all the people who have contributed to the process of making this book a reality.

However, there are a number of people without whose assistance I would probably not have achieved the knowledge necessary to take on such a project I am indebted to Drs. Ruth Young, Daniel Thursz, Verl Lewis. Harris Chaiklin, Ernest Kahn, and David Lewis, who guided my initial research on supervision. All of these people provided help in numerous other ways as well, and I will remain appreciative of their professional generosity throughout my career. I want to thank Gladys Topkis, editor at The Free Press, who has provided assistance and support throughout this project, and Fred Sard at the Free Press for his diligence and help with the many details of preparing the final manuscript. I also appreciate the remarks and suggestions of the anonymous reviewer of the initial manuscript.

I am especially appreciative of the support and encouragement provided by my wife, Joan, who spent long hours struggling with the typewriter, the dictionary, and the footnotes to produce the final manuscript. If it had not been for her, this book would not have been attempted or completed.

I cannot name them all, but I want to express deep appreciation to all the agencies, workers, supervisors, students, and colleagues who over the years shared their ideas and experiences with me. These people gave their time and thoughts freely and responded in a way that has given added strength to my already strong commitment to the profession of social work.

CARLTON E. MUNSON
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Since the time social work was first identified as a profession, supervision has been considered an essential and important source of growth and competency in practice. Supervision has served as an arena where much of the knowledge about practice has evolved, and it has long been regarded as a process designed to promote effective and efficient delivery of service. Because of these aspects, teaching and administration traditionally have been considered the two basic functions of supervision. A third function of help or support was added later, when a therapeutic orientation to certain practice areas developed.

Over the years a number of books and articles have appeared that focus in some way on the teaching, administration, and/or helping functions of supervision. These writings generally suggest methods to best implement these functions or to address problems, issues, and dilemmas presented by the supervision of professionals who have a dubious degree of autonomy in practice. Authority is a theme that runs throughout the literature and cuts across all three of the supervisory functions. There has been no final resolution of the authority-versus-autonomy dilemma, and it will probably remain a problem for some time to come.

The earliest definitions of supervision dealt with managing agencies as helping institutions and efforts to promote social justice for individuals admitted to them. When training for social work emerged in the late 1800s and the concept of the professional social worker was established, individualized supervision developed around articulating roles and tasks of the supervisor and the worker. When the individual case method emerged at the turn of the century and emphasis shifted from supervising the case to supervising the caseworker, the concept of individual supervision became a part of the struggle over control; the agencies and the newly founded training schools for social work used the indoctrination provided to trainees in supervision to demonstrate the “best” means to educate workers for practice and to illustrate their respective philosophies regarding the worker’s most suitable role and function, As the schools grew and agency training programs diminished, the schools increasingly drew on theory to prepare students for practice, and agency directors feared that this emphasis would be at the expense of practical knowledge.

The theory utilized by the schools to organize teaching was largely drawn from psychology; in fact, the educational leaders and writers of this era used supervision as a means of teaching psychological theory by applying it to the supervisees as much as to the clients. From this point on, supervision became associated heavily with training for the profession, which is essentially an indoctrination and controlling process. Psychological theory, mainly Freudian, dominated writing and teaching in supervision until the 1950s. The general emphasis was to use psychological theory to promote the growth of the supervisee, who was viewed as an immature person to be developed through identification with the supervisor. In the late 1950s, when social work became professionalized through the establishment of a broad-based professional organization, attention turned to defining and distinguishing between administration and teaching in supervision. The underlying focus of argument seemed to be autonomy versus control of professionally trained practitioners. At the same time, the literature from the 1950s to the present really reflects the culmination of a process that was taking place for quite some time before, Only through understanding these origins can we deal with and understand supervision as it currently exists.

Since the 1950s, the trend in supervision has been to shift from psychological to sociological theory, Modern writers have drawn on the work of Weber, Simmel, Merton, Goffman, Mead, Etzioni, Blau, Gouldner, and other sociologists to conceptualize supervision on the basis of roles, positions, statuses, and interactions within organizations rather than focus, as before, on individual occupants of positions. This new theoretical orientation has tended to crystallize the problem of autonomy within organizations. Although the frame of reference for analyzing supervision has gradually shifted, there is general agreement that supervision will play an important role in the professional lives of social workers for some time to come; and the image of the social worker functioning with the degree of autonomy characteristic of certain other professions is not a very realistic hope. Recent developments within the profession, such as licensing laws, emphasis on specialization in practice, differentiation in levels of practice, concern with lifelong learning, mandatory continuing-education requirements in certain positions, reconceptualization and restructuring of social work education, unionization and collective bargaining, and the involvement of social workers in professional-standards review organizations in some settings, all have implications for supervision. Some of these changes have more impact than others, and some are so new and unclarified that the nature of the impact is unknown.

It was with the historical development of supervision in mind—at the same time trying to address some of the positive potential and the prospective problems raised by emerging trends in the profession—that I decided to develop this book, sequentially organizing and interrelating representative writings. Much of the early literature is helpful in understanding the heritage of supervision that has evolved over the years. One aim of this book is to help overcome the misconception of many students and practitioners that professional social work somehow originated in the 1960s. With more accurate understanding will come, I hope, a more general appreciation for the extensive heritage of the social work profession. Some of the readings in this volume and the bibliographic citations may provide the stimulus to search further in the rich and abundant literature on the history of supervision and the profession.

Much of the previous literature specifies procedures and processes for conducting supervision that are relevant today and yet are largely ignored in practice. Selections from this literature have been included so that those concerned with supervision can organize their approaches efficiently and avoid reinventing the wheel, a redundancy a dynamic profession such as social work can ill afford in a complex, rapidly changing society.
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INTRODUCTION


IN EXPLORING CONCEPTIONS of social work supervision, the early writings defined it as a broad institutional process which involved providing surveillance of all charitable and correctional institutions and recommending changes that would make them more efficient and economical in operation.1 Supervision of public institutions was carried out by boards and associations under the sanction of the state legislatures,2 Early private or voluntary charity was brought under similar administration and supervision in a single agency3 with the development of the various charity organization societies (COS), Only later did the concept of individual supervision develop, when it became increasingly clear that effective case treatment could be achieved only by full-time workers with education, experience, and professional discipline.4 This realization led to the development of training schools for social work.

By the early 1900s the concept of individual staff supervision was well defined. Its functions were to keep the work of the agency up to the standards it set for itself and to promote the professional development of the staff.5 The first function of individual supervision is similar to the conception of institutional supervision in terms of regulation, control, and accountability. Institutional supervision cannot be equated with individual, but there seem to be similarities, parallels, and links between the two concepts historically that have remained unexplored. The first article in this section, by Jeffrey R. Brackett, helps shed light on the earliest conceptions of supervision at the institutional and individual level.

Control has always been an element in social work supervision. In the very earliest stages of dealing with social problems it took the form of controlling institutions. As various groups working in this area became involved directly in administering budgets and dispensing resources, control in the sense of the supervision of institutions became direct and complete. In this process the object of concern shifted from protecting the individual against inhumane practices to public accountability for expenditures.

With the emergence at the turn of the century of the individual case method and the concept of individual supervision, there occurred a subsequent growth of training schools for social work which came to use psychological theory in training caseworkers and supervisors, making a rather distorted use of the ideas of earlier leaders to build theories of supervision. The association of supervision with training for the profession became prevalent, and writing on and teaching of supervision was pervaded by psychological theory, largely Freudian. Recently, however, interest has begun to develop in supervision as an administrative process rather than one of personal growth, but most of the writing of this nature draws heavily upon the emerging theory of organizations, which also deals directly with authority and control.

Brackett, in a selection from his book Supervision and Education in Charity, published in 1903, surveys the events of the era related to supervision as the role of the individual worker was emerging. For him academic education was essential, but training was defined as a separate and important component in which the professional worker was guided by experienced practitioners. The value of this training was to be measured through judicious leadership governed by a scientific spirit. Brackett illustrated this view by describing Zelpha Smith’s early effort at group supervision, more appropriately referred to as group consultation, and emphasized the need for the formalization of such programs. Through scientific application of standards, Brackett believed, better-educated people would be attracted to social work, and high-quality schools would be induced to establish social work programs. Brackett summarizes the events taking place at the turn of the century and explains how the educative function of supervision was established; he also gives a preliminary definition of individual supervision as experimental training through association with skilled workers as personal assistants.

The selections by Mary Richmond on “The Comparison of Material” and “Supervision and Review,” originally published in 1917, discuss supervision in the context of diagnosis. She explored the role of the supervisor and emphasized the importance of recording as a vehicle through which the supervisor and worker can study case material. This discussion is refreshing in light of recent findings by Kadushin6 that in spite of the increased availability and economy of electronic teaching devices, there is virtually no sharing of practice material in the supervisory relationship. Richmond also viewed the sharing of recorded case material as a means of discovering wider aspects of cases and detecting recurring problems so that they could be reported to those responsible for social reform. This description comes close to the modern conception of the supervisor as mediator, but research by Munson7 reveals that few workers today so view their supervisors. Richmond was not concerned with control, emphasizing the supervisory relationship as a way of building knowledge for the profession. Her “Supervision and Review Questionnaire” has been included because it still has relevance today as a guide for evaluating performance.

The Milford Conference Report, published in 1929, demonstrates the same concern with building knowledge and the adequacy of training programs articulated by Richmond. Supervision is viewed as important because of the lack of good university-based educational programs. The participants focused on contracting between organizations and employees in matters of personnel and professional development. The administrative aspects of supervision are discussed in this context and combined with the teaching function, which was introduced in earlier writings. Richmond’s conception of the wider aspects of supervision and documentation of common recurring problems are stated with more precision in the report’s statement that the supervisor has a reciprocal responsibility to workers and that supervision should be conducted in an atmosphere of teamwork, which permits worker involvement in formulating policy. The function of supervision is defined as the promotion of standards of service and professional development, and the essential characteristics of the supervisory role are evaluation, accessibility, and recognition.

Hutchinson’s article, published in 1935, demonstrates the impact of psychoanalytic theory on supervision. She places heavy emphasis on relationship and uses the principles of Freudian theory to compare the supervisor-worker relationship with that of the worker and client. The influence of psychoanalytic thinking is demonstrated in her contention that some problems encountered in supervision warrant the intervention of a psychiatrist. For Hutchinson, the concepts of authority, domination, control, and checking are distinguished from intervention into workers’ personal problems through the supervisory relationship. However, as later articles reveal, this distinction was hard to maintain; eventually it blurred and became problematic.

The article by Zetzel illustrates the moderate shift away from emphasis on psychoanalytic principles in supervision that began in the 1950s as the modern concept of professional social work emerged. There is renewed emphasis on the educative aspect of supervision in which the role of the supervisee is equated with that of the learner in the child-rearing process. Supervision is portrayed as a maturation process, and Zetzel postulates that didactic and therapeutic situations are incompatible. Even though supervision is not therapy, the relationship need not be cold, formal, and uninvolved.

The evolution of social work supervision described in this section is based on an orientation of relationship and interaction which sets the stage for the remaining sections of this book, in which the roles of education, administration, and helping in supervision are discussed and explored in depth.

NOTES

1

Walter I. Trattner, From Poor Law to Welfare State (New York: The Free Press, 1974), p. 79.

2

Ibid., p. 78.

3

Ibid., p. 80.

4

Ibid., p. 92.

5

Report of the Milford Conference, Social Case Work: Generic and Specific (New York: American Association of Social Workers, 1929; reprint ed., Washington, D.C.: National Association of Social Workers Classic Series, 1974), p. 55 [see Chapter 4 below, p. 33-34].

6

Alfred Kadushin, “Supervisor-Supervisee: A Survey,” Social Work 19 (May 1974), p. 295 [Chapter 22 below, p. 254].
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Carlton E. Munson, The Uses of Structural Authority and Teaching Models in Social Work Supervision, doctoral dissertation, University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Mich., 1975, pp. 160-162.
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Training for Work


Jeffrey R. Brackett
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ACADEMIC WORK IS RARELY TRAINING, if a distinction, for the sake of convenience, may be made between teaching and training. Occasional inspection of institutions is of comparatively little value. The first thought, and most of the thought and time of college students, must be given to classwork, lectures, and reading. Above all, the essential element in training can seldom be found—the constant guidance in details of the person of experience, who knows of, and thinks constantly of, and believes in, the little things as well as the larger issues of philanthropic work.

Persons who take up philanthropic work as a calling or a leading interest, whether as paid officials or as volunteers, need to get as quickly and well as possible, with little waste to themselves and injury to others, the element which enters with instruction to make up education—experience. They should, if possible, give their best thought for a time to achieve observation and practice, under the guidance of persons of experience, who have learned how to focus with reasonable accuracy the objects before them, who really know somewhat of the needs and resources of the needy, or ill, or delinquent, or defective individuals for whom they care.

A first thought, very naturally, is that each institution or agency which does intelligent, thorough work must be, to some extent, a training school in its particular field of work. A few institutions do give specific teaching and training; notably some of the leading hospitals for the insane, as was pointed out to the national conference as early as 1887. It is interesting to note that the year-books of the Elmira reformatory, under Mr. Brockway, recorded a spirit of scientific inquiry there; that the resident chaplain of the San Quentin state prison, California, has written the result of his observation of prisoners; that Professor Henderson has issued, at the request of some of the prison wardens of the National prison congress [sic], an outline of study for officers of correctional institutions. But these are only indications for the future. So far, the number of institutions and agencies, strictly of charity and correction, whose officers would and could give training of much value, is very small.



From Supervision and Education in Charity, by Jeffrey Richardson Brackett (New York: Macmillan, 1903).





At the International congress of charities in 1893, Mr. Homer Folks, secretary of the State charities aid association of New York, described the three types that have appeared in the development of the philanthropic worker. The first was the “good man” who had not proved his usefulness in any other work; the second was the man of good clerical ability to whom employment in a charitable agency is much the same as in a grain warehouse or a street-cleaning department, who has little, if any, real interest in the subject-matter. The third type, different from the other two, considers his work a profession, and takes it up as men of parts have taken up law or theology or medicine. This one, looking forward over the years of a lifetime, uses his work as no temporary makeshift, but for his own growth, for the welfare of society and the advancement of knowledge. Many of our institutions and agencies are still managed by persons of the first and second types.

The few that have officials of the third type are frequently sought to furnish leaders for new or reform work. The Associated charities and the Children’s aid society of Boston are notable examples of agencies which aim to choose with care and to train with much pains their new officials—with the result that a number of their officials have been called away to lead similar work in other communities. The more we can get the right men and women at the head of our institutions, the more will these become training schools, as the master used to train his apprentice and the doctor his pupil. But training and instruction, worthy of the name, means a serious giving out of time and thought only to those persons who work with them with the aim of joining their staff, of adding to their own forces.

A very interesting beginning of a school for teaching and training as a preparation for institution life and work was begun in 1890 at the Burnham industrial farm, by Mr. W. M. F. Round, long the secretary of the New York prison association. From it grew “the Order of St. Christopher, a training for institutional service,” in which several young men were prepared for and sent out to work. The order was essentially the creation of Mr. Round, and was given up for a time with his retirement owing to illness.

There are a number of schools for deaconesses and others who are to be aids of the clergy in missionary and parish work. Some of them give a knowledge of care of the sick, hygiene, preparation of foods, etc.; but as to work in charity and correction, few if any give any instruction whatever. Some of the graduates themselves are the best examples of the need of instruction and of reasonable training in it.

At the International congress in 1893, Mr. Robert A. Woods, head worker of Andover house, now South End house, Boston, presented a paper on university settlements as laboratories in social science. The basis of acquaintance and friendship, he said, upon which the neighborhood work of settlements stood, was not only a dictate of human feeling and common sense for the improvement of persons, but was equally a dictate of science for good social investigation. “Social science, if it is to be truly scientific, dealing with human beings, must use the most delicate human apparatus in the way of personal acquaintance and sympathy, in order to gain accurate and delicate results.” The reproach which he brought against social science was that so far it had not “sought out and presented the elusive but distinctive quality and essence of human life!” The acquaintance which the settlement, as he saw it, should seek is not only with individuals but with the families and whole neighborhoods; and so the need of information would broaden into the field of social economics. And the settlement library, with its literature, both standard and current, would tell what other persons were doing in work and study in various parts of the world. In all such ways, “the university settlements stand as laboratories in the greatest of all sciences,” contributing, among other things, “to develop skilled social workers, and to send them out, not merely into professional charity and philanthropy, but into every kind of human activity, in order that they may broaden every kind of human activity so as to make it a truly social function.” The recently published bibliography of settlements gives the number of college, social, university, and church settlements in the United States as about one hundred. Its introduction says frankly that “the name ‘settlement,’ as well as the idea on which the movement is founded, have been and are increasingly abused. Unfortunately it has become the fashion for missions, schools, parish houses, institutions, and others to label themselves settlements.” The name, as the words “charity organization,” has been used blindly by many persons, as if a name was something to conjure by. Some of the so-called settlements know little of the lofty aim set and so well followed by the few leaders of the settlement movement.

Over a dozen settlements are affiliated with well-known institutions of learning. Three of them are called “college settlements,” because chiefly controlled and supported by college women, under an organization formed in 1890, Other settlements, as Hull house, Chicago, or East Side house, New York, draw upon workers and friends more generally, from all directions in their communities. In one way, which sometimes is least noted, this movement has been of great educational value in opening more widely the eyes of patrons, of those who represent the prosperous, to the knowledge of the vital interdependence of all parts of a community. The students who have gone from their academic life to lead classes or clubs in settlements, for one or two evenings a week, have unquestionably supplemented in a valuable way the class instruction in charity, ethics, or economics. There are sixty to seventy-five Harvard students who each year lead one or more classes in Prospect union, with its 500 workingmen members, under an executive committee which was one year composed, we read, of “a professor, a painter, a poet, a political economist, a philosopher, a postman, a politician, a printer, a philanthropist, and a parson!” What one of these student teachers said of himself must have voiced many—that he was getting a deeper insight into life and was being trained into habits important to society. But the hours given to settlement work by students who do not live in settlements are few.

The College settlements association of women can make the admirable report that of 300 women who have been in residence in its three houses, for short or long periods, nearly a half are engaged, in various places, in some form of philanthropic work. From their settlement workers, twenty-three women have been appointed to positions as head workers outside their own organization. But the weakest point of settlement service, as a whole, is the too short period of residence. Experience shows that very few persons of promise can afford in means and time, or are free from home duties, to live in settlements for a sufficient time to get real training.

A few of the leading settlements have indeed done noteworthy work in instruction and training. The recent reports of the University settlement society of New York, for example, include results of local studies by two young men, one of whom is now the head of a new chanty organization society in an important city of international note; the other is the chief paid official of the officers of public aid in an important New England city. But while paying full tribute to the leading settlements as strong forces for inspiring, and to some extent for instructing and training, a number of good charity workers, the reminder must be given that such training as is described by Mr. Woods cannot be had in many of them. Some of the residents, in their enthusiasm to right wrong conditions, have themselves failed to get into right perspective the various elements of usefulness on which the welfare of society depends. The educational value of the work done depends on the judicious leadership, governed by the scientific spirit.

The bibliography of settlements gives the publications on the settlement movement and books by the leaders in the movement. Of books, the most valuable, and very valuable they are, are “Hull house maps and papers,” several articles on “Philanthropy and social progress,” by Miss Jane Addams and Mr. Woods, and “The city wilderness.” The bulletins of South End house, Boston, and the year-books of the University settlement society of New York are examples of current literature of settlement work which is most educational.

If the opportunities for training offered by the best settlements are to be availed of, the establishment of scholarships and fellowships is most urgent. The University of Michigan Christian association, for the past five years, has provided the means for several students from the university to live and study at Chicago commons. Two of them have been in residence for five months, and made investigations and reports, one on the ethical substitutes for the social function of the saloon, which was used by the Committee of fifty on the liquor problem, the other on juvenile delinquency and dependency in Chicago. These fellows are appointed by the university, and credits are given for the theses written as the result of original work. At the Northwestern university, Chicago, the undergraduates have recently provided a student fellowship at the university settlement, and the report of that settlement for 1900 contains the result of the inquiry of the first fellow into “the housing of the wage-earners of the sixteenth ward.” At South End house, Boston, the residents have just been increased by three young men holding fellowships from Dartmouth, Harvard, and Amherst colleges. The first has been provided through the influence of President Tucker, as part of a plan for a new graduate school of economics and politics at Dartmouth; the others have been guaranteed for two years by groups of alumni in Boston. Appointments are made to all on account of distinction in sociological study; the fellows are under the direction of the departments of their respective faculties as well as of the chief residents of the house, and the time spent in work may count toward an advanced academic degree. All take an active part in the general settlement activities, but each has to follow some special investigation. One has been studying the workingman’s standard of life, the habits, the likes and dislikes, and the ambitions which most strongly mold him; another, the problems of juvenile employment; the third, the causes of congestion of population in factory districts. I feel, writes the last, that I enjoy advantages which a student of social science should prize very highly. In the course of such an investigation as I am making, “many interesting facts present themselves which a theoretical student would hardly anticipate. In theoretical discussion one is inclined to single out certain particular facts from which to draw general conclusions, but in practice one is surprised to find how intimately correlated are the social problems, and to see how comprehensive a view of all social factors must be taken before one can arrive at a true conclusion upon even a small theme.” Such recognition by leading institutions of learning of the value of these efforts to apply scientific methods to social work is hastening the taking up of philanthropic work as a calling by well-educated men.

At Harvard university there are two fellowships directly applicable to philanthropic work, one established nearly fifteen years ago, the Robert Treat Paine fellowship of $500 “to one or more graduates of any department of the university wishing to study either at home or abroad the ethical problems of society and the efforts of legislation, governmental administration, and private philanthropy, to ameliorate the lot of the masses of mankind” the other, the Henry Bromfield Rogers fellowship of $450, “for the study of ethics in its relation to jurisprudence or sociology.”

At the International congress of 1893, Miss Anna L. Dawes of Pittsfield, Mass., entered a plea for “training schools for a new profession.” She had seen the difficulty of getting suitable men or women to be secretaries of societies for organizing charity, especially in small cities and towns. This difficulty, she said, must be overcome in some way, for “the whole question of the success or failure of charity organization depends upon the discovery of some individual who adds to knowledge wisdom, and combines with right theory some experience.” She knew what the colleges were beginning to do in instruction, what the settlements were beginning to do in study of social problems, and that there were opportunities for training in methods of religious work, as for deaconesses; but the need she felt was not filled in any of those ways. She thought the time had come “when either through a course in some established institution, or in an institution by itself, or by the old-fashioned method never yet improved upon for actual development—the method of experimental training as the personal assistant of some skilled worker—it ought to be possible for those who would take up this work to find some place for studying it as a profession.” She suggested some course of study whereby those who were already learned in the study of books could be taught “what is now the alphabet of charitable science—some knowledge of its underlying ideas, its tried and trusted methods, and some acquaintance with the various devices employed for the upbuilding of the needy, so that no philanthropic undertaking, from a model tenement house to a kindergarten or a sand heap, will be altogether strange.” Some more immediately practical experience of the work likely to be required, some “laboratory practice,” should be given also. But this proviso was added, that the course be so arranged and be made to cover so brief a period, “should be so superficial, if you choose, to say so,” that it need not be unduly expensive, for a sine qua non of the new profession was the possibility of getting trained workers for a moderate salary. Miss Dawes urged her plea before the congress because she felt that the problem must be urgent in all localities.

In 1897, at the National conference of charities and correction, and also in an address to the civic clubs of Philadelphia, published in The Charities Review for June, Miss Mary E. Richmond, then general secretary of the Baltimore charity organization society, urged the need of a training school in applied philanthropy. She looked chiefly at the needs existing in large cities, not merely for officials of charity organization societies, but for many institutions and for offices of public aid. She felt that all such persons, to be properly equipped, should have a reasonably sympathetic and intimate acquaintance with various branches of charitable and reformatory work. She suggested, therefore, a school with a two years’ course, in which the best specialists would lecture, theory and practice would go hand in hand, all students would take together the exercises on general principles, and specialization would follow. Above all, the school should be under the direction of a university trained man who had wide practice experience in educational charity work.

Miss Richmond repeated her plea at the annual meeting of the American academy of political and social science in 1898, at Philadelphia, when the teaching of sociology and its relation to philanthropy were discussed. She feared to have such a school as she suggested attached to a university lest the theoretical side should overshadow the technical, the practical work. Over that point there were differences of opinion. Miss Frances R. Morse, one of the leaders in Boston, had suggested in a letter to the National conference of 1897, that such practical work might stand a better chance of being in the end of the best quality if it were attached to a leading university. She feared lest in a separate school “we should get a somewhat academic and opinionated graduate—the young men and women who had gone through a two years’ course would feel too much that they knew all that could be learned. This seems a frivolous objection, if they could really learn in such a school as the medical student learns in his school, and the sophomorical feeling would be soon outgrown; but the analogy of the medical school is not a true one. Philanthropy cannot be measured by such exact standards as can medicine.” Miss Morse’s suggestion was that persons wishing to enter philanthropic service might, under the direction of some representative advisory committee, seek to work, for periods of several months each, in a leading charity organization society, a leading children’s aid society, and perhaps under other agencies, as an institution or office of public aid. The needs voiced by Miss Dawes and Miss Richmond have been felt more and more as charity organization societies, material relief agencies, child-saving societies, and public aid officials have come to see, not only how much wisdom, but how much knowledge and experience is required for the best treatment of needy families in their homes, for the best care of children, for the best use of institutions, and for the development of volunteer service, both in dealing with individuals and on boards of management.

The Boston associated charities began some years ago the requirement of a certain period of instruction and training by the general secretary and an experienced agent, for applicants for the positions of district agents. The agreement is that those in training drop out, after a reasonable time, if they prove to themselves or to the officials of the society to be lacking in characteristics essential to their own success and the welfare of the society and of the needy. The Boston society, also, will not give a hearty recommendation to any of its officials called elsewhere until they have been in its service sufficiently long to let its recommendation be based on reasonable surety of fitness for the details of charitable work. The Boston plan of training agents has been followed largely in Baltimore for several years, with the result already found in Boston, that a few months of practical work under skilled officials shows that even college graduates who have studied sociology, and women of apparent hard sense with some business experience, may or may not have that “fitness” which is absolutely necessary for the work. Such a result proves the success and even necessity of some such plan.

Conference courses and study classes have been tried in several cities, not so much to rouse interest as to help in the training of workers. For instance, a class for study of friendly visitors’ work, arranged by the general secretary of the Brooklyn bureau of charities in 1891-1892, was composed of a representative from each of the fourteen district conferences of the bureau and of a few office workers and delegates from churches and King’s daughters. It met for an hour weekly for twelve consecutive weeks; type-written copies of the topics to be considered with page references to books were distributed before each meeting; reviews were made by members of the class in order to enforce the conception of the relation of each topic to the general field of charitable work and to the specific uses of friendly visitors; questions and answers and suggestions were stimulated. An experienced agent spoke approvingly of this course at the National conference in 1892. Although the students, she said, were somewhat irregular in reporting to their conferences what they learned, yet there was a general improvement in the work of the friendly visitors. In a small New England city, a class made up of a half-dozen experienced charity workers and a half-dozen young women not long from school or college, has recently been reading Miss Richmond’s “Friendly visiting,” with kindred reading suggested and with discussion. “It is a simple beginning,” says one, “but a very enthusiastic and satisfactory one.”

Such classes as these, and several might be mentioned, have usually been occasional, have not formed part of any systematic course, and make more for stimulus and teaching than for training.

There is one means of training, not perfect, of course, but very valuable, which can be used in any community where there is one interested person who knows the standard literature of charity and who has done persistent personal work in the homes of the needy. It is a study class, like the one Miss Zilpha D. Smith, general secretary of the Boston associated charities, has led for three years. It should consist of not over a half-dozen persons. Those of some experience are preferred. No mere student or office worker would be received. It does not merely read—it studies certain books and papers. Experiences are compared, customs are probed, good ways are proved. A condition of membership is personal work for the uplift of a family in distress. Fourteen morning meetings are held at fortnightly intervals, lasting from one and a half to two and a half hours; each member is expected to give six to eight hours of study in the fortnight. The first thought is to get the right conception of the aim of the associated charities; the next is to see the social conditions within which it works; the rest of the time is given to study from various points of view of problems of charity and correction. Warner’s “American charities” and much related reading is used, some of it not being usually included in the literature of philanthropy but yet very suggestive to a charity worker. Members of the class are urged to make notes and ask questions; the leader tries to learn the needs of each individual. Questions of social and economic causes and conditions are included. Turns are taken in reviewing what has been read; then the discussions are general. The attendance at the classes has been steady. The excellence of such classes as these lies in their being made up of a few persons who are really applying themselves to study and to personal service, under the direction of one who is well informed, well balanced, and has given years to educational charity work.

During the summer of 1894 a class in “practical sociology” was conducted for two months by Dr. P, W, Ayres, the general secretary of the Associated charities of Cincinnati. It was made up chiefly of graduates from several universities, a theological seminary, and a training school for teachers, some of whom had been interested in lectures on care of the poor in cities during the preceding winter. The class visited and studied somewhat the charitable and correctional institutions of the city and several industrial establishments; were made familiar with the principles and methods of the associated charities, each member having the opportunity of taking “some particular family in charge, over whom he or she was to have particular guardianship” and undertook to make investigations and reports upon the sweating system and tenement houses in Cincinnati for the State bureau of labor, several members being commissioned as agents of the bureau.

The class was described in The Charities Review for December, 1894. Most of its members have since done good work; four of them took positions of responsibility in the associated charities of three cities. That one member attempted to do too much in a short time without proper preparation is shown by the crude views which he gave in print in Lend-a-Hand for June, 1895, “A life class in sociology.” The attitude which beginners should take was well told by Miss Richmond in a lecture delivered before the social science club of the Woman’s college, Baltimore, and published in The Charities Review for February, 1896, entitled “Criticism and reform in charity.”

In 1894 the Hartford school of sociology was opened under the Society for education extension. The aim was to meet, by a three years’ course, the growing demand for a broader and more complete course of instruction in sociology than any of the universities gave. The plan included lectures by many eminent specialists, and seminary work. Throughout the third year, under the direction of the general secretary of the Hartford charity organization society, who had been an instructor at Johns Hopkins university, there were to be conducted (1) a course in general economics as a foundation for the study of sociology, (2) a sociological conference weekly, (3) field-work for training in special investigations and visitation of institutions, (4) a special conference of friendly visitors for practical philanthropic work. Hartford was deemed an unusually helpful center for a school, owing to its varied population, large manufactories, and extensive charitable effort, wise and unwise. The school opened with a few representatives of several colleges, two being graduates from Johns Hopkins university and Chicago university. Five completed the full program for two years, when the school closed for lack of adequate support. The special work in philanthropy had not been reached, but a good deal had been done meantime in friendly visiting, at the social settlement, in visits to institutions, and discussions on current literature of charity.

In The Charities Review for May, 1898, the announcement was made of a training class, to be conducted under the Charity organization society of New York for six weeks during the summer approaching. A careful review of opinions on the need of a training school, and the reason for opening the class were added. The very modest claim was now put forward, that an opportunity for higher training should be given to the large number of persons who desire to labor in the field of charities and correction, “leaving to the future the question as to whether such a training may finally be regarded as an indispensable condition of appointment.” Due consideration was given to the fact that officials of charity organization and children’s aid societies, usually overworked by the demands of their immediate duties, could not be expected to undertake the training of persons for philanthropic work throughout the country. The proposed class was not expected to give a thorough training, and no diplomas were to be conferred or promises made about future employment. It was a move in the direction of some definite system of training, “an experimental contribution toward the end in view.” The school was opened accordingly in June. Twenty-seven students representing fourteen colleges and universities and eleven states were registered in the class—more than were planned for. The completion of a college or university course or a year’s experience in philanthropic work were required for admission, and a little over half the class had had some experience in such work. All but two of the members registered worked steadily to the close. Each one gave two weeks of actual service in the district offices of the society; some gave more, continuing after the class ended. Each one presented to the class two reports of inquiries into subjects connected with philanthropic work in New York, Visits were made to a number of institutions. Opportunities were offered to individuals to visit families in need, but few found time to do that. Talks were given the class by some thirty men and women, practical workers, many of them leading specialists of the land. Dr. P. W. Ayres, who was directly in charge of the class, summed up as follows the results which were seen immediately: “All the members have a clearer view of the value of work properly done, of the harm of work improperly done. Five of them who were not already at work, all but one university graduates, have secured positions in charitable work. Three or four others have discovered that they were not fitted or were not ready for such occupation, and several of them determined to take up volunteer work for a time.”

This class, repeated in the summers following, has become the Summer school in philanthropic work, It is managed by a special committee of the New York charity organization society, with several representatives from societies in other cities and universities. During the first three summers seventy students from seventeen states in the Union have attended these courses. Of these, twenty-two have entered the paid service of charity organization societies in different cities, two of whom are general secretaries, one is an assistant general secretary; fifteen hold paid positions in the work of other societies and institutions; eight are residents in settlements, of whom three are head workers; two are in kindergarten work; two are in the paid service of churches; three have given courses of university lectures based upon the work of the school; and the remainder are serving as volunteers in their respective communities. The details of work in the school are given in the reports of the New York charity organization society and in current numbers of Charities. In 1900 three weeks were given to the subject of the care and treatment of needy families in their homes; one week to the care of destitute, neglected, and delinquent children; another week to neighborhood improvement, and another week was divided between medical charities and institutional care of adults. The method of the school is practical, the speakers are leaders in their lines of work, and some of them, spending several days with the members of the class, add the personal acquaintance and opportunities for informal talks.

The school now merely gives a bird’s-eye view of the wide field of opportunities, with points of special interest carefully pointed out by those who know them well. The program is arranged by a very representative committee and carried out under a director with the cooperation of chosen representative workers, so the danger of having beginners attempt too much with insufficient direction is minimized as much as possible. One of the class of 1900, a college graduate, who had given several years to responsible work in one of our best associated charities, wrote at the close of the course: “It is intensely interesting. I am collecting the opinions and suggestions of different members of the class about the school. They all consider it of the greatest value, and speak of it as a rare opportunity.”

In the brief period of six weeks, say the committee in charge, “it is not possible to train workers for paid positions in philanthropy. While it is true that some of the new workers who have taken the course have secured paid positions, it has usually been as agents in training with the societies employing them. At least one year of preliminary work is necessary in most instances before new workers can assume the full responsibility either of caring for families in distress or of administering the affairs of a charitable society or institution. The central council of the Charity organization society has approved a plan of giving longer training to selected students as soon as the necessary means can be secured for it, and will receive funds for this purpose.”

An arrangement for scholarships, in sums sufficient to cover the cost of board in New York for the six weeks, has allowed a few persons to come to the classes. The establishment of fellowships for continued work is earnestly desired.
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The Comparison of Material


Mary E. Richmond
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“I AM ASTONISHED,” says Dubois, “to see how many young physicians possessing all the working machinery of diagnosis do not know how to make a diagnosis. It is because the art of diagnosis does not consist merely in gathering together a great many facts, but in co-ordinating those that one has been able to collect, in order to reach a clear conception of the situation.”1 And we are told that the historian first collects his material, then collates it, and only after it has been collated attempts his final interpretation. He weighs his evidence, of course, as we do, item by item when it is gathered, but a reweighing of the total is necessary when all the items are in. “After a student has learned to open his eyes and sees,” writes Dr. Richard Cabot of clinical teaching, “he must learn to shut them and think.”2 So must we. Nevertheless, this stage of assembling our material, of relating its parts and trying to bring it up into consciousness as a whole, will not be easy to illustrate, since it is the most neglected part of case work technique.

Speaking broadly, the social case worker of an earlier day did little visiting of anyone except his client and so observed only within those narrow limits. He was mentally sluggish, moreover, and guilty of much thoughtless prescribing. The case worker of today is more active physically—sometimes doing too much running around, one is tempted to believe—but his advance in usefulness over earlier workers would be greater if he would oftener “shut his eyes and think,” if he would reduce the visible signs of his activity and assemble his forces in order the better to deliberate upon his next move before he makes it. Case records often show a well-made investigation and a plan formulated and carried out, but with no discoverable connection between them. Instead, at the right moment, of shutting his eyes and thinking, the worker seems to have shut his eyes and jumped. On the other hand, however carefully the inquiries are recorded and the diagnosis which grew out of them indicated, however carefully a plan of action is decided upon, etc., the processes by which the diagnosis is arrived at—what parts of the evidence have been accepted or rejected and why, what inferences have been drawn from these accepted items and how they have been tested—can none of them be revealed in a record.



From Social Diagnosis, by Mary E. Richmond, pp. 347-352, © 1917 by Russell Sage Foundation, renewed 1944 by Russell Sage Foundation, New York.





Some case workers feel that their conscious assembling of material comes when they present a summary to the case committees of volunteers who assist them in making the diagnosis and the plan of treatment. This is especially true if any of the members of the committee have a social experience that has made them both critical and just in their valuing of testimony. One worker writes, “Repeatedly, flaws in my investigation have not occurred to me in reading over the record, but they have become only too evident at the moment of presenting the case to my committee. The standard in my mind of what the committee ought to know in order to make a fair decision has then suddenly revealed weaknesses to me before they were brought out in the discussion.”

The same bracing influence comes from submitting findings at this stage to a case supervisor who is responsible for the work of a group of social case workers. Indeed, the process of comparison, in so far as it can be studied at all at present, is found at its best in the daily work of a few experienced supervisors. Unfortunately they are usually persons who are much overburdened. Although committees, at their worst, can be useless as critics, when well chosen they have an advantage over any one referee in that they bring not only less jaded minds but more varied experiences to bear upon each problem. Either supervisors or committees have the advantage over the worker who makes his analysis unaided, that they do not know the client or his story, and that consequently they are not already so impressed with any one part of the story as to be unable to grasp the client’s history as a whole.*


1
SUGGESTIONS FOR SELF-SUPERVISION


In the absence of a competent supervisor or of a committee, the case worker will often have to take the place of both by consciously setting aside some time in which he will strive to look at his own work as if he were a critical outsider.*

a) He can try to review each item of a case with all the others in mind, When each particular piece of evidence came to him, he judged it by what he then knew, How does he judge it now in the light of all the evidence?

Gross suggests another way of testing our material which is psychologically more difficult; namely, to consider a part of it with other material deliberately excluded.3

This is what a probation officer had to do, probably, when a father lodged complaint against his boy for stubbornness and for thieving from his older brothers. The home seemed so satisfactory that she was inclined to seek the cause of the trouble in outside influences that would have led the lad to take first small sums and then much larger ones. When, however, the time came for planning, the explanation had not been found, and, having a mind that demanded specific data instead of falling back upon an unsupported theory, she began her search anew and excluding from her mind for the time being the favorable family appearances, found two court records of the arrest of the father, one for buying junk from minors and the other for peddling without a license. These may seem small offenses, but they were serious enough in the father of a boy who was also developing a tendency to lawlessness.

b) Sometimes, as Gross suggests also, the grounding of a fact has been so difficult, has taken so much time, that we slur over the task of establishing its logical connection with the whole, or do that part of our work “swiftly—and wrongly.”4 Or sometimes the slurring is due to the desire to make a definite report with promptness, as in the following case:

A charity organization society was asked in August by the state’s attorney to interest itself in a non-support case, in which the man of the family had been arrested for not making weekly payments to his wife on the separate support order of the court, A week later the society submitted a report of its inquiry upholding the wife, In October, however, when the man made application to have his children removed from the home, an exhaustive study of the case revealed bad conditions there. A critic of this case record writes, “Before your first report to the state’s attorney was sent, contradictions in the evidence had developed that should have made it clear to you that further investigation was needed. The sources of information were at hand and the winter’s rush was not upon you.”

c) As was the case in the foregoing example, a review of our material will often reveal unsuspected contradictions in the evidence. Where these contradictions cannot be reconciled we may safely infer that further evidence is needed; where, though all the evidence points one way, no explanation of the difficulty or guide to its solution has been revealed, we must again look for additional facts.

d) The rhetorics tell us that the first and last paragraphs of an essay are the two that make the deepest impression upon the reader. It may be well to ask always, therefore, whether the story as told by the first person seen, or the first theory adopted by the worker has received undue consideration in shaping the final conclusion; or whether the last statement made has been allowed this advantage. Anyone who has had occasion to note the eagerness of each of two complainants to tell his grievance first will appreciate that we have an intuition that first impressions are lasting. Where there have been matters in dispute, however, the strategic position—second only in value to the first—is the last. In short, we must guard against the impression made by first and by last statements in an investigation….


2
SUGGESTIONS FOR COMPARISONS MADE BY A SUPERVISOR


What should a supervisor look for in a case record in which the work has reached the stage of evidence gathered but not yet compared or interpreted? For convenience of reference the treatment of this topic has been reduced to questionnaire form [appears in Chapter 3, pp. 23-28, below]…. The questionnaire for supervisors summarizes material … under the heads of (a) the case worker’s relations with client, (b) with client’s family, (c) with outside sources, (d) the conduct of the inquiry as a whole, and (e) wider aspects of the inquiry.

Good supervision must include this consideration of wider aspects. … [T]he habit of keeping in mind the bearing of each individual fact on general social conditions gives added significance to the statements in a record, This habit may also open broader avenues of usefulness. Every case worker has noticed how a certain juxtaposition of facts often reappears in record after record, and must have suspected that this recurring juxtaposition indicates a hidden relation of cause and effect. Or else he must have noted that some twist in the affairs of clients showed again and again a marked similarity of outline such as to suggest a common cause, though no rational explanation came to hand. It is here that the “notation of recurrence,” as it is called, becomes a duty of supervisor and case worker. Not only should these repetitions be noted but they should be compared carefully. Some situations that seemed similar will be found upon examination to be different in essence, but the remainder, if they are likely to throw light on social conditions or on the characteristics of any disadvantaged group, should be submitted to those specialists in social reform who can make a critical and constructive use of them. The getting at knowledge that will make the case work of another generation more effective may be only a by-product of our own case work, but it is an important by-product*….
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A case reader of wide experience suggests here that, in fields of work where no committee is possible and no supervisor is at hand, someone with a keen mind be introduced to case record reading and that current problems be “tried out on him,” Even where there is a committee it is important that someone on the committee besides the case worker read the record before the case comes up for discussion.

*

Any detailed discussion of the worker’s case records must be reserved for a separate book on that subject, though self-supervision might well include not only the case work but its recording, Charles Kingsley warned a young writer that he should never refer to anything as a “tree” if he could call it a “spruce” or a “pine.” If that lesson had been impressed upon the present generation of case recorders, the task of writing this book would have been an easier one.

Among the general terms against which collectors of family histories for eugenic stvidy are warned by the Cold Spring Harbor Eugenics Record Office (see Eugenics Record Office Bulletin No. 7, p. 91) are abscess, without cause or location; accident, decline, without naming the disease; cancer, without specifying organ first affected; congestion, without naming organ affected; convulsions, without details and period of life; fever; heart trouble and heart failure; insanity, without details; kidney trouble; lung trouble; marasmus; stomach trouble.

The social case worker’s Index Expurgatorius would have to cover a much wider range of subjects; but some of the commonest substitutions are relative for the word expressing the exact degree of relationship; Italian or Austrian or German for the term descriptive of a native of the particular province or other political subdivision; day laborer or salesman or clerk for the particular occupation; and bad, dull, unsanitary, shiftless, incompetent, unsatisfactory, good, bright, industrious, proud, refined, and a host of such adjectives for the specific act or condition.

*

Dr. Adolf Meyer, addressing a group of after-care committees for the insane, just after having read some of their records, says, “I had to put a big black cross in my mind over the town of Waterloo. There is a town which evidently contains centers of infection, which the community cannot afford to tolerate, and which can be attacked if one has sufficient material against them …. The authorities and the good and bad people may not pay much attention to remonstrations until sufficient material accumulates and is plunged at the right time, and then you may be able to do something. These are difficult tasks, I know, but there is no way of doing anything by keeping quiet or by making abstract complaints,”—After-care and Prophylaxis, p.16. Reprint of an article in the State Hospitals Bulletin, March, 1909, authorized by the State Commission in Lunacy, Albany, N.Y. Utica, N.Y, State Hospitals Press, 1909.
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Supervision and Review
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… THE QUESTIONNAIRE OF THIS CLOSING CHAPTER turns from disabilities, which are not always the most important consideration in social work, to the other diagnostic topics likely to be of service to a case work supervisor. When inquiry into a client’s situation has reached the stage of evidence gathered but not yet compared or interpreted, and the record comes to a supervisor, or when, in the absence of supervision, the case worker must review the evidence without assistance, what are the things to look for? This final list of questions is an attempt to answer the query. Needless to say, it does not indicate a routine to be followed; some questions will apply to the given case but many will not….



SUPERVISION AND REVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE


I Relations with Client

 	Does the record of the first interview indicate that the client has had a fair and patient hearing, and that a sympathetic understanding, or at least a good basis for further intercourse, was established at this early stage? 
 	Are there indications that advice has been given prematurely, or that promises have? Or has the client been put off with such artificial reasons for delay or inaction as “my committee,” “we never pay rent,” “this is contrary to the rules of the institution,” etc.? Have there been too many ultimatums? Have “no-thoroughfare” situations developed between case worker and client due to these, due to failure to sift contradictions, etc.? Are there signs that the worker’s lack of grasp of the situation has developed the scolding habit? 
 	
From Social Diagnosis, by Mary E. Richmond, pp. 449-453, © 1917 by Russell Sage Foundation, renewed 1944 by Russell Sage Foundation, New York.
 	Were good clues to outside sources of insight and co-operation procured in the first interview? What clues, indicated as possible by the story, seem to have been neglected? Do these belong to a group which this case worker often finds it difficult to get, or usually overlooks? 
 	Were the possible signs of physical or mental disease or breakdown noted early, and were medical examination and care procured immediately thereafter? If the assumption that the client was lazy, indifferent, or incorrigible was made, was it possibly due to neglect of these precautions? 
 	Has the worker who has conducted the first interview and seen the client’s family also seen the important outside sources, or were these parts of the inquiry entrusted to someone else? Does the information procured from outside sources suggest that the inquirer had a sense of the relation of the part to the whole? 
 	Were any confessions, especially those that were damaging to the client who made them, accepted as necessarily true? Has the client been protected from misrepresentation of any kind? 
 

II Relations with Client’s Family

 	
7. Does the record give its reader a sense of the main current of the lives of the people recorded, or does it detail unrelated episodes and incidents only? 
 	
8. Have the relations of the members of the family to one another been noted? Have any crises been noted that tested the family power of cohesion? 
 	
9. Does the record reveal whether the family has or has not shown good judgment, on the whole, in its economic choices? Have expenditures been the expression of an innate craving, have they been due to imitation, or are they indicative of little judgment? 
 	
10. Are characteristic disabilities belonging to the racial or economic group all charged against the individual family? 
 	
11. Have the children of the family, especially the growing children, been individualized? Is there any clear picture of both their home and school life? If the problem is a family one, have the older children, those who are grown and at work, been consulted? 
 	
12. Has the man of the family been seen? Were he and his wife seen separately? 
 

III Use of Outside Sources

 	
13. Was the confidential exchange consulted promptly? Was the identifying information there procured promptly followed by consultations with the agencies named? Were any inquiries that had already been made by these agencies unnecessarily duplicated? Were the different agencies each consulted about the kind of fact that each was best able to give? Has any transfer of the case to another agency for treatment been preceded by sufficient inquiry to justify the reference? 
 	
14. If not all the clues to outside sources were followed up, does an intelligent choice seem to have been made? For example, were some relatives on both sides of the house seen, some former employers, etc.? Was the order in which the sources were consulted wisely chosen? Were any of the sources consulted found through supplementary clues—clues revealed casually, that is? 
 	
15. Have statements been sought, as far as possible, at first hand and not through intermediaries—from doctors, for example, rather than from patients, where medical facts were in question, etc? Or has hearsay evidence been accepted without challenge? In evaluating the testimony of witnesses, has their personal bias been allowed for? 
 	
16. Has the worker expressed opinions, in the letters attached to the record or elsewhere, on matters about which he is not informed? Have the outside sources been consulted about possible plans of action, or have they merely been persuaded to agree to plans proposed by the case worker? 
 	
17. In first contacts with relatives, have questions of the material assistance procurable from them obscured more important matters? 
 	
18. Are the medical diagnoses from which social inferences have been drawn up-to-date? Has discrimination been shown in seeking medical advice, and has the needless multiplication of medical advisers been avoided? 
 	
19. Are the school reports quoted merely formal ones, or have the individualized observations of teachers been sought? 
 	
20. Have the work records been entered perfunctorily, or do they cover the points that would be of value in procuring new work, reinstatement, or advancement? Has underpaid or unwholesome work that tended to disintegrate the family life (such as the twelve hour shift, supplementary earning by the homemaker away from home, sweatshop work, or premature withdrawal of children from school) been noted? 
 	
21. Is any inexactness in the data at hand due to failure to consult original documents of birth, marriage, baptism, death, property, immigration, or court proceedings? Or to failure to consult out-of-town directories? Or newspaper files? 
 	
22. Were interviews with present neighbors limited quite strictly to procuring needed court evidence? Have the characteristics of the neighborhood been kept in mind, and have experienced neighborhood social workers been consulted about them? 
 

IV Conduct of the Inquiry as a Whole

 	
23. Have all the assets for reconstruction revealed by the client’s history been carefully and sympathetically noted? Have they been summed up in black and white? Or are there signs, on the other hand, of a tendency to overemphasize the discouraging things? 
 	
24. What indications are there of the case worker’s habits as a questioner? Have leading questions been asked with full knowledge of their danger, and with good reason for taking the risk? Have any marked personal prejudices of the case worker’s been allowed to warp the account? 
 	
25. Is there evidence of a tendency to substitute such formula? as “maladjustment,” “underfeeding,” “chronic laziness,” “hopelessly shiftless,” “drink the sole cause,” “large family,” “insufficient wages,” for the specific fact or facts? Are there indications that the worker is hampered by some professional habit useful under other conditions but not here? Are there signs of automatism, of following a routine unthinkingly? 
 	
26. Has the worker been careful to clear up unfavorable items of evidence instead of leaving them neither proved nor disproved? 
 	
27. Has the worker been hurried into hasty and ill considered action by a tendency to cross bridges before they are reached, to regard situations as “emergent” that are not really so? Has some picturesque minor incident of the story demoralized the inquiry? 
 	
28. Is there a tendency to “make out a case” at all hazards by overemphasizing one side? Has the worker “held a brief” for or against or has he dealt even? Are first theories promptly abandoned when the facts tend to disprove them? 
 	
29. What hypotheses and inferences of the worker and of others have been accepted without the necessary testing? Have any popular explanations of things been accepted without challenge? 
 	
30. With regard to the record itself, does it develop an individual and colorful picture, or are the main issues obscured by repetition and by unverified impressions? Does it show skill in what is omitted? Is the present situation, for example, described in such detail as to throw the more permanent aspects of the story out of perspective? Are the words used as specific as they might be? Are general terms avoided? Are acts described instead of qualities? Are the statements of the record merely added or are they weighed? Are there brief entries that help the supervisor to understand the relation of an unknown witness to the matter about which he is quoted and to measure, in some degree, his disinterestedness and his personal characteristics? 
 	
31. Are there signs of wasting time, of doing relatively unimportant things under the impression that there is no time for the important ones? Does the investigation center round and round some one point in the story, or does it lose itself in aimless visits, many times repeated, to the client or his family? Are there, on the other hand, signs of “economy of means,” of achieving results, that is, with the fewest possible motions and the smallest possible friction? 
 	
32. Has the inquiry, as it has developed, supplied a reasonable explanation for the present situation? Does the investigation, that is, lay bare the personalities of the chief actors plus the factors external to themselves that have brought them to their present pass? Does it look back to their highest achievement in the past, and give any sense of their possible resources in the joint task of reinstatement or development which is still ahead? How far does the inquiry suggest not only the diagnosis of the difficulty, but plans for its constructive treatment? 
 	
33. If needed evidence has not been procurable, and only partial or temporary diagnosis can be made, what modifications in treatment could be devised in order that a part of its necessary services might become also a means of pushing the investigation forward? 
 

V Wider Aspects of the Inquiry

 	
34. Is the record one in which this case worker has tried to make an especially thorough and skilful inquiry? If not, are there any such records?

 	
35. Does it contain an instance of effort to push further into an unsolved problem by presenting it, in this concrete form, to specialists in the national social reform associations or elsewhere who might be able to suggest a solution? (Examples: the possible relations between occupation and disease in a given case; the problem of the energetic boy who wishes to sell papers out of school hours; the chances of recovery for tuberculous patients returned to their own country—when, for instance, a case committee suggests sending back such a one to Messina, etc.) 
 	
36. If there is no adequate provision for the feeble-minded, or no legal redress when housing conditions threaten health (to give only two instances), what attitude does the record reveal toward these evils? Is the situation accepted, or is a disposition manifest to push hard in some helpful direction? Is the evidence bearing upon the matter accurately enough stated in the record to make it part of the data needed for community action? 
 	
37. Are there any hopeful signs of breaking through routine, of getting a result by new or unusual methods? What new outside sources, for example, have been brought to light? Have any such new methods been noted and placed at the service of other case workers? 
 	
38. If anyone has made an inquiry, supplied information, or aided at this stage of the case in any way—if a teacher has shown interest, for example—will that interest be remembered and will it be strengthened? Has any note been made, looking to that end, to report later upon the further developments of the case, especially upon any really significant ones?
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