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In 1803, the British created a eivil service
Job ealling for a man to stand on the Cliffs
of Dover with a spyglass. He was supposed to
ring a bell if he saw Napoleon coming. The
Job was abolished in 1945.
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PREFACE

A great deal of interest in manpower utilization has been
generated during the past decade. In the field of social welfare, this
interest has been in two basic areas: the appropriate use of currently
available manpower and the use of new kinds of manpower, i.e., the "new
careerist,'" use of personnel with varying levels of formal education,
etc. This document represents one effort in the overall study of so-
cial welfare manpower.

Part I represents the effort of Dr. Robert J. Teare of the
University of Georgia Management Department. Teare's presentation is
a theoretical rationale for social welfare work activity, based on his
own background as an industrial psychologist, his participation in a
symposium conducted by the Southern Regional Education Board's Social
Welfare Manpower Project and his participation in a number of confer-
ences following this symposium. The symposium, held at Stone Mountain
Inn outside of Atlanta in the fall of 1968, focused on problems asso-
ciated with developing a useful conceptual framework for utilizing
workers in the field of social welfare who were trained at less than
the highest professional level.

Part II, compiled by Dr. Harold McPheeters, Associate Director for
Mental Heélth Training and Research at the Southern Regional Education
Board, reflects an attempt to outline some recommendations and implica-
tions for implementation of the theoretical framework. This part of
the document should not be viewed as a Lluepriut or a model, but as an
illustration of some of the theoretical formulations presented in Part

I. Final responsibility for implementation of this particular framework



for agency operation and job formulation will necessarily have to rest
with each agency. There has not been an effort to implement the con-
tents of this document within this project.

Final responsibility for the contents of this document rests not
with the participants who contributed so much to it, or with Dr. Teare
who was able to organize the findings of the symposium, but with the

Southern Regional Education Board staff who have done the final editing.

Robert M. Ryan
Project Director
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PART £

THEORETICAL RATIONALE
FOR SOCIAL WELFARE WORK




CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE FOR THE SYMPOSIUM

The Problem

For quite a few years, the Mental Health Training and Research
Unit of the Southern Regional Education Board has been concerned with
stimulating and facilitating the training of manpower for the human
services occupations. The symposium sessions described in this publi-
cation represent one facet of a larger research effort aimed at the
problems associated with recruitment, education, and utilization of bac-
calaureate graduates in:the social welfare programs of the 15 Southern
states.l ’

The focus of this symposium, and of the larger SREB research effort,
springs from a basic problem facing persons charged with responsibility
for planning, operating, and evaluating delivery systems for various
types of services in the United States. Couchég;in its simplest terms,
the problem is this: given the current and projected availability of man-
power, and under present patterns of utilization, health care and social
service systems simply cannot adequately meet the needs of the general
public. Because this shortage of trained manpower is a general condition,
all of the helping professions are faced with the problems it creates.

This situation has reached‘critical proportions in the area of

activity charged with the responsibility of providing social welfars

lFunding for the activities of the Social Welfare Manpower Project
was through a Section 1115 grant from the Social and Rehabilitation
Service of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.




services to the public.2 Like their counterparts in other professions,
social welfare planners are faced with the dilemma of trying to provide
a wider range of services to an increasing population while having to
draw upon a cadre of trained workers which diminishes proportionately
each year. Because the problem is of great concern to many individuals,
it has been thoroughly documented and discussed (Barker & Briggs, 1966;
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1965; Monahan, 1967;
Schwartz, 19663 Szaloczi, 19673 Wittman, 1965). Thus to most knowl-
edgeable professionals, the above statements do not come as a revelation.
We have long been aware that half of all the social welfare work
positions in the aéencies are filled with persons who hold only bachelor's
" degrees. As we look at other parts of the social welfare field such as
public welfare, child welfare, probation and parole, corrections, and vo-
cational rehabilitation, we see that more than 75 percent of the positions
ara filled with persons with bachelor degrees. Most agencies have used
these people either in lieu of fully trained persons (i.e2., MSW’s) with-
out rewriting the job descriptions, or as case "aides" working under the

direct supervision of fully qualified workers.

2The term "social welfare services," as used in this document and

in the symposium, is used in the broadest possible sense. Perhaps the
closest definition is that which has been articulated by the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare (1965); that is, "...the organized
system of functions and services, under public and private auspices, that
directly support and enhance individual and social well-being, and that
promote community conditions essential to the harmonious interaction of
persons with their social environment, as well as those functions and
services directed toward alleviating and contributing to the solution of
social problems, with particular emphasis on strengthening the family..."
This definition, if anything, is too broad. However, it does make the
point that when we talk about social welfare services we are not just
talking about social work.



Approaches. to the solution of the problem can and do differ widely
in terms of scope and focus. Some have attempted to reduce or redesign
the spectrum of seryices open to the public; others have concentrated on
ways to increase the number of individuals who enter the education and
training channels or to accelerate the educational process, and a third
major approach has focused on the tasks carried out by the social welfare
worker. Although there are several variations in this third approach,
all have been basically concerned with the reformulation and reallocaticn
of existing tasks and the creation and development of new tasks and func~
tions to be included as part of the purview of social welfare activities.

The staff of the SREB Undergraduate Social Welfare Manpower Project
decided to focus their efforts in the third major area: the reformulation
of existing tasks and the development of new tasks to be carried out by
baccalaureate workers. Our goal was to find more ratiomal guidelines for
the utilization of workers with BSW and BA degrees in subject matter areas
related to social welfare problems. If more rational guidelines could be
developed, they might be used by social welfare agencies in reformulating
work activities for BA workers and in developing new activities for these
people.

The problem of task develcpment is not restricted to the baccalaureate
level worker. Societal demands for increased services have resulted in the
introduction of a&&itional kinds of workers to the social welfare manpower
pool. We refer here to the "New Careers" movement (Elston, 1967; Kattan,
19703 Reiff and Riessman, 1964; Riessman and Pearl, 1965; Wiley, 1967) in-
volving workers who are former recipients of services and who posses a

minimum of formalized training, as well as an influx of technical workers



trained in new programs being developed by the two~year community

colleges around the country. Consequently, we felt that any guidelines
for the utilization of social welfare workers should have implications
for a work force with education ranging from a few weeks of in-~service

training to that which accompanies the full professional degree.

The Approach

The staff explored with several consultants the possible approaches
to formulating job roles and functions for new levels of workers in a
human services field that has traditionally acknowledge& only the full
professional worker. As Fine (1967) has pointed out, there are really
only two basic conceptual frameworks for formulating and configuring job
activities, both of which have their origins '"...in the way careers emerge
more or less naturally in the world of work."

The first consists essentially of "job factoring,? that is, breaking
down jobs into tasks clustered together on the basis of skill requirements
or difficuity. The second, which Fine labels the "developmental approach,"
starts with analysis of the needs of the public and the profession and then
proceeds to the definition of tasks designed to meet these needs. It is
obvious that these two approaches are fundamentally different from one an-
other. Consequently, they can lead to end results that are neither con-
ceptually nor strategically equivalent. It would be well, therefore, to
examine them in a little more detail.

Job Factoring--The first approach, job factoring, has been a traditional
approach for developing jobs in the professions. This is because job fac~

toring has been the basic philosophy underlying industrialization in America




for the past sixty years.3 Starting from an existing base of

heterogeneous tasks cs they are currently carried out in various jobs,
its focus is to break up these tasks and regroup them into more homo-
geneous clusters of gctivity. Thus, the usual end result of the fac-
toring process is the stratification of job tasks into levels (or
layers) of difficulty. In the professions it has been assumed that the
lower levels (the simplef tasks) of this hierarchy can be assigned to
less skillful workers and can thus serve as the basic content for "sub-
professional" or "nonprofessional' jobs.

There are several characteristics inherent in jobs which result
from the process described above. First, since they have been constructed
from an array of tasks that are currently being carried out by workers, it
is rare that new tasks emerge as part of the new job definitions. As a
result, the job factoring apéroach serves better as a strategy for dealing
with the problem of creating or stimulating more jobs than as a strategy
for developing new jobs (i.e., "new" in the sense that the tasks involved
in these jobs have not been carried out before). Consequently, if client
needs are not being met by the existing system, the jobs constructed by
job factoring give no greater assurance of being relevant t? the needs of
the public and, in many instances, actually reduce the liklihood that the
needs of the client will be served.

Furthermore, since the new jobs came into being by virtue of a

partitioning procesé'based on skill and difficulty, both the resulting

31¢ springs from the concepts of "scientific management,' with
its emphasis on specialization, work simplification and work pre-
scription, first introduced into American production industries by
F. W. Taylor (1911).



jobs and those remaining (from which the new ones were derived) tend to
be more homogeneous. To the extent that a certain amount of job satis-
faction results from variety, in terms of pacing and continuaity, this
homogeneity may have detrimental effects. Finally, jobs which have been
constructed by splitting out the lower order tasks tend to have a built-
in status differentiation. This is particularly true when they are pre-
fixed by such descriptors as "sub" or "non." 1f this condition is made
worse by blocked or nonexistent access to the higher levels of occupa-
tional functioning, the lower level jobs will be perceived a: low status,
dead-end positions. In all too many instances this has been the end re-
sult of many of the activities designed to motify patterns of utilization
of workers in the social services field.

Creating jobs by job factoring has several important positive
implications. First, the definition and partitioning of jobs on the ba-
sis of similarities in task content and difficulty is an extremely logical
rationale on which to proceed. Jobs and job chains can easily be concep-
tualized in this way. Second, the processes of recruitment, selection and
training are made more efficient. With jobs defined in this manner,
training times can usually be shortened appreciably. Because training can
proceed more rapidly or be carried out on the job, this strategy can alle-
viate manpower shortages and provide employment quickly (as in the case of
indigenous nonprofessionals). Finally, because the jobs that result do not
cut across traditional professional boundaries or jurisdictions, this strat-
egy is far less threatening to the individuals, professionals or not, who

are concerned with preserving the "traditional' divisions of labor.



The Developmental Approach--This process does not begin with job
tasks. Under the assumption that each task or cluster of tasks derives
its meaning from some higher order goal or purpose, the developmental
approach, when applied to the service-oriented professions, looks to the
ultimate source of job autonomy-~the needs of the public and the profes-~
sion. In so doing, this approach rests on the two basic assumptions
stated by Fine (1967):

1. Jobs in the professions come into being in response to

either the needs of the public or the problems of the

profession.

2. Needs are usually broader than the purview of professions

that attempt to respond to them and, periodically, the

match between needs and coverage should be reevaluated.
At the outset, therefore, the major focus for organization in this mode
of approach is the "need" or "problem" rather than the "job." Once these
needs have been defined and categorized, the next step is to derive, by
inference, those tasks which are designed to meet the various needs. From
this point on, the developmental approach becomes quite similar to the job
factoring approach. Given these tasks, both old and new, the intent is to
regroup them into new clusters of activity.

As was the case with job factoring, the developmental approach has
certain inherent characteristics. First, since it assumes that existing
tasks may not be meeting present needs, it is far more likely that new
tasks may emerge and, conversely, that existing tasks may no longer be
seen as relevant and thus may be deleted from the purview of the profes-
sion. Secondly, since it can i-cus separately on public and professional

needs, it allows us to discriminate between the activities that owe their

origin to the recipient of the service (client-oriented objectives) and



those that have come into being in order to aid the profession of the
administrative instruments of the profession (system-oriented objectives).
Finally, since activities ar' not examined initially within the context
of existing jobs, tlie tasks derived by this method do not have any inher-
ent organization with respect to job clusters or current divisions of
labor. Consequently, if the job boundaries need to be expanded or con-
tracted, or if activities need to be reallocated, the developmental
approach can provide potentially greater flexibility.4
Once the tasks (both client-oriented and process-—-oriented) have been
defined., a rationale for grouping the activities into jobs is implemented.
Unlike job factoriqg, however, the rationale for grouping used in the
developmental approach does not concentrate solely on the characteristics
of the tasks. It adds to these grouping notions additionaiwcriteria that
are oriented toward client needs, needs of all levels of workers, and the
objectives and purposes of the work activity. Based on this much wider

range of criteria, the old activities and the new ones are clustered into

programs and jobs.D

4Thic is not to say that existing job boundaries should, or even can,
be ignored. There is every indication that this is an extremely sensitive
issue in the professions. However, since the boundaries of any "job" are
arbitrary, it is sometimes desirable to suspend these constraints for pur-
poses of an objective analysis and classification of tasks.

51t should be noted here that this description of the developmental
approach is far from complete. Based on the workshops and activities
stimulated by this SREB project, a much more detailed description is
being prepared. (See References, Teare.)




The Plan

The SREB staff adopted the developmental approacl. as its basic
operating framework and on this basis laid plans for a serins of symposia.
Four two-~day sessions were held at three- to four-week intervals through-
out the fall of 1968. All sessions were held at Stone Mountain Inn near

Atlanta, Georgia.

Each symposium session had approximately 13 participants. These in-
cluded five to eight experts who were invited primarily for one conference
because of special competence or experience in the topics under discussion
in that session. In addition, a 'core faculty" attended all sessions to
provide continuity and an overview. Symposium participants were predomi-
naqtly social workers, although the fields of corrections, education,
rehabilitation law and public personnel were represented as well.

Purposes of each of the symposium sessions are listed below:

Session I--to identify the needs and problems of the public
that were felt by the participants to be within the purview
of social welfare. Participants were asked to emphasize the
needs not being met by present-day delivery systems. Its
purpose was to describe in specific language the problems
and needs of human beings that were judged to be within the
purview of social welfare, and then to organize these into

a meaningful framework.

Session II--to use the findings of Session I (the problems)
to infer the goals and purposes of social welfare and to
specify, in a preliminary fashion, the job and task activi-
ties that resulted. No effort would be made at this point

to assign these tasks to workers or professionms.

Session III--to analyze the constraints placed on social
welfare activity by virtue of the setting in which work
gets done. Furthermore, new kinds of needs and problems
were to be added. These had to do with the professional

and administrative dimensions of social welfare. Thus,

it would focus primarily on the impact of the professional
"establishment" and service organizations on the delivery

of services with respect to both the level and the organiza-
tion of work activity.




Session IV--to focus on the development of a systematic

rationale for clustering this work activity into mean-

ingful areas of functioning.

The symposia did not always proceed according to plan. Of all of
the sessions, Session IV fell farthest short of attaining its goazl. The
rationale for clustering work activities emerged only vaguely. However,
much valuable discussion was generated throughout all of the sessions
and many of the concepts and recommendations contaimed in this document
were developed by the participants. By the same token, as stated earlier,
a good deal of additional material contained in this report has been
developed and refined by the staff in dozens of conference discussions
since the symposium ended. Thus the symposium participants cannot be held
responsible for the views presented in this report. The staff is most
grateful for the many insights cet forth by the participants, both during

and after the symposium, but the staff alone is responsible for the overall

contents of this document.

10



CHAPTER 2

FINDINGS OF THE SYMPOSIUM

Needs, Problems and Scope of Social Welfare

The participants of Session I identified between 900 and 1000
illustratigns or examples of specific needs and problems that people
present to agencies as social welfare problems. From this material the
staff endeavored to develop a preliminary taxonomy to describe the field
of social welfare and the range of client, family, and community needs
that fall within its purview. This activity took place between seminars
I and II.

In analyzing the illustrations generated by the participants, we
first grouped these needs and problems into several basic areas of living.
These were:

1. Health

2. Education

3. Employment

4, 1Integrity of the family

5. Money and financial resources

6. Integrity of the neighborhood and community

It seemed to us that the participants, as they described specific
problems, were talking about certain basic content categories in each of
these areas of living. As a result, we further subdivided the areas into
finer groupings. Under "health" we classified needs as being associated
with:

1. Prevention of illness

11



2. Detection of ‘illness

3. Maintenance of health

4, Treatment of illness .

5. Care

6. Restoration to proper functioning (rehabilitation)

In like manner, subcategories were abstracted out of the problem
content in each of the other major areas (education, employment, fiscal
resources, etc.). More complete descriptions of these content areas are
presented in Appendix A.

If we could guarantee that all persons would have.their needs met
thirough the usual institutions developed by our society, there would be
no need for the corrective aspects of the field of social welfare to ex-
ist. Obviously, this is not the case; there is a host of forces that often
block individuals, tamilies or groups from meeting their needs. 1In de-
scribing the problems they dealt with, the participants seemed to be
talking about obstacles that could be classified into four major areas:

1. Deficiencies within individuals--i.e., lack of

education or training, inappropriate values,
personal instability, poor physical health

2. Environmental deficiencies—-(lack of resources

or lack of access to them)--i.e., shortage of
housing, no medical facilities in area, no jobs
in the central city

3. Rigid or inequitable laws, regulations, policies,

and practices--i.e., employers will not hire blacks,
women, eXx-convicts; restrictive eligibility re-

quirements for services; fraudulent contracts

4. Results of catastrophies--i.e., death in the family,
sudden severe brain damage, natural tragedies

12




Given these limited numbers of content categories, it was possible
to ddépict and surmarize the basic problems described by the participants
in the first session. There seems to be no end to the possible permu-
tations of problems that can be presented to social welfare workers.

This scope and diversity was reflected in their discussions.

Since the symposium was held, the SREB staff has conducted similaw
symposia and has held numerous workshops and meetings with social welfare
personnel. The content of these many interactions has helped us to shape
more clearly the basic framework of the needs and problem to which a
system of social services must respond. This basic framework is depicted
in Figure 1.

As can be seen from the figure, the problems to which social welfare
service systems respond are conceptualized in three basic dimensions:

1. domains of living

2, status of functioning

3. obstacles to functioning

Some explanation of these terms is in order at this time.

Domains of Living--This dimension is simply an expansion of the basic
contenf areas described in the taxonomy in Appendix A, The categories are
intended to be neither exhaustive nor precisely labeled. They have been
chosen merely to reflect the simple fact that social welfare workers are
called upon to deal with problems that exist in a variety of domains of
living and quite often they will have to deal simultaneously with problems

in more than one area (the multi-problem client).

13




-Figure 1

Basic Framework of Social Welfare

Human Services Problem Areas
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Status of Funetioning--Quite often the s&mposium participants
talked about unexpected catastrophes (fires, theft, death of a bread-
winner, disabling accideucs) that precipitated problems or crises for
individuals or groups. Just as often they spoke with a sense of frus-
tration of not being able to intervene early in the development of a
problem in order to prevent disability. These apparently different
orientations have a common conceptual thread: individuals can move,
precipitously or gradually, along a continuum of functioning ranging
from a high level of well being to permanent disability. Furthermore,
in more cases than we realize or admit, this progression 1s systematic
and predictable.6 Given the appropriate data, this progression would
lend itself to description in much the same way that the "natural his-
tory" concept is used in public health and medicine.

In the diagram in Figure 1, five stages of functioning are depicted.
As with the "domains," the labels are merely convenient anchor points on
a continuum of functioning. They are taken from the work by Levine (1966).
Well-being depicts a status of high level "wellness.'" At this stage, all
appropriate social indicators would point to a situation of low risk, low
vulnerability status. The second stage, stress is a condition wherein,
although no problems have arisen yet, indicators (as part of the natural
history) have begun to point to an increase in risk and vulmerability.

The problems stage depicts the condition that although problems have begun

6The writings of Harrington (1962, 1970), in describing the "magnetic
field" of poverty, eloquently capture the dynamics of this concept. A
similar notion, couched in terms of social work practice, has been advocated
by Levine (1966) in his "levels of intervention."

15




to occur, they are manageable within the resources of the individual or
system, At erisis, problems have exceeded the capacity of the individuals'
ability to cope. Vulnerability may lead to pathology or damaje. (Many
participants indicated that this is the typical status of clients or groups
when they finally come under the purview of social service systems.) The
final stage is that of disability. At this stage, damage has occurred.
Problems, more often than not, are now of a chronic or continuous nature.

This notion of a continuum of functioning and a '"matural history" of
social problems is probably the most important aspect of the conceptual
framework. Without it, the idea of early intervention, or preventive inter-
vention would be difficult to conceive. As we will demonstrate later in the
document, it will have important implications for the specification of the
objectives of social welfare activity.

Obstacles to Funetioning--This last dimension simply reflects the three
major classes of obstacles or barriers that were described by participants.
Each one of these basic problem types has already played a major role in
shaping the type of interventive methods that have been developed in social
welfare (i.e., casework, community organization). When coupled with the
other two dimemsions, they will be equally important in shaping the functionmns

and objectives described in this document.

In summary, a preliminary conceptual framework of social welfare
problems began to emerge from Session I. This has been suplemented and mod-
ified by much additional work since that time. As we see it now, a social
welfare problem is an alteration w the status of functioning (movement to-
ward dysfunction) of individuals, groups, or institutions, in one or more

domains of 1living, brought about or made worse by any one of several

16



obstacles to optimum functioning. Furthermore, these problems rarely
occur in isolation or in just one domain. For example, deficiencies in
education generally result in occupational vulnerability. Tlis vulner-
ability, when it reaches crisis (unemployment), will lead to crises in
financial resources and housing. Eventually, the integrity of family
life is threatened and this has implications for the physical and mental
well-being of the family and ultimately the community.

Patterns such as this constituted an all too familiar scenario as
the participants described the problems they dealt with in Session I.
Finally, although many participants described problems or crises brought
about by unexpected catastrophies, they talked more often about the po-
tential for interrupting this chain of events (or natural history) if the

proper pattern of utilization of workers was developed.

Objectives and Functions of Social Welfare

The parti.cipants of Session II turned their attention to what must
be done to meet the problems and needs outlined in Session I. They began
by trying to detail activities of workers in very specific language (i.e.,
"answers the telephone," "asks who is calling," "asks what is the problem,"
etc.). This soon proved to be too concrete to be useful, and it was neces-
sary to move to a higher level of abstraction.

Focusing on the taxonomy from Session I, tue participants began to
speculate on the major points of intervention for the field of social wel-
fare. They talked abouf: |

1. Activities directed toward enhancing self-actualization

or community-actualization.--These are essentially activ-
ities to promote positive social functioning.

17



2. Activities directed to removing blocks to fulfillment
of needs (i.e., obtaining needed resources, or modi-
fying rules, regulations, agency practices, etc.;
preparing people to be more adequate in meeting their
own needs).--These were essentially activities to
prevent problems from occurring.

3. Activities directed to helping individuals to resolve
their problems (i.e., helping them obtain money or
housing, counseling them to different behavior, helping
the individual accept his problem and adjust to it).--
This is the traditional treatment role of social welfare
and the traditional function of case work in social work.

4. Activities directed to the support or maintenance of
people who are not able to resolve their problems or
fully adjust to them (i.e., financial support, day ser-

vices, 24-hour institutional care, supportive counseling,
protective services).--While these supportive activities

absorb a great proportion of resources and manpower, the
symposium participants did not talk much about them.
They seemed more concerned about preventive intervention
than with maintenance.

A good part of the discussion in Sessions I and II concerned itself
with unmet needs in social welfare--especially the needs of the ghetto
dweller and the urban poor. Much of the concern was about the estrange-
ment of the poor and the ghetto dwellers from the system of services.
This is only partly the result of rigid and bureaucratic agency regu-
lations and practices; it was also seen to be a matter of language and
cultural blocks. The partiéipants felt that people in distress need a
person who can reach out to them and help them get to the needed service
or resource. In some casés they ﬁeed a person who can help them fight
the rules and regulations, or the policies and practices of agencies and
individuals, to obtain the services they need. 7This outreach activity
took a variety of forms to attain the same objective.

From these discussions, several characteristics emerged. As this

session progressed, participants héd a great deal of difficulty making
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a clear-cut, inflexible set of linkages between needs, goals and work
activity. They began to talk of "roles" and "strategies." They de-
scribed two reasons for this:
1. For any given problem area, there are usually a
number of alternative approaches that might be

taken to address the problem;

2. A given activity or task can apparently be linked
with a variety or range of outcomes or consequences.

A second major characteristic began to emerge as the discussiomns
proceeded. In addition to the notion of strategy, we begin to recognize
the importance of the "objective'" in giving meaning to clusters of social
welfare activity. We expected this since we had indicated that our sec-
ond session would, among other things, try to enumerate the majcr objec-
tives and goals of social welfare work activities. As with the problems,
many goals were discussed at a variety of levels of abstraction. Again,
our task was to summarize these in a cogent manner,

After the symposium sessions, we gave much thought to developing a
summary of social welfare objectives. These are listed and described
below. They are based on the participants' discussions of "roles" in Ses-
sion II, the many inputs we have received from subsequent workshops, and
in the inferences that are made possible by the problem framework depicted
in Figure 1. We have tried to define these objectives broadly enough so
that they will encompass all relevant areas thaf were discussed and at the
same time make them specific enough so that they will suggest the strat-
egies and tasks that would be needed to arcomplish them. We have derived
nine major objectives to social welfare activity. They are defined as

follows:
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Detection--the primary objective is to identify

the individuals or groups who are experiencing dif-
ficulty (at crisis) or who are in danger of becoming
vulnerable (at risk). A further objective is to de-
tect and identify conditions in the environment that
are contributing ‘to the problems or are raising the
level of risk.

Linkage or connection--the primary objective is to
steer people toward the existing services which can
be of benefit to them. Its primary focus is on en-
abling people (clients/groups) to utilize the system
and to negotiate its pathways. A further objective
is to link elements of the service system with one
another. The essential quality of this objective is
the physical hook-up of the client/group with the
source of help and the physical connection of ele-
ments of the service system with one another. ,
Advocacy--the primary objective is to fight for the
rights and dignity of people in need of help. The
key assumption is that there will be instances where
practices, regulations, and general conditions will
prevent individuals from receiving services, from
using resources, or from obtaining help. This in-
cludes the notion of fighting for services on behalf
of a single client, and the notion of fighting for
changes in laws, regulations, etc. on behalf of a

‘'whole class of persons or segment of the society.

Therefore, advocacy aims at removing the obstacles

or barriers that prevent people from exercising their
rights or receiving the berefits and using the re-
sources they need.

Mobilization--the primary objective is to assemble and
energize existing groups, resources, organizations and
structures, or to create new groups, organizations or
resources and bring them to bear to deal with problems
that exist, or to prevent problems from developing.
Its principal focus is on available or existing insti-
tutions, organizations, and resources within the
community.

Instruction - Education--we are using these in the sense
of objectives rather than methods. The primary objec-
tives are to convey and impart informaticn and knowledge
and to develep various kinds of skills.

Pehavior change and modification--this is a broad one.
Tts primary objective is to bring about change in the
benavior patterns, habits and perceptions of individuals
or groups. The key assumption is that prcblems may be
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alleviated or crises may be prevented by modifying,
adding or extinguishing discrete bits of behavior,

by increasing insights or by changing the values and
perceptions of clients, client groups and organizations.

7. Information processing--this is an often ignored
objective within social welfare. Its primary focus is
the collection, classification, and analysis of data
generated within the social welfare enviromment. Its
contents would include data about the client, the com-
munity, and the institution.

8. Administration--again, we are using the term as an
objective rather than a method. The principal focus
here is the management of a facility, an organization,
a program or a service unit.

9. Continuing care--the primary objective is to provide

for persons who need ongoing support or care on an ex-
tended and continuing basis. The key assumption is that
there will be individuals who will require constant sur-
veillance or monitoring or who will need continuing sup-
port and services (i.e., financial assistance, 24-hour
care) perhaps in an institutional setting or on an out-
patient basis.

For us, the nine concepts are the '"centers of gravity" of social
welfare. They are the primary sets of objectives that came into being by
_virtue of the problems and needs discussed by the participants. It is
significant to note that the principal focus in their definition is on
objectives, not methods or tools. They are, to paraphrase Kadushin (1965),

"goal-oriented'" and not "process-oriented" concepts.

Clustering Work Activity

During the actual symposium sessions, participants were able to deal
in only a preliminary fashion with the rationale for grouping or clustering
work activities. As we considered the many possible ways in which the work
in the social welfare field might be organized into jobs, .. became appar-
ent that there is only a limited number of options. Work can be grouped

according to:
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The target--here we are referring to the object
which is acted upon by the worker. This object
will have attributes or properties that can have

a direct influence on what is donme and who does

it. When we speak of such characteristics as types
of client needs and problems, lack of resources or
skills, size of groups, community problems or defi-
cits, client vulnerabilities and people at risk, we
are using ''target-oriented" concepts and we are fo-
cusing on the properties of the individuals, groups,
social structures and policies on which we operate.
Finestone's "case unit of differentiation" and
Richan's (1961) "client vulnerabiltiy" concept fall
into this category.

The objectives--as we have seen earlier, the objectives
of the work--the goals it is seeking to accomplish--will
also be an important factor in determining the way in
which tasks are grouped together. Since we. have already
described these objectives, we will not repeat them here.

The worker--we refer to the individual who carries out
the social welfare activity. The worker brings to the
work activity a variety of attributes and character-
istics which will have a real bearing on the ways in
which the work gets done. When we talk about profes-
sions, education levels, years of experience, profes-
sional standards, skills and abilities, we are using
"worker-oriented" concepts and are talking about as-
pects of the people who carry out the work activity of
social welfare.

The work activity--here we are referring to the work
itself--the things that workers do in social welfare.
The dimensions and attributes which underlie the activ-
ities, determine the relationships between them and in-
fluence their clustering will have profound effect on
the configurations we design and the assignments we

give to workers. When we talk about such concepts as
tasks, tasks clusters, work functions and methods, ‘and
when we use terms like "difficulty," "complexity," "work
sequence," '"repetitiveness" and "discretion," we are
giving recognition to the fact that there are "work-
oriented" variables that must be taken into account.
Again, the literature contains examples of these vari-
ables being used as organizing concepts. Richan's "de-
gree of task complexity," Finestone's "task unit of
differentiation," and Fine's (1955) "levels of worker
functions" are examples of '"work-oriented" variables.
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5. The work setling--here we are talking about attributes
and characteristics of the work environmments in which
social welfare activities are carried out. We are re-
ferring to factors related to the logistics of the
agencies, the organizations, and the institutions within
which people are employed. Thus, when we speak of types
of supervision, programs, kinds of service units, agency
charters and personnel systems, we are giving recognition
to the fact that these '"setting-oriented" variables have
had an impact on the organization of work activity.

It appears that the natural propensity of social welfare agencies
and systems is to choose one of the latter three of these options as the
major organizing focus for jobs. Yet these are the rationales that may
be least sensitive to the needs of the clients they are supposed to serve
in meeting the basic objectives of their programs. Rather they are the
rationales most sensitive to the "system" and to the status of the pro-
fessions. While there is no doubt that there will always be a need to
establish some jobs on the basis of these three rationales (i.e., workers,
work activity and settings), we strongly recommend that they be given low
priority in grouping the work of an agency into jobs.

As we consider the primary need of clients or families for a single
person whom they can trust to help them through the maze of agencies and
specialists and to be their personal agent for all of their needs, we
believe that the primary focus for jobs in social welfare must be on the
target person or group. With any other focus, the poor, the weak, the
sick, the disabled and the distressed simply will not find fulfillment of
their basic human need for personal concern for the totality of their
problem,

This is the basic notion of the generalist--the person who

plays whatever roles and does whatever activities are neces-

sary for his client at the time the client needs them. His
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primary assignment or concern is the client, not specific tasks
or techniques.

Pecause the notion of "objective' is one of ghe possiblz rationales
that we identified as closely related to the program éualé, we recommend
that "objectives" be the second priority of focus for organizing the work
of soeial welfare into jobs. That is, if the job cannot bei\?ria_cused en-
tirely on clients or families for all of their needs, we should at least
keep it focused on filling some combination of objectives or goals that
the agency feels are appropriate to its mission. We feel strongly that
individual jobs should not be made up from single objectives. This tends
too strongly in the direction of specialization and again fragments ser-
vices to clients. The ideal combination would be the blending of several
objectives to provide the most comprehensive service to clients and the
most satisfying jobs. In this sense, it closely resembles the notion of

the "episode of service" developed by Barker and Briggs (19653).

Levels of Work

This was a far more difficult dimension to deal with than the notions
of goals and objectives. Throughout the conferences, participants kept
using the term "level" with respect to work activity. We talked about
levels of complexity of tasks, levels of difficulty of problems, levels of
risk in clients, levels of skill in workers, levels of education and experi-
ence of workers, and levels of performance standards. Clearly, we were
using the word 'level to mean many things, but these concepts can be cate-
gorized into the same grouping variables we talked about earlier: char-
acteristics of the target, the worker, the work task and the setting. Our

view is that jobs can be characterized as consisting of tasks that will vary

24



simultaneously in terms of objectives and levels. For us, level
of work is a multidimensional concept. Tasks differ, in terms of level,
as a function of three important intrinsic characteristics:

1. complexity of the problem being dealt with by
worker

2, difficulty of the task (in terms of technical
skills and knowledge)

3. risk (in terms of vulnerability of the client)
if the work is poorly performed

In the social welfare field, the great majority of jobs that workers
have will be thosc that deal primarily with "people" or "data" dimensions.
In the people-oriented (or clinical) jobs, a relatively heuristic system
for describing levels has been proposed by Levine (1966). His "levels of
intervention" come closest to characterizing what we mean when we use the
term "work levels" associated with the objectives that relate primarily to
these "people-oriented" functions. Other jobs will center around data-
oriented goals and objectives. In these instances, Fine's ''levels of worker
functions" (associated with "data") lend themselves very nicely to the task
of characterizing work of differing levels of complexity. Still other jobs
will involve objectives that require work with both data and people. To
describe work levels in these instances, an integrative notion combining the
Levine and Fine concepts will have to be used.’

Given these notions, we would propose that a fruitful characterization

of social welfare activity would be a depiction in terms of objectives and

7As of this writing, extensive research in task analysis in the human
services area is being carried out. The research is too detailed to des-
cribe in this document. However, it seems likely that such integrative
task descriptions will be forthcoming in the near future.
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levels. This is illustrated in Figure 2. Any given job, existing or
propbsed, can thus be depicted as consiting of a cluster of tasks. This
cluster of tasks may be narrow or broad in terms of both objectives and
levels (complexity-difficulty-risk) at which the worker is operating.
This variability is what the job descriptions or job specifications must
capture. If the cluster is narrow {in terms of objectives), the job be-
comes that of a specialist; if there is éreat spread, we aré describing
the work functions of a generalist.

We have intentionally avoided a detailed listing or illustrations
of specific work activities at each level. The inclusion of this kind of
detailed material would have resnlted in the staff preparing preliminary
job descriptions rather than guidelines around which such descriptions
should be written. It is the task of each agency to carry sut this activ-
ity in accordance with its own policies and mandates. We would, in summary,
make the following general recommendations:

1. jobs should be oriented around the needs of the
client or the target group

2. whenever possible, jobs should be centered on
objectives rather than methods

3. job boundaries, for any type of worker, should
be made as broad as possible (in terms of ob-
jectives and levels), thus providing for a
variety of experience and personal growth

4, skill requirements, rather than educational
requirements, should be emphasized
1

Assignment of Jobs to Specific Workers

The allocation or assignment of work to specific individuals has always
been a chore in most employment situations. In social welfare settings, deci-

sions about the differential use of staff are becoming increasingly more
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Figure 2

A Social Welfare Task Matrix
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difficult to make. For one thing, the scope of work (in terms of
objectives and methods of practice) is being broadened. Secondly, the
range of talent, education and experience possessed by worke:s who enter
the field is expanding considerably. Historically, there has been a

rigid link between academic degrees and work assignments. However, as
more and more workers enter the field with less education or with training
in.other areas, levels of education will become an increasingly poorer cri-
terion to use for making assignments to various levels of work.

As we have seen ea