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INTRODUCTION

This paper will report some speculations that derive from a summative
evaluation we recently completed of the final years of a five-year curriculum
development project in the School of Social Work at Private University, The

objective of the project shifted in the course of its history, but in its last

for a "generalist" sécial work practice - helping individuale, families, small
groups, and larger social systems move towards change so as to promote the

best possible relationships between individuals and their environment. All
social werk methods, were seen as being relevant to this practice and all 1évels 7
of society - intra-personal, familial, inter-personal, social-environmental énd

institutional were seen as possible targets of intervention and

The Genex‘_aliét program was, ig the two years we worked with it, only a.
mixed success, There were high points, of course, and”the program did commugi%
cate its fundamental theses about the mission and practice of social work to its
students. Thus, all students accepted the necessity for va»multi-ﬂfoc:al, multi=
methods practice in social work. Ten of the thirteen students saw work for the
extension of worker function or role by way of negotiéti@n within an agency for
sanction to me;et identified but unmet néeds of their clients as an impcrtant
abligatic:xiféf the practitioner. Half of the students in- fthe sequence ’(as
compared with a quafter of a matched contro] sample of students in

=

other sequences in the school) regarded advocacy as a proper worker role.




However, although they accepted these general prescriptions for their work,

most students failed to demonstrate any real understanding of most of the middle

level considerations implied by a practice~conception that had elements of this

kind as its central theme. For example,

1.

Most students of the sequence did not show any greater
understanding than did their peers in other sequences of
the school (which did not regard this material as central)
of the orgahizational items on the faculty-developed test
that we used as our summarative measure of congitive out-
comes. The faculty rated these items as "being of fun-
damental importance for beginning (Generalist) practice.

Most students in-the sequence. did not demonstrate any
greater understanding than their peers in treatment sequences
in the school of the community work items on our summative
test. Although the test was developed and appreved by the
faculty of the sequence these same faculty tended to regard
these items as of only limited ‘significance for Generalist
practice. The integration of all three social work methods
was a crucial componet of the rationale for the program,

Few students (3 of 13) were able to articulate a conception of
Generalist practice which answered in a satisfactory way two
questions which seemed to us integral to any sophisticated and
generalisable interpretation of their practice:

"How would you decide te more to different levels of intevention
on a given problem?" and "how do you allocate time to different
levels of intervention?" Only students who had experienced a
form of Generalist practice prior to entering the program or were of

“high academic ability were able to articulate satisfactory answers

to these questions. We should add that the faculty had difficultiec
with these same two questions.



As xwe have implied in each of these summary findings part of the fail-
ure of the Generalist students can be attributed to failures in the treatment
offered them by the program. The faculty were, as suggested, unable to agree
among themselves on the centrality to Generalist practice of the cc::mr;mnity
work items - one member of the faculty wrote the ivtems to reflect content tﬁa’c he»
thought was crucial, other members of the faculty accepted his items but did not
agree with his feelings about. their impcrtancé to Generalist practice, The
faculty estperienced difficulty when asked to élabcfate and develép some of the
operational entailments of their practice conception, We also found that the field
experience offered by the program failed to routinely meeé all of the minimal

standards that the sequence had set for itself.

This sample of findings only highlights the kind of problems that we found
the Generalist program experiencing in the two years we observed it; We-will
not pursue these problems. here, rather we wish to address a divi_f’erent issue and
explore how we cén account for these findings- The search for a wav of answer-
ing this question bécame a very important one for us in our f@le as teachers. The
Genera}ist faculty were all experienced teachers of social work, they had all
been sought individually by the program for the skills and experience that they
cculd bring to the sequence, and, as a group, they worked hardgr on br;th
curriculum dev‘élr:zpfnen_t and feaching thén any other teaching group we have seen --

yet, as our findings suggest, commitment, é}iperien‘cé, teaching skills, and



highly-elaborated practice rationale, and many hours of deliberation did not

mix to produce a curriculum that ran smoothly and delivered on its goals. Why?

SYMPTOMS
The intended outcome of the Generalist project was é curriculum, an ed-
ucational plan with a set of goals, a set of sub-goals which are to be approached
on the way towards ultimate ije:tives, and a set of means, "alternativés of
action, of social organization, and of procedures that coitain high probabilities
of attaining gaals".l‘ Inasmuch as curriculum goals-are not translated into the
terms of an educational plan énd inasmuch.as a c;;iven plan does i@_t; contain or

imply a set of means ( not necessarily written or articulated) with high probabilities

failure,

If we use this criterion we must judge the .Generalist project a failure, Our
summative tests of outcomes and some of our data on the curricular &eatment: show
that many of the goals of the program were not achieved. But this finding came Fra*p
data analysis undértakén at the conclusion of 51}: quarters of teaching. Our ir’%-s
teractions with the’*{ Generalist faculty in the course of the year both foreshadowed
the general character of these findings and offered us a basis for an interpretation

of the failure of the develepﬁenfal prckcéss .

1. For these concepts see Louis M. Smlth and Pat M. Kélth Anatr:rn y OF
Educatmﬂal Innovation: An Drgamzarlénal Analys;s of an Elementary Sc:hm:l

New York: Ichn Wiley and Sons, 1971, P. ES




When we encountered the Gexieralist faculty we hefaid an initial impression of
a group of teéchérs working systematically towards the development of an educa-
tional plan., ‘They articulated for us a highly elaborated practice-rationale and
pracﬁc:éaccmcept:iag and oriented us to their work by way of a syllabi containing
statements about learning goals and experiences (See Appendix)_ They recognized
that they were having some problems in packaging their practice-conception iﬁfc
the terms of a program but attributed these problems to insufficient time and the
like. We accepted this interpféfatian but in February (in the fifth month of our
work with them) we began to question the adequacy and validity of this iﬁterél‘eE
tation of the prc:sgraﬁi,'g,ziroblems.. We cbseﬁféd a long Siscgssign at a sequence
meeting about the assignment tha;c was to be given to the methods class on
Generalist agssessment. Our field notes on that meeting read as follows:

Long discussion of the purposes of the assignment on
assessment, ' F. says that she wants them to give an
assignment that gives the students an opportunity to look
at literature as a way of getting hold of the field. The
assessment outline should be thevehicle that they use
in this foray. Topic suggested: "Read through the
literature cited in the reading list and write about it, "

G. suggests "Explore how it applied to practice." F,
agrees.

. As a group they seem to be having difficulty ground-
ing the assessment notion in the literature, Peculiar:
How was the Assessment model derived and what are they

~doing in class with it. The faculty seem, in this whole
discussion to be groping for structure. They have no
eclectric method that permits them to articulate the
generalist frame in a way that can hook into an existing
literature,



iﬁterprétat;i@n of their difficulties. We knew, from remarks made by faculty,
~ from the reactions we heard students making and from our swn attendance in
‘class, that Generalist meth@d.s classes were not always satisfying for either
faculty or students, Content was too often thin, presentations were sometimes
very wooden, and differences }i;etweezi faculty all too often appeared., Initially
we were preéared to acce'gt the diagnosis the faculty c:ffér'ed toéccount fc’zrr this
| prcblern“the; interpgrsonal relations between faculty were not always easy and
surfaced too often in class, the team format aggravated (as it linvariably does)
these always latent. problems, there was not enqugh time for preparatién,- ete.
ngever', ﬂ:’lé following Fall, we participated in a discussion that suggested
‘that there might be another analysis of the problems possible that, if clarified,

would have CILlltE different implications than those seen by the facuLty.

Five of us, three faculty memt{ers'and the e{falﬁation staff, were examining

aﬁéérlv versionof a case scenario that we wanted to use on our summative test,
/ . LT

The outiine scenario suggested that the Generalist worker who had been assigned
the Jackie case Shauid, given the géperaligabilitg* of the cﬁild molesting problem
for the ﬂElghnDI‘hDDd we had written into. the case, move as purpasefully as
possﬂ:le to formally assign ]‘ackle hefself to another (say the hospital psychlatr;c
case worker who has some Jurlsdmtlon in the matter) to free himself . fc:ir ac:tlcn
on the more general problem in the neighb@rbc@d that the Generalist raﬁi@rxale dictaﬁed;

The consideration of this move on this (imaginéd) worker's part raised for us one of

i




" the more general problems of how does a Generalist worker make decisions of

B this kind about the assignment of his time to different levels of problem situations.
Should the worker always seek to work at the neighborhood or community level if
such an intervention seemed useful in prevention? Haw_dées a worker effect a
balance his obllgatmns. to a particular client and the more general igsues Df
preventmn'? And haw should these demsmns be made given a 9 to 5 day and

only moderate investment (for workers have wives and czhilcirén)_ in the profession?

Questions of thi.srkind were, we thought at the time, central to the Generalist
practice céﬁ;epﬁarx és we understood it and, in asking our initial questiém, out
.c:f curiosity, we assumed that the faculty would be able to give us ready-answers.
We were disméyed that the faculty members present at the meeting }w,ére unable to
articulate any (to us) clear answer to the question--or, to put it more carefully,
any answer we f@uﬁd clear. The qgéstién subseguenﬂv’became onez of our Gb%
: ses’s_it:ns and, in iéne way or another and at different times, ‘we asked this question
of almost all the f?aéulty in thg pr@gran{. We found that none of the faculty in
the sequence could articulate any ready answer to the question and tlnt at least one
_,niemberf of the teaching team repudiated the as spmption‘ that had been | gitimately
accepted by the three raculty we hac’i originally mrkédi with in our original drafting--
tha ¢ in the case of Jackie the worker should autamatlcally seek to assign *he client to

another worker to secure time to effect a neighborhood intervention.



The upshot of this probing on our parts was the gradual eniergence of a
diagnosis of the problem facing the program that was quite different than the one
offered by ;he faculty: Was it possible that none of ﬂ‘E faculty had #@rked the_
C—%éneralisj: practice - conception clearly enough in their own minds to present it

convincingly and authentically to students ? And, if this was 50, how persuasive

could the assurances of the faculty about the viability of the Generalist practice-

conception, if not the pfesentati@n of it, be '?’ What justification could the fa;:ulty
have for their confidence 1n the validity of the practice-conception that under-
girded the Gemraiist secmencé? Once we héd these questions many incidents and
anecdotes in our field notes fell into new perspective,

I'm impressed by the fact that we're still talking
about the "Generalist notion" and the "Generalist
approach". We're still aincing around--What ig

it? What is unique to the Generalist? Why are we
so reluctant to pin it down? Since I don't know what
the Generalist is I have to do everything in terms of
"what the social work process is", etc,

We haven't been able to help the students with the
integrative task sufficiently because we are still
working on it ourselves, This is the central con-
gitive issue and relates to the student fzeling '
that if the program continues in the way it has been
going they won't get anything and won't ke able to
do anything whén they get out, ‘

Something happens to us in teaching, When we find
ourselves in the situation of throwing something out
and getting no response, then if anvbody picks up
anvthing we're grateful, There is an unrelatedness
in what students pick up because it's done of the
basis of {diosyncratic interests .. .and we're afraid
to stop because it's something,

We. haven't always had time fo ask the best
questions: we haven't time to think what they might
be. This is part of the bungling we've done.



As these statements imply, as we were told again and again by the faculty,

and as we knew as a ‘result of our own r:on'téc:—t with th~ pf@lgfam, the Generalist
was , at best

Worked out inr ideology . . . (I:ﬁﬁt) it needs more

work on the content within which it gets worked

out: the specific type of field assignments, what

to look for and the unifying concepts.
The cén_séqueﬁées that flowed from absence of a specific and coherently defined
content ran through the program: The problems in instruction that followed from
this lack of a clearly defined content had long troubled the Generalist prc:aér'aﬁz
and were not new to our year of association Wi‘th the program. In! fact, the issues
of order and sequence, of integration of content, of prescription of objectives and the
like bad been most fully faced before our contact with the program, in 1969-70 when
a full-time chairman had been appeinted ‘tr; the sequence with the taék of ordering
faculty intuitions and experience i’nt@ a prégram with objectives, units, reédings ,
and the like. The stmc-:ture‘ déveln::;ped in the course of that year became thé basis

for the curriculum for the Generalist classes that we observed,

However, the prescriptions and agreements embodied in this program outline
were not enacted by all members- of the faculty and the program outline did not

serve to guide and control faculty teaching. The form of some units of clagsroom



content that was develcvpgd out of this @utiine was not aéceptable to some members
of the faculty while other ééémingly ESSéﬂtial content (e.g., the organizational
materials) did. not receive adequate attention in either class or field, In short,

a year's intensive work on curriculum development did not have the systematizing
outcome. that the faculty had séught. One comment by a fac:ﬁlty member suggests ;

why this might have been so.

After the éor;ipletitzuﬁ of our analysis of the field experiences of students in the
program, we asked aﬁe member of the faculty why no studeﬁts seémed to have had
one of the presgribeé experiences. We were told that that particular class of
learning ' had ;bee:% included in the program only because John B. ., a group worker
with a treatment orientation, had insisted fhat Such experience was a crucial
componet of group social treatment and that the faculty had deferred to him on this
matter Glearly, this deferenhce, given thls point of view at that time, was pro-

cedural and formal and did not entail intellectual assent by the faculty as a group.

Likewise .the answers that the faculty gave us to our interview questions, "On
what basis does the program determine its ccn’cent'? On what basis do you weigh the

various facets of the program in your own rnind?" both support this interpretation and

,alsa offer insight into the ways in whichmembersof the Generalist faculty, as :
individuals , saw the formal curriculum that they had developed:
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Expediency. With whatever we could dredge up that
was avallablé in someone's head €.9., case mate; lal

Gc:sc::d hard thlnkmg ab@ut What we thought students had
to know.

‘Sheer giving in to some faculty when we knew better.

Many ways. It's been devel@pmental—sparﬂy dictated -
by funding (communﬂy based, multi-service delivery),
expedience, different backgrounds, and experience, commitment
of faculty, CDIﬂpGSltth of the student gr@ups—sall of these have
had an impact. — :

In 'vaﬁriraus ways: a) ideally on the basis of the goals,

we're trying to reach and on what we know of the laws of

learning; b) on the strengths and interests of the faculty;

©) on the need to maintan a relation with the main corpus
- of social work so we can't move too quickly or too far be-

cause this would lead to anxiety.
‘ Glearly the cperatmnal field c:urrlc:ulum and the emphasis of class teachmg,

: reflect the effe«:ts of a recovery on the ‘part of 1nd1v1duals . in the privacy cf their

field uﬂ_it, frn::mthe "sheer giving in tc:'s:»merfafculty when we (read 1) know better"

, that characterized sequence meetmgs, Divergenééfmm the formal curriculum

’ 'wcaulcl ‘no doubt be Justlfied by md;v:duals by clalrns that would derive, ultimately,

frém:“ good hard thinking about what we (read I) thcught students had to know".
group c@uld over-ride these private conceptions. And nathmg in the formal goals of
the program or in the stateme.nts of principle about what the p’r«:gram was attempt—

1n'g was unambiguous én@ugh to force a queéticning'af these private visions,
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We saw in our c::bservaﬁi@n er fac:ult}? meetings a fundamental scenario reenacted
:'again and again that illustrated thié kind of déef’eren_c:e to individual faculty. The
f;azulﬁr would assemble to gonéidér a c@nci‘ete problem in tl{e program, one that réquired
immediate desisi’oﬁ, The issue would be put and one or another member éf ;che

faculty would ’fnalée a proposal based on t;héir m\}n conception of the needs‘ éf students
or the true nature of the Generalist. A discussion would follow in which conflicting
céﬁc::.;epticns éf how the Generalist idea should be enacted Wgtld emerge. There would
be no VreS@lution of this conflict possible within the terms of tﬁe @riéinaliy posed |
problem with the result that, perforce, the conflict would sh»ift upwards to a
consideration of the fundamental ﬁatufg of Generalist practice, Differing con-
cepti@ns would emerge at this level as well and a resolution would be sought ata
yet higher level. But, by the time that this resolution had been affected (and

Su—‘:h resglutién was necessary if a given team was to go into class, to teach as a
team, the next day) timehad run out. The original pféblem was then addressed inv

the last few minutes of thé meeting either by way of delégatian to one person to come
“up with a salution‘ or by way of cuickly sketched c@mpmnﬁses that papeggd a{rer rat}?er

thafnv solved the original problem. When aﬁd if the original prablezﬁ could }}ave
severa; resgaluti@ns (e.g., the sequence of -units that would be taught in the
"methods class) it was possible to allow -muitiple answers that satisfied the in-
terests of as many individuals as were involved ,} thus honoring tacitly the prero=

‘gatives of each person as a member of the Generalist faculty to act out his

perceptions of the program.,



The result of these ritual élaberations was a,highl’y developed and highly '
visionary da_c:trine for social work practice. By ﬁhe conclusion of the experiment
this doctsine had become an important part of :the préfégéicnal lives of faéulw;:
1.1: offered them a conception Df purposes for béth practiéé and teaching that
connected them in a central way to the needs and realities of sacﬁial vg@rk.practica
as they saw it;-this doctrine pﬁt them, they felt, in t}ié féféfmnt of the develcpménts
within the profession. Eut tlixis common doctrine w;va‘s achieﬁéd and shared because
it was abstract, Andr abstractions x:cjuld nc;stg‘uiéie the concrete planning that was:
needed :ar the Generalist prograﬁi tG;fQﬁGtiDI’l as an Drdered,lpréaniée’d, and coherent
se-quence. Yet the feelings of satisfaction that the faculty had abcut the_ir gradually
evolving d@ctrinal_canvergeﬂ;e tended to mislead them whén they wére confronted
with the day-by=-day needs and problems of the program. 'Diffix:glties were seen
clearly enough but Wheﬁ such difficulties su%facetﬁ in faculty meetings they teﬁded
to be interpreted by the group in terms, éayi'of the res‘istaﬁcé to learning of the
students or in terms éf the lack of time that the faculty had to devote ff;a detailed
development. 'fhe projection onto the students was, of course, partly defensive
- (and was not merely projection for the students were a difficult group) and time was
.8 problem at all pcinté in fhe sequence but we believe that the developmental
problems that the Generalist sequence reflecied at thi‘s point in its history was

a consequence of the very conception of the sequence.




The Generalist program . was, in its baginnings, the training componet of the
efforts undertaken by Private University to establish a neighborhood multi-service
Center, a clinical research and teaching fac:.il_ity designed to:

bring together a major school of social work and a
dozen agencies to constitute a network of services
for a multi-problem community, It is intended to
consolidate welfare and other community programs,
to bridge gaps between knowledge and practice, to
demonstrate and test new methods, and to train_
welfare personnel, '

The Generalist program as such had two aspects derived from "hunches related
to social work education, and to the needs of the ghetto": on the one hand, it
was to be a vehicle for testing out ideas in the School about the efficency of a

e . - [ £
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combined methods-practice instructional format, about the [easibility of year-
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r@uhd use of educational Afacil,ities, and ‘abr:ut the possibilities in forms of multi~
methods iﬁstructicn; cn the other hand, it was a way of expl@ring the possible man-
ééwér needs of the practice and sy'sfeméédelivery models dévelcping in the é@urse

~of the Qlanning for 'the Neighborhood Servic:? Center. These two distinct sets of

aims were not disentangle& at the point at which the Generalisl;t Program was launched.

three years before the planned opening of the Center itself, with the consequence

contained persons who were interested in one or another aspect of both of these

ambitions.




The confusion of purposes at the heart of the planning for theGeneralist
program h_acl inevitable repereuésians on the work of the faczultysrespansible
for teaching the first Generalist classeés, Almost from the beginning of the
program there was a struggle within the Generalist faculty between thc:ssé ‘who
saw the Genéfalist in terms of the general problems of social work eduéati@n
‘and those who saw it in ter_r"nsf of the s'ewic:e delivery notions being developed

by the planners,of the Genter. And there was no C‘ienter, only Iélans _.-fc::r a

of one or other of these camps had inherently thecwretical cast. The minutes of
the faculty meetings from 1967-69 clearly record the struggle between these -
differing viewpoints and suggests. that, at least in discussion, the view of those

members of the grcup who identified with the planning for the Center's service

' ¥

dehvery ng:i}ti@ns won the conceptual struggle:

. 8/4/67 ,
Goals of the Neighborhood Service Center Program: Agreement
that the goal is to develop a more effective worker for the high
risk family, Several 1ssues were discussed: :

1. Social work needs a different type of worker.

Practice in all methods is becoming concerned
with the high risk family. Orthodox methods

of evaluation and treatment are not d1rectly
‘applicable to this clientele. '
i
2. To be effective with this clientele the social
worker needs to have some knowledge of all
methods of problem solving,
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11/24/67 ,
Discussion of the Generalist Concept

1. Casework and group work can be integrated
(being clinical) but the inclusion of community
work was questioned,

2. What do we see as the end product. The
- Service Center was set up to educate social
workers to work with high risk clients,

3. What is a generic social worker? How much
skill can we expect our students ts have when
they graduate ? Should they have speclahzed
skill in one method and general knowledge '
about the other two? Can we expect them to

~ have beginniny competence in all three methods ?

2/5/68 _

While dlscussmg sequenge structure it became apparent that a
definition of the Yeneralist" must be developed before teaching
objectivés and content of the Social Work Practice Course can
-be decided upon. Each staff member was to write up a definition
of the generalist as he conceives it--to be discussed at the next
meeng. (Never followed up.) :

9/23/58 :
A number of general questions were raised regarding planmng time
- etc. The staff agreed that it would be well to go back historically
and review such matters as why there is a Neighborhood Service -
Center, where did the generalist concept originate, etc. In
answermg this questmn the fallc:wmg statements were made:

The Center was developed originally through a
Ghlldren 5 Bureau grant whmh was madé because

felt a need tc:s re;.?.pcnd to the fleld's ,mterest in tralng-
ing more students as well as a desire to experiment
with social work education processes: since 1965 when:
the feasibility study was undertaken ‘there had been
.changes in the general climate bot h within the city

and within the University: a greater emphasis has

been put on the demand for c@mmunity service by the
Umversity

e IR e TS . : R . A i , . RN e e . .



The Nezghbarhcad Service Center is one answer to this.
The staff felt that this was most helpful and suggested
other questions for discussion at later meetings such as
() the family advocate model for students . . . (5) the
generalist concept, (6) how effective is social work in
the urban ghetto, (7) what is the difference between the
student when he enters and six quarters later,

10/10/68 _ :

Faculty expressed concern that no definition of the term
"generalist" was developed. The feasibility of the family
advocate model was discussed. Again the fundamental
issue of generalist training as & base for all specialities,
or as a separate rnc:)dr;l wasg raised,

- 11/11/68
: Develc:pment of the generahst GDDCEPT"IEIEES considered.

1. Cne approach would be

a. to identify a social pf'Gblem whn:h is
serious in the community

b. - study and research this. problem

c. develgp a new service dellvefy system to
deal with the problem

mncvatmns in service (1n the Clénter) whlch
would feed into curriculum.
/

3.- Some cases treated by the student unit were
discussed as well as the process of starting
with individuals then isolating common prcablems
. « « and finally the development of some
means to work.with the problem to effect change.
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12/5/68
Identification of the focus of the Generalist program,
1. A particular social problem (put all the
efforts into one area). -
2, The disorganized multi-problem family,
3. Is the generalist approach only appropriate

to people living in.the ghetto? One answer:
it depends upon the amount of disorganization
of the family~--could be common tf‘! all classes
of people, .

What roles will the students be trained for?
1, Social work administratiaﬂ

2. Methods for working with most depnved
c';lz.ent groups

3. How to teach people to work in the ghetto
2/14/69

Staff agrees on the following three elements as the fc:!c;us of the
Generalist: ' : :

1. This method would serve clients whose background
-‘indicate pervasive social disorganization,
2. There is a problem sclﬁng focus rather than an

emphasis on method.

3. [Itisa family advocate model in which a push
. to enlarging the system to meet the needs’ of
| clients as well as help the client.



In summer 1969, in response to the confusions and problems of the nascent
Generalist sequence a full-time chairman was appointed to the Generalist
sequence. In the fall of 1969 the planning done to that point on the Neighborhood

Service Center was reviewed by a newly appcintédf dean of the School; the plans

that had been developed by the then-director of the Center were rejected, with

the resglt thét he resigned during the 1969*70 school year. Inavitab-lyi the :
Generalist ﬁr@gram eﬁtefed a new piiase of its histary——:%the c@ncelz;ti@n of the
Generalist as part and parcel of School-initiated assult on the problem of the
ghetto became inéreasinxglyl problematical: The new chairman éf the sequém:é
focussed };er attention on the geneﬁalizable thecsretical campsnanﬁs of the
Generalist model, The concrete image of the C‘::Eﬂer list-that had b,,, en acfze;nted
seemingly, in Pebfuary 1969, of a ;madé of _pra;:tice that would serve clients whose
backsround indicated pervasive sacial disorganization, beca:me unstuck from every
ﬁcint of view, The validation of Generalist planning that had been sought in a
conception of the Center and its programs became lost. The discussiansf and
arguments recorded in. the minutes of sequence meetings again became abstract and
érincipléd as the faculty sought a nawratioﬁale for their work, |

| 10/27/69

What is the significance and meamng c:f the Generalist gaal
method, and function? -

11/3/69

Work on objectives:
1. Nature of the program: _ A, |
-a. The goal statements should not . ke restricted

to the point of llr‘nltlng the program to the
inner city.



~e. What is meant when we speak of pervasive social |
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b. The educational goal must be linked to the
field experience.

c. What is our conception of "community" ?

- d. What is the emphasis for our training ?

disorganization? Could this mean problems of
proverty %, . . o

Nature of content

a. While it was reasonable initially to start with
cross methods, now we need abstract principles,
Are we at the stage at which we can identify prin-
ciples? What do we have? What is needed? . . .

Objectives of the Generalist sequence:

li

2-

3.

. To formulate general objective statements extracted from

what faculty havfe done so far in discussions . . .
To evaluate the statement and alter it as seems appro-
priate from the experience of the last two years.

To work from ijeétives to develop a sequence.

The statement of generalist objectives raises the following questions:

1.

Social and intra-personal problems should not be
viewed as exclusively polarized points of view for
consideration of treatment-intervention. Multi-
pmblern families are affectéd by sc:mietal and sit=

@ften all three .

The pervasive effects of proverty should be examined
for similarities and differences in rural and urban settings.

Can problems be solved by a social worker, teams of
social workers and other professionals, teams that in-
clude professionals and paraprofessionals ? What then -
should be the specific nature of thé social v Jrker? . . .



=21~

4. What is the target of the seqﬁEﬁSEhwhét kind of
practitioners do we expect students to be ? What
do we expect studénts to know?

5. Should Gbgectlves be stated in terms of human needs
rather than in terms of problem situations ?. :

6. Is openess for a variety of interventions a thrust
for the generalist? Will the generalist model pro-
‘vide better and/or more service and less turning
away of clients because the problem does not meet
agency or worker definitions of service or service
competence ? :

7. How is family Stablhty to be viewed? How might
it differ from crisis intervention or crises pre-
vention in the usual context of crisis theory ?

11/24/69
' ‘_L It was suggested that greater emphas:Ls be devatecj

for farrulles in need rather than segaratmn of iarmly
members. The idea of prevention was introduced with
the suggestion that the uniqueness of the Generalist
be developed around prevention rather than prc:tectlve
services.

12/1/69

Are social work goals mainly related. to change, stablllzatlon or maintenance
of the status quo? Is there a unique approach to these problems in the Generalist Pfi’-"ii
gram? What functions are required to r‘each generalist goals ., . . Tentative E
ccngensus arouncl the following: , :

_ 1. Soi::ial work has a goal related to change.

2. Social work should see both goals and. functions in
relation to power arrangéments geared to meeting ends.

3. Social work functions and goals should move in the
7 direction of helping ageneies develop for change,

12/15/69 :
The Generalist concept .is in- questiDnE—Need to spell out objectives; can

_.cross methods teac:h;ng be the best we can do?
1




12/17/69 o ,
Two major themes: Is the Generalist theory viable?
o Has it.been impieméntéd‘? « e
There seerﬂed to be agreement that the Generallst wﬂl be
expected to work upon graduatn:n in unstructured settings
and that learning abaut our program problems and issues
rccnstltutes the necessary preparation for such work,

Thér‘e'is a clear differénce between the kinds of agreement reported in these
minutes between the earlier and later periods in the program deve;apment. ‘Thc:sse
of the earlier period ("This method wauldsérfé clients whose bac}igrounds indicate
pervasive social disorganization") fareshadcw a practlce and a cs::nten‘t for a rnethods ;
claésa—thcse of the latter per;éd ("Social work has a goal related to change"—-Schal
work's function and g@alg shéuid move in the directi@n of helping agencies develop
for change") have no 'such implicatian, For those members of the faculty who had

| 11ved through the first period the discussions t-hat led to this latter agreement offered

! the pDSSlblhty of theoretical elaboration of hard—wmught 1ntu1t1cns, for the members
of the facul’fy who entered the séquence after summer 1969, w;thf;ut an experience
of .the earlier work there was no caz;text, and so no meaning for ’;hése discussions--
and it was theée faculty who expressed the moét coxiflcerﬁ to us, the least sympatiiy
for t’hexfeeling that the faculty had progressed, and the least understanding of what
the program was about. Their experience of the Generalist did not letlthern see the
progress that had been made, | | |

Yet, while there was ;é\‘rélépment in thi‘s sense through the five years of faculty
discussion associated with the Generalist experiment, the change in ﬂ‘lé fqrm of _
discussiag that took place after the summer of 1969 Exa;erbated' the fundamental

problems that had faced the program from its beginnings. The earlier discussions
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~do appear to have been forging some measure of agreement among those faculty who
chose to remain with the sequence on the-focus of the practice that they were seeck-~
ing to emedy in the program. Admun;dly the 1mage of practice that this foc:us was-
drawmg upon was Dnly half fc:rmed, it rested .possiblyon merely verbal and formal
agreement of the kind that we saw so often and, in the absence Df an opportunity to
explore its meaning in the context of the Neighborhood Servic:e Center, it was
Vfarnbi_gucus and'uﬁdevelépedssbut the image was, we believe, at least halff_e;_al and
did foreshadow a content and a form of social work practice that might haveﬁbéen
realizable and so might have been usef_:ul as a bésis against Which srxec:ﬁlatian ’

could be tested. The shift in the focus of discussion that tock plac:e ‘after the summer

éf 1969 had no such implication; the questions that th1s discussmn posed opened up
‘theoretical and abstract problems (e.qg., piﬁgxi::n'tiOn vs. treatm;nt in Generalist practice)
and, as Such, served to divert attention away"'frc:m the task af'ftérging a warkiné‘ and in-
térperscnally meaningful crc::nc:e;:tmn of Generahst prac:,tlce that wrzsulci have ﬁermltted

the Generahst faculty to ma}:e dec;smns about Gsncepts and skills they might teach
then- students. The concern for cu,rrlculurn that marked this later pe:iocl of the program

appears to us to have been dysfunctional. For it was not grouﬁdéd in anjf common con=

ception or image of a practice; and, while time was spent in the discussion of doctrine,
no time was available for the search for cases that could beused in class to illustrate

\ : '
a practice, to the search for a content that flowed more or less logically from a con-

ception of practice, or to the induction of new faculty into the details of a particular.-.

ized and bounded conception of Generalist practice. Perforce, the Generalist concept

-
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becaﬁg, ‘when sep;aratedfrom any commonly helidvisic:n of practice, an ideci@gyﬂ that
could be defined only in terms of the d;fferences between a Génerallst worker and

the “méth@cisﬁbased warker : as such the concept c:cﬁ;lc:l cDmmand the a;fectwe lcyélty |
Df ali member; of rthe faculty, but it c:ould not offer the bas;s for a program that

was c::ther than all of social work A bellef in the Generahst could not overrlde inters

pretations of the ideology that 1nd1V1dual faculty brought to the sequence by virtue o

of their earlier exper;em::e; and it c:r::uld not offer a schemethat cguld facilitate thé
~ search of students for a cdmmcn identity in éc:cial vx;csz, The ]Dsﬂing among faculﬁi
-and students for ways out Df dllemmas that thesa amblgultlés pr@duced engendered -
conflict, frustration, an@ depression with consequent feelings on*the parts of both - -

faculty and students of impotence and incapacity.

This is not to suggést however that conflict, fmstratmn and depI'ESSan were. - .

: t:haracteristms C)f the C%enerallst program after its re@rgamgatmn in Fall 1969 and

'were not c:mnipresent in the earlier permd Nor daes this imply that the devel@pment
a retreat

of the pn::gram in 1ts seccnd phase represeﬁted/éway from a devel@p;ng crder into chaos

The deliberations ab@ut the program, about its currlculum purpagés and the hke that,

marked. its hlstcry after the Fall of 1959 were, Qf course a resp@nse to prDblems that

had been writ large in the. prcgram tcx that: pDin’E In practice the only constants in the -

history of the program were the School's initial commitment to a program that had ab‘

-cross-methods orientation, incorporated some innovations in the process Df sacial wéfk -

innovation, addressed the problems of service dahvery in the ghéttg, and prc’.sblems Df

one kind or another. 'l‘he problems flaweci frc::m the incapacitles Df the successive
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c@mmittees . with their changing memberships and differing and changing commit-
ments to aspects of the School's charge to them, that were created to deliver on
these purposes, to resolve the intellectual, curricular, and instructional problems
éntaiied in an inadéquatély specified mandate. The satisfactory implementation of
any one of these goals required means; the committees that were created to find these
means had, in their memberships, too many conflicting conceptions of both the mean-
ing of fhe ends and implications for the means to make their search for a viable cur-

ricular form feasible.

Yet there was a conception of the meaning of Generalist practice emerging in the
Winter of 1969 that was accepted by the faculty (at least verbally) and did offer the
possibility of bounding both a subject matter tha{i the Generalist should address
(and so a content for the theoretical parts of the program) , a view of the meaning of
the program's commitment to multi-methods . and organizational context for the
practice that might have served to ground the program's concern for administrative,
organizational, and service delii}ery problems: This conception would have met,
had .it been glab@rated and developed, the problem that surfaced again af]d again in
the years in which we observed the program. "One of the difficulties with seeing the
~ Generalist as something newris 1’:_hat we use the old terminology. It is hard to seé the
Generalist as anything but a better, more aware social worker. There is a need for

something tangible: This I know, this I can do. Is there yet an identifiable field
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of practicé 72 Such a conception might have offered the discipline that the
faculty needed as they sought to define and enact a curriculum that had clear
structure, boundaries, content, field experienéesi and integrative potentialities.
One team was charged in November 1969 with the task of working out such a
conception. But, as we have seen, ’;his effort had little impact on the program
duriﬁg 1970-72 and even the conception was, té a céﬁsiderable extent, lost,

How and why did this happen?

We hléve outlined two of the factors that caused this potential definition of the
Generalist to be lost: the fading away of the idea of the Neighborhood Service
Center removed such impetus as the faculty had to explore a new practice for the
inner city, the Schooi’s commitment to maintain the Genéralist as an outgoing
program meant that faculty who had not gone through the experience that had
prc:s_duc:ed this conception entered the Generalist program committee and introduced
their own, often different_ccncepti@ns of the Generalist into the already over-
burdened hopper. But there is, we believe, still another cluster of factors which,
perhaps more than any other, aggravated the task of éna;tiﬁg this image in the
program~-with the consequence that even those faculty most committed to this

view lost their hold of it.

’ zgeneralist Sequence Minutes.,




In March 1970 the Generalist sequence graduated a class of students whose
performance and attitudes towards the program had reached almost legendary
prap@fti@ns by the time we worked with the sequence. They were, we were
told, inve’ste;if eager, etc., and their performance w.as that of real Generalist.-
The attitudes of this class to the program were surveyed by questionnaire at the
conclusion of their experience in the School and the fés:ults of this survey clearly

Support the view the faculty held of them.

There were 21 s‘tudeﬁts in this class., All were given assign.ments involving
agencies other than their primary field placement and often had secondary place-

ments. The range of collaborative contracts with agencies other than their primary

. o . _ 3 .. _ v,
placement ranged from oné to twenty, with a median of seven.” Nineteen of the 21 felt
that they could practice casework as situations demanded it, 18 felt similarly about
group work, and 14 about community work. None of the students indicated that

_they would have chosen one of the regular programs of the School over the Generalist,

Some of the problems that the sequenﬁe experienced throughout its history with
the methods class surfaced in the reactions of this earlier class, While fourteen
of the students had favorable reactions to the fifst three five gave a clearly favor-
able response to the social work methods class, none was strongly favc:sralﬁle, seven
neutral, and seven unfaif@rable or very unfavorable, The teaching team wag criticized

as lacking cohesiveness and divided in their viewpoints,

SThese resulcs are not significant in and of themselves. The faculty who taught
this elass emphasizgd the willingness of this class to.collaborate meaningfully with
other agencies and search for opportunities for such work.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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But these findings do suggest a different pattern of response to the program than
the one we found in our study of the March 1972 class. Seemingly these earlier
students' perception of the overall quality of the experience they were given allowed -
them to accept the difficulties their team had with the methods élassi And, in the
view of the faculty, the major differences between this class and the later classes

was in "commitment to the learning prccess. "

There are similarities between the overall profile of this March 1970 class and
the profile of the "successful" students in the class we studied —-~the March 1972
graduates, The March 1970 graduates were preci@minantly academically able, from

' .4

unpdergraduate colleges with highly selected student populations , and had, some

experience in social work. This class brought to the Generalist the qualities of

conceptual abilities, experience, eager commitment to social work, and a readiness

to consider social and organizational problems, Experience and ability were the
variables we found associated with mastery of the elements of the Generalist concept
in our study of the students in the March 1972 class. And our observations suggest

that enthusiam, deep commitment, and generalized problem=solving skills and interests

“While 36. .8% of the March 19 70 graduatés came frc:m undergraduate msﬂtutmns
rated 7 or -6 (sc:hc::c:ls of the highest selectivity) by Astin, only one (7 %) of the
March 1972 class did so. Half (7 of 14) of the March 1972 class came from schools
rated 2 or 1 (least selective) while only 10.5% (2 of 19) March 1970 graduates came
from these schools.

Alexander W, Astin, Predicting Academic’ Performance in Ggllecre New York:
The Free Press, 1971

Sthlle half (57.1%) of the" March 1970 class wantecl additional courses on Macro
tc::plcs (e.qg. economics and political science) most (71,4%) of the March 1972 graduates

[KC wanted courses on treatrnent related topics (e.g. ego-psychology and. family trea‘tm_ent) .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i a1



the students we know who have been entering such organizations as VISTA and the

Peace Corps. Many of the students in this earlier class were of this kind.

Most of the students in the March 1972 class were not mddel students given a
c@nce_ptign s::f the ideal Generalist student that had its origin in an image of this
kind. And, as we have seen, the faculty failed to c@nnéct to their needs, and
their aspirations. Our results show the extent %> which the program failed to
narrow the varianée in both the cogritive and and Gaﬁceptual domains to produce
Generalists who possessed a common ide@_lagy; sét of understandings, skills,
and program experience, We attributé ixlﬁruch G; £his failure to prcblembs that f@llcwgﬁ
from a lack of the match between the expectations and the aspirations of fnany

of the students and the faculty. Many members of the class we studied were not

This fail‘qfé Gf ti‘lé Generalist c:urric:ulurﬁ, and so of the faculty Wh@s were W@r};iné‘
within it, exposes the most vexing problem of the Generalist experiment as it
evolved over its .,fiva years, By 1970-72 the Ger;éralistt was an approach to practice,
a point.of view, and an ideology rather than a mode of practice, It was-the product
of successgive committees made up (af social work educators who were all reformers of

what they saw as the traditional methods and curricula of the profession. They saw

T TR e e 1



Geneiﬁalists aé a potential cadre of the leaders who would be in the
forefront of responsive change in the profession. Their conception of
leadership was not clearly articulated but far all of them it involved
such qualities as a capacity to live beyond self, -2d to see problems
and possible solutions without the blinkers of tradition and routine,
-the ability to negotiate @rgaﬁizatir:ﬁs, and a primary commitment to
clients and their problems. A Generalist was more than merely a
conscientious wl@r}zer offering high level methodical, but basically
routine, service to clients.

This common perception of the Generalist aé an activist problem
solver-—whatevir his professional milieu--who could infervaie in
environmental, intra- and inter-personal and organizational domains
~ on behalf of a client, who could see deficits in sérviée and the r:rgam'a:
.zationa, instituti@néli and societal ramifications of the clients' problems,
a vision of professional functioning based in images of pf@fessianal
rather than administrative leadership, blinded the faculty to both the
~ professional and-curricular p_mblems that an actualization of ;a'r’xy: of
their aspirations posed. The integrative focus that they s.n:\ught, and
depended upon for such success as they achieved, resided in what
were in effect personality traits rather than educable capacities. Stu-
dents came to the sequence ready @1; not ready for a socialization to this
role. The Generalist ideélagy @r-iézntedé those who were ready to the c:fgani—:

zational, societal, and environmental ramifications of service delivery,
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it inducted students into the p@s—sibi-litf of a multiaﬁ}ethcds practice, and
justified a training erperience that would prepare potential leaders for
this view of the leadership role. The tasks af-rc:utine teaching were
c@mpafa_tively unimportant, even trivial, in the context of this higher
conception,

Many of the problems that the séequenc:e faced flowed from the con-
sequences of this most fundamental conception of the program. The
faculty themseives differed in their private eiaborati@nsof the spheres
and the contexts in which leaders were to function and in their view of
the commitment of the program to the inner c:itér. For some members of
the faculty the inner city anc;i its families required a special kind of
leadership because of its special kinds of problems. For others the

inner city was merely a training ground in which more generalizable

problems that faced social welfare demanded that leéder‘ship be exex;x:ised
in the public sector, 1n complex organizations, for others tﬁe innovative
private agency working in a neighborhood was the image which captured
their aspirations, for stilléthers the image of leadership was captureé
by conceptions of clusters of private and ?ublic agencies Wc:;rking
together on common problems,

But, these conflicting images we;x;e reconcilable and collapsible into
a conception of generic leadership--and the Géneralist faculty did readily‘!
aéﬁhieve that reconciliation. But no means flowed from such recanciliaﬁons .

Different images of both the functions of the Generalist and his context
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entailed different conceptions of the experiences, understandings and
skilis that students should be given. But the focus on goals and ends
that both the reconciliation of differences amon§ the faculty and the needs
which a program focussed on socialization required made a systematic
) and discipiined attack Dn the problems of means very difficult. The organi-
zat,_ir:mal mandéte to continue the program and the desisi@ns»t@ recruit
stﬁdents who did not share the form of the faculty's vision further compli-
. cated their task. The succession of faculty, recruited to the sequence at -
different times and so at different stages in the program's development, to
meet an array of organizational (e.g. ,  manning the class) and experiential
(e.g., experience with thé different methods) needs prediciably failed to
achieve a robust enough consensus about both the operational goals and
means to develop a viable, methcéical, and interpersonally authentic
plan that had educative power. The Generalist committee produced, in
the words cwi% the old aphorism, a camel. |

To the extent, therefore, that the Generalists ;Eai_led to achieve such
a whole the Generalist experiment failed. ButA hindsight suggests that the
tasl-;: they were given was probably doomed to failure from the beginning.
The School gave the task of creating a ;grazid design to a committee and
charged them to éiwa shape to a set of uncl_efi;ied goals, by first outlining

a practice, then rationalizing that practice, and then creating a curriculum,

- a set of means that captured and distilled the essence of that rationalization.

bt e b < e
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The faculty méking up this’ committee had few precedents which they could
use to hélp them in this work and no readily accessible practice models on
which they could'draw. The School had, aet the point at which the idea of

the Generalist was mooted, little recent experience with curriculum develop~
ment upon which they could draw. In this c@nté};t the faculty struggled man-
fully i;D understand each other's point of view, to learn to work together as a
committee, and to learn to teach stuéeﬁfs together. Success might have been
p@ssilﬁle had they been working together as Generalists before they attempted
| to mount the program, or had they been charged with working through the
implications of one person's conception of what the Generalist was, or had
they the task of aﬁapting well known meth@dé or intellectual structures to a
specific domain of practice., But the Generalist faculty had all of these tasks

to complete at once.

i s e i
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SOME CONCLUDING REFLLCCTIONS

We have pursued this narrative and analysis of the Generalist ex-
perimer:t at some length in the hépe that we could develop a frame from
which we could move to some more éaneral speculations, C)ur own needs
for ways in which we might interpret our findings led us to this specula-
tion but we hope that our use cféh@se hctiéns: that we were able to find
or develop offer some basis for generalization of ‘our Generalist specific
argument,

The goal of the Generalist program throughout its history was to pro-
duce an educational plan, a set- of goals, a set of sub-goals which are to
be approached on the way towards ultimate ébjectivés, and a set of means
fhat guarantee in a prababilisﬁc sense that ultimate goals might be attained.
The Generalistr failed to achieve such a plan and to that extent they were.
unsuccessful. The plan that thé;y'" developed to control their activities was
té@ ambiguous, and too uncertain, in its essentials to @ve’rride individual
feelings about what the plan gshould have contained; it was too vague where
1t should have been detailed to provide the guidance that faculty who were
to teach in ways that were consistent with its intent required. The disso-
nance that derived from both of these lacks in the official Generalist plan
'led to at times centrifugal individual elaborations of the meaning of the
Generalists—aﬂd this individualized elaboration led, in its turn, to crgarﬁe
zational 'stress and then fufther individual and group elaboration. The

pushes and pulls of these interactions between individuals' needs and




-35-

schemas and the official Generalist rationale and plan produced the

most eurieue paradox of the Generalist experiment--a highly formalized
and elaborated practice-raticnale that failed to guide day-by-day teaching
in any real way which was, at the same time, the focus of considerable
effeetivity on the part of the faculty, an affectivity which had the effect
of masking the real nature of the problems in execution that the faculty
experienced continually,

The feregeiﬁgenelyeie, derived from Smith and Keith's study of the
difficulties experienced by the innovative Kensington elementary Schéél,g
captures almost ;cempletely our feelings about the state of the Generalist
experiment when it terminated in June, 1972, Yet the Genereliete reached
the same unhappy place as Kensington by a different reute, The problems
| at Kensington were the result, in large part, of the interactions of visions
of grandeur ef_ the superintendent and principal of the school erid the inca-
pacities of their staff -t’e Qieliver on these vieiene;i The visions in their turn
were derived not so Vrnuch from 'individu,el thinking but rather from the piecing
together into eee grand scheme of almost ail the recemﬁzendetiene of contem-
porary theorists about the proper nature of teeehing and learning into one grand,
but 111-conceived package.

The push for the Genereliet,gand the sources of its problems had different
origins. They came from within the School, The objectives of the program
came from inside the School and entailed no imposition. A group of volunteer

faculty were charged to innovate but no detailed specification about what

OLouis M. Smith and Pat M. Keith, op. cit.
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they were to do was offered them. A vague goal was given by the School
to a group of faculty with the implicit charge that they were to develop &
set of means which would allow delivery on these goals--or s-omethir-zg

like them. But no means followed fzjom the statement of intent that the
School offered these ;faculty!s;and while part of the statemeﬁt implied
far-reaching »cbaﬁge in both service delivery and training another part of the
statement.implied only limited change in conventional methods of teaching.
Immediately the faculty were faced with a decision which they had to make
before tzhey‘ could begin their Wi:sr]%ﬁ—what was to be its scope. For some
niembérs @f the Generalist group the task was clearly and narrowly defined,
to experiment with cross-methods teaching and explore instructional inno-
vations such as the use of the same faculty in class and field; for others |
the task was much broader, to explore conceptions of a new kind of social
worker.

The battle over the scope of thé Generalist experiment was fought

~through the first years of the project and Wan; uz{certainly, by those who
defined the terms of reference broadly. But the victory was a narrow one
and left!them with the task of exploring the nature of both social work
delivérs; and its needsrand the means by Wﬁich ﬁ‘éining for any new role
they might discerr;! TD__c:cmplété these tasks they had firgteto define

their conception of service deiiv;ery, then define the work that was to

be done by workefs within this new pattern, and then create a program

that train workers for thisv new role. It was this cluster of tasks that

defeated the Generalists. For some members of the Generalist faculty
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new patterns of service delivery. could be found by reaffirming again the
continuing relevance of modes of service delivefy that werc no longer as
predominant as they once might have been in the profession. FQL_‘ other
members of the faculty new patterns of 'delivery were required and c;::on;
comitantly new kinds of workers. For all members of the faczulty“
however, the profession's tradiﬁcnal commitment to clients, its tradi-.
tional willingness to go beyond the bounds of any traditionally defined
role prescr'ipticn when client needs required a non-sanctioned servic:eip

was a sine qua non of any work. For all faculty this willingness to live

beyond self defined a conception of professional leadership that in its
turn was the necessary harbinger of lasting and meaningful change in
service delivery.

The failure of the Generalist faculty to effect any sustained or
sustaining resolution of this conflict in conceptions of their tasks was
the source of the intellectual and practical confusions that were omni-
pfaser’;t in the Generalist developmental process. But the schisms in
tﬁeir conception cf their task did not produce fundamental organizational
sch;sm because all of the members of the group had a common perception
of the fundarnantél nature of thé_pr‘r‘::ielssion‘s service. Paradoxically,
however, tﬁis agreement was disfuncﬁ,onal inasmuch as, .given the _ '
crgaﬁizatianal necessity of ﬁaintenance of the program, it was both
possible, and desirable, tdavaidjcining the debate ;j;baut what the=
Géneraiist's task wsé that had to be faced if a cgﬁ;mtefanei ',géneratii:e_ )

' imége of thét'practic:é was to be -.s'fiabiligéd,!and:tﬁén defined-as the -
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basis for an exploration of a possible curriculum.

Still another ultimately disfunctional consequence flowed from this
situationally embedded inability to facethe intellectual issues tﬁat‘
confronted the program. Debate about what the Generalist Vshauld be
surf;céd of course at all times. However, the intimacy of the develop-
mental group tended to reduce such debate to the halting exchange of

mnemonic sloéans that, in its turn, inhibited the sustained reflective
examination of the impiications of individual positions about the nature

of Generalist practice. All members of the faculty, for example, tended
to ground their images of proper Generalist practice, whatever the variant,

in views of the work of agencies or units within agencies. They tended

not to make the extension from such conceptions that was neces sary for
the development of a curriculum that would serve individuals who might
not work in any such units and explore what a Generalist practice by
individual Workefs might mean. As a COnsequEﬁcle} this they did not
face systematically the task of specifying the nature of thé work of a
Generalist mindix}idual with the result that they were not able to
either define adequately (or ciesig}n a éurric:ulum for) what the skills of
/ an igciividﬁai Generalist should be. W’itﬁ@ut such a définitiég and the ’ -
' criteria for curricular decision-making thaf sucﬁhé deﬁnitian would imply, E

it

it was difficult to avoid the trap of seeing the prototypical Generalist

.

" .worker as needing the skills and knowledge of the whole _Dfsfccial worl

¥3
L

~ ‘When the faculty were asked what content the GefneraliSt shéﬁld kncw o

‘they indeed tended to define them in terms of social work in general,’ o




The Generali.t experiment ended for us at this point--the rgc’@n;

. c'iliatic:ﬁé amangrthese ngls and ppssibilitigs .that.had t;:~ be effecztgd
béfc:re viable cz:urriculg.m devel@pméht éoulﬂ beg'in had not been achievéé
when we concluded c::uri examination of t,he prég}am, _There was no
Generalist as_éuéh and so there were no Generalist students trained by
the program, iny graduates who could assgciaté !tc a greater or les ster

students who worked with individual faculty of course learned a great

deal and were as a result of their experience in both the program and
the School indubitably well prepared workers. But the narrowing of

variance in aspirations and skills that is the prelude for later develop-

ment within the profession have not taken place.

We are left with one prébccupaticn_ Program development in social

work, indeed in all professional and undergraduate schools, is all téw:r

" frequently initiated under the legitimating cloak of indubitable goods of

the kind that spawned the Generalist. All too often no clear means of
either practice or performance or curriculum fGllGW from those goods.
We would want to pursue the course of such dev{elcpfnents contrasting

their successes with the successes of programs initiated because a

- known skill or content area was thought to be necessary in a given

. eurriculum .. We would offer three hypotheses about the courses of such
 development given our experience in the Generalist program:

e




(1) Gcaalﬁlegitima;e.;i and gaal—i‘nilﬁéted course development will have
a rockier road than course development begun W1th the intention of repre-
senting defined skill or content areas in a program.

(2) Goal-initiated curriculum development that has a concrete
referrent or prototype as its stimulus and ultimate authgrity will pr@céed
more smoothly than goal-initiateu dévelc:spment that has no such referrent.
And | |

(S)v Goal-initiated deveiapmént that takes place under conditions in
which a single teacher is charged with acting out his ther iﬁtuiﬁéns
aﬁauf vﬁhat the goals mean will run a smoother course than development
that takes plaéé collegially.
| Our cén\}icti::ns about the odds in each of these cases are, of course,
clear. And if our think;ing about odds ié in any way c@rregt the Generalist
had the probabilities of §uic3kly realizable success stacked against it from :
the beginning, But the W@fE ,th,at was done by the Generalist faculty, -
however halting our interim juégment of it might be, is the only basis for
later work., The c@nseéuénge of this undertéking, which we now believe to
be the most difficult kind of curriculurﬁ taSk;;xiSj ?ar number Df'_pa.fadigms for
fundamentaly new and very exciting social %,m:)r}: practices c:m the c::he
hand and programs on tﬁé other, The experience of our caileagues.‘in.the
Généralist e:{periment offers thebésis for delivering on those promises in

the near future,




_APPENDIX

THE GENERALIST PROGRAM 1970-72

(Prepared June i??D)

WORKING DEFINITION OF GENERALIST PRACTICE

Generalist préctice is evolving in'responsé to an increasea awareness
of -the importance of the community in'dealing with sagiai problems. It
invaivés.assisting individuals, families, small.ééaups énd larger social
systems to change in @fdér ta'praméte the besﬁ péﬁsibie relationship between
people and their eﬁvirgnmentg In this process, éll sagiai work methods,
traditional and iﬁnavative, are utiiised, éiﬁgly Q? in combination, to meet
reality needs and to alleviate stresses in %aysAthat enhance or strengthen
the inherent capacities of client systems. ' Generalist practice is addressed
to the solution and/o% prevention éf problems at all levels of society--intra-
pétganalé familial, iﬁﬁéf?ét&@ﬂél; sacigenvironﬁentals and institutional.
Commonly, more than one problem unit is addressed simultaneously.

The generalist ﬁsually iﬁi!iates the process by offering individual or
group services to pefsoﬁs who have béén_ié&ntifiéd as haﬁing problems in-
social functioning. fﬁ the exploration of these problems, those social,
cultural and institutional antecedents iﬁ ﬁhe lafger social sysﬁem that are
adversely influéncing:the clients' social functioning are identified and
plans are formulated gellébafatiﬁely with cli&ﬁﬁs_to work toward their solu-
tion, In\p:aﬁidiﬁg effe;ﬁive'service, problems in the larger social system
,tamming from répressive-and unjust policles as wéll-as;racial injustice are

addresged,

£

{




lioa

In ééme instances, the generélist practitianer may initiate change iﬁ
institutional systems before becoming invcl%ed with Elian;si In such
instances, the generalist défines the problem and organizes ‘individuals
and/gf groups to wark coilaboratively with him térbring about chsnges in
the instituticnal.systems. Thus; thé nature of the problems to be Soiv,d
pres;ribes the methods to be_ﬁtilizéd and the level of intervention of

generalist practice.

General Objectives of the Sequence

1. To enable students to acquire kncwledge of thcse social, psychological
and anv1ronmental forces, and of their complex 1ntarrelatlons, that pro-
mote or impede effective soaiéllfunctiaﬁing_

2, !TD enable students to develop a systematic and prcfeséionaiiy disciplined'
method of identifying,and‘analyziﬂg prébléms of pervasive social disorgan~
ization as thay are manifESt at all 1evels of saciety. _ |

3. To enable students to acquire knawledge of, and skill 1n using, those
principles and processes that facliitate change for social bettement in
the various personal and sca;al systems,

4, VTQ'enable students to develop a professional commitment tp»wgfk for the
alleviation and prevention ofrprablems derivad from paveréy and racism
wherever they may practice, |

STATEMENT OF CONTENT FOR GENERALIST--THEORY-PRACTICE COURSE

,_IhériheérysPraetice Course shculd.be the 1ntagrating course for -the tntalj

cecurriculum, In achieving thls task the course will of negessity draw from

el L e L e e
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content presented to the students in the generic courses of SSA as well as
from student selected electives. The theafy course must be closely coordi-
nated ﬁith thé field learning so that pféfesgicnai modes of intervention
can be examined both cognitively and éxparienéially; The théafy course
shéulé provide students with the general content and rationale for applica-
tion inrpraétice; VIhis autline attempts to divide ghe content tﬁat is
germane to thearyiézactice from that content which should be generally

acquired elsewhere and integrated for practice,

Organizing Principles for thgrGeggrgiistVIheQrY?P;ac;icg_qurse

The geﬁéralist appraaéh to social work intervention flows from a préblem
orientation rather than from a metheds speciality orientation. The practi-
tioner is able to utilize any one or all social work methods ét one or various
- levels gfrintéfventiqn iﬁ seeking alternative salﬁticns‘tcithe proﬁlem pre-
sented by the client (s), The practice theory férfthérsgcial work methods of
casewcrk,‘grgﬁp wark'andicammunity organization are utilized in defining and
undergirdiﬁg the generalist apﬁrgééh~té ﬁfactice; |

Change is viewed as an integral part of life. Broad social, téghﬁélagia
cal and péliti:al férceé prgdgce'expe;tad as weil aé unexpéctéd”éhéngas tﬁat
influeﬁcé the individual positively and negatively. The effects of such
change and -also @f.pléﬁnéﬁ cﬁaﬁge,,based,an,cgncern for the worth éf,indiﬁ
viduals, gévetn the acﬁivitiéé:af the generalist approach to social work
practice, -It is assumed that change_af some sort takes place :in,1:::«*::?;:»,lem-i

saiving.
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The locus of client-~worker problem-solving may take place at different
levels of intervention, The .:vels of interventicn concept designates the
client system(s) in which the intervention efforts transpire, namely, indi-
viduél;>family, small graup,.ccmmunity? organizational, institution and/or
’sncietal. |

When DPPfESSiGn lack of appnrtunlty and/or scarc1ty of the necess1tles
of life (emotional and phy51cal) prevail, perv351ve disorganization frequently
results. The generalist approach to social work practice is currently addres-
siné the problems that cause and result from these forces. A necessary aséect
of such prablem=solv1ng efforts may require the achievement of a state of
integration in which survival needs are met and random non-goal directed
activities are Eﬁaﬁﬁeled’inta productive problem-solving., Once sﬁch a stage
has been achieved, dépénding Qﬂithg motivation and capacity éf the client(s)
and the Qppartuﬁitigs that can be developed, there may or may ﬁatebega contract

to work for further change at any le?el of intervention,

Content Specific to The@:yégrggti;gicggrse

1. The pfinciﬁlas of problem-solving and generalist practice.

2, Concepts and précESEEs of Qhaﬁge'aﬁd maintenance in the delivéry ‘systems
of serviags whether working with individuals, greups or cammunitlas.

3. Eragtice principles of the gEHEfallst appréach which draws from all

| three spegiaiized methads, i.e., gommunity wcrk, casewark, grnup work.

I

4, Ihe values and gaals of sgcial wark

5. The fields cf pragtice and sczial prcblems to which the field placement




6.* Dynamics of urban living incluﬂing the criteria for understanding com-
munities in general as wellyas the speéific community in which field
placement agencies are located.

7. Communication theories as central to ‘social work prDblEm=SDlVlﬁg
Verbal, behaV1oral ‘written,

8.% Social work models for defining and ansiyg;ﬂg SOéiallprﬂblémS“ffGr
example, Nathan Cahen, MCO, Prevention and Crisis @heo#yi

9. Relatianship theory. |

10, % égoperaticn and éoilaboraticn as essential aspects of generalist practice.
Empﬁagis to be given to the use of sanctiéﬁs, power and éonflict as being.
integral to égcperati@n_and cclléboraticn.

Supgrvisicn, teams and deliféry sﬁstems of service as épecifi¢ instances
of cooperation and cgllabézatian.

11.% The -generalist approach to social work intervention and problem-solving.

*Identified by faculty as content of particular relevance to the generalist

approach, » o 7 , - ' g

/ :
Lontent from Generic Courses ;

1. ﬁesaa:cﬁ methadglégiés

2, Human growth and socialization

3. Administratian and ﬂrgan;zatignal change and maintenance
4, So iéllr ork pﬂlicy and soecial pLgblems

5. Small gréup process

6. Racism ) - , _ -

7. Peverty




9.

=l

Law and individual rights

Psychopathology of children -and adults

SKILL BASE

Listed below are skills expected-of "soclal workers. Each skill is

listed along with notations of which qauarters in ‘the academic year the par-

ticular sklll shauld be in evidence and further refined and developed.

ship with gliénts_

The student Ehﬂﬁld bé able to:

Explore andriﬂgnt;jf the problem/concern of the person, group, institu-

tion or community and determine the appropriate intervention,

(Quarters 1,2,3,4,5,6)

Flan and 1 mple,,nt a range of preventian and Lreatment 1nterventicns.

(Quarters 3, 4,5,6)

Use one's self, existing agency and other community resources to create
=L, = : > 48 / LEEources

new resources, Also to appraise the effectiveness of one's own
performance,

(Quartars 3,4,5,6)

"Asgess the social fﬁnctianing of individuals, groups, communities and

in sitgaticns.'

(éuartérs 1,2;3,4,5,6)

Assess the séructuze and funztign of the cammunlty In meeting indifidual
and gruup needs, including appraising the effectiveness @fxservices;

(Quarters 3—4—,—6)

Usé GDE'S 1f in Drder ta astablish and purpasefully use the relation-

=

(Quartars 1,2,3,4,5,6):

]
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Understand (comprehension) and communicate in relation to affective
and cognitive Eéﬁtént;

(Quarters 1,2,3,4,5,6)

Eggc;d‘aﬁd utilize data for learﬁing and accountability,

(Quarters 1,2,3,4,5,6)

¥ Apply a range of models to broad social praélgms and issues.
(Quartars 4;5,6)
Utiligg,éupervisién and consultation.
(Quarters 1,2,3,4,5,6)

" *Identified by faculty as unique aspects of the generalist approach.

GENERALIST THEORY-PRACTICE CLASS

MINIMUM LEARNING EXPERIENCES (EXPERIENTIAL)

I, . Case assignments engaging individuals on a one-~to-one or family
level with proboems *hat concern them personally; and work with indi- ?'
,viduals as group méﬁbérs, commi ttee members, chairmanshi, para-
prafessiénals, ete., that do not necessarily involve them personally
(intraﬁpsyéhically)i
1. Assignments involving work with clients who have common con-
cerns that are éngugh;ﬁé permit peer learning, generalization of feel=-
ings, problem identificatian,rsaciallyrsatisfying relationships, etec.
The-use of such small graups asrthe pfimar?bmaans for picbl&m—éalviﬁg
would be iﬁdicated- Méﬁbéréhi§ ééleétigﬁ; recruitﬁemt inﬁé'the group
and 1éaﬂiﬁg~§f7assiéting'ﬂthéts ig 1aadin%§tﬁé nguPVSQSEiéﬂs ﬁaﬁld’be .

required.
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III. Assignments that require the students to evaluate service

delivery and/or agency goals (iﬂcluﬁa clients in this process when
possible) and, vwhere indicated, define problems for solution., A
plan for éhangé éhouldvbe developed and implemented to tﬁe fullest
extent passiblé. Ihe pProcess involved in this type of assignment

includes cﬁllabaratlve wcrk with qtaff and/gr adm;n, strators w1thiu

:the f;eld placemant agency aﬂd/cr with other agencies. It also may -
;ﬂgluda work with staff and/cr adm;nistratgrs and membérs of organ=-
izations and community groups to coordinate or improve existing serﬁ-
vices or to defiﬂa-the need for new éafvices or changes in existing
services, |

1v.  Assignments invglviﬁg ideﬂtifiaatién of problems and work with
clients on problems that an individual famiiy or small group cannot
resolve for itself without aﬁgégiﬁgjather sdcial systems and/or instis_
tutions within or outside tﬁé imgediaig community -in. order to bring

- about change, éev&lapmegﬁ or adjustment.

Lomment |

Field assignments are carried 1nd1v1dually and jointly by Students in com~

blnatian that facilitate 1mplementaticn and enhance the learnings, AssignmEﬁtS' ?
can be made across field units. Thls results in maximum Etgdent expasure to g
one anotﬁer énd to facuity. Anather outgrowth is the use of small groups for i
supervision led jointly by the r35pectiva fiéld—facuityi Students have exparif ' ;
enced. greater intersagency cooperation, (team teaching at its bést) in these §

arrangements. 1ty experlenced suppart and new ideas through sharaa teachlng,

-
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planning, implementation and evaluation, : The research compenent of the gen-

ralist curriculum will be partially}candﬁgte& in the field in collaboration

o

with theory-practice faculty on issues related to students'. practicum.
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