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ABSTRACT 

"I This was a follow-up study of graduates of Portland State Univer

sity's School of Socia1 Work from 1964 to 1973. The study gathered in

formation in four areas: (1) graduates' career patterns, (2) tasks 

graduates presently pe~form in their jobs, (3) tasks graduates felt are 

necessary for students to learn in a school of Social Work, and (4) grad

uates' continuing education needs and experiences. It was hoped that 

this information would prove valuable in curriculum design, both in the 

I School of ,Social Work and in the Division of Continuing Education. 


I A stratified random sample of sixty-one graduates, totalling 15.4% 


of the ten-year population of 396 graduates, was surveyed by mailed 


questionnaire. Fifty-two of these responded for a return rate of 85.3%. 


Results from the questionnaire were transferred to punch cards and fre

quencies, means, standard deviations, and a factor analysis of data were 


performed by computer.' 

I 

Forty-five of the fifty-two respondents considered themselves to be . II 

presently pr~cticing social work. Twenty-four of these respondents 

worked primarily in direct treatm~nt, and all but one of these reported 

having collateral duties in administration or facilitative services. 

Respondents showed almost no interest in pursuing further graduate 

study in social s~rvices or any other'field, and indicated only moderate 

interest· in continuing education seminars or classes. Of all continuing 

education offerings, family therapy received the highest interest score 

and research received the lowest. 
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Respondents felt that the most important tasks to be taught in grad

uate school were direct service tasks. A factor analysis was performed 

to reduce these tasks to more easily reportable shared factors, and the 

tasks seen as most crucial for learning were those concerned with di rect 

treatment, resource assistance, and client contact. Altho~gh respondents 

believed that direct service tasks -should be stressed in the School cur

riculum, most of the respondents also were performing non-direct service 

tasks such as leadership and consultation in group process. 

j 
l
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 

Th~s study is a~demographic and descriptive analysis of a,str~ti
fied r~ndom sample of the gradyates of Portland State University's 

School of Social Work from 1964 to.1973. The following information con

cerning the School of Sqcial Work is tqken from the School's Self Study 

of 1974 and is provided'to help place the study in historical perspec

tive. 

'Portland State University's School of Social Work is the third of 

~hree efforts to establish social work education in the State of Oregon. 

The firs~ of these was a program located at the University of Oregon in 

the early 1930's, which ~asted only a few years and terminated as a re

suIt of the Depression. A similar program was begun at Marylhurst Col

lege near Portland prior to World War I I, but succumbed to the economic' 

exigenc.ies of the War years. In 1961, the Oregon State legislature 

establ ished the School of Social Work at Portland State College, which' 

was then in its sixth year of existence. The School began operation in 

1962 and conferred its first Master of Social Work degrees in 1964. 

After ten years it is still the only, School of Social Work in Oregon.. 

The School derives its funding from three sources; the Federal gov

ernment, the State, and the local community., There has been a steady 

and continuous growth in funding support from all three sources since 

the School began, from a total of $94,886 in 1962-63 to $839,525 in 

1973-74. likewise the School has grown steadily from eighteen graduates 
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in 1964 to seventy-three graduates··i n 1973, for a total of 396 graduates 

over the ten year period. The scope of the School's growth is also evi

denced by increases in the programs offered in response to the needs of 

the community. In '1965, a program in Continuing Education was estab

1ished, the next year an undergraduate certificate program began, and the 

present'Regional Research Institute in Youth Development and Delinquency 

Prevention was· started in 1972. Increased enrollment necessitated an 

increase'in faculty, from eight in 1963 to forty-one in 1973. Despite 

shifts in the economic climate, the School has consistently maintained a 

student/teacher ratio well within'the 15:1 ratio recommended by the State 

System of Higher Education. 

The history and evolution of the S'chool l s curriculum is not within 

the purview of this report but may be examined in detail in the afore

mentioned Self Study of 1974. Briefly, the present curriculum is com

prised of, the following essential elements: (1) The Generalizing Core, 

(2) Human Behavior and the Social Environment, (3) Social Problems, 

(4) Social Welfar~ Policy and Services, (5) The Social Service Concen

tration, (6) The Social Welfare Planning Concentration, (7) The Subcon

centration in Facilitative Services, (8) The Field Practicum, and (9) 

Social Welfare Research. The overall goal of the curriculum is 

·to produce an advanced professional practitioner who' 

will have'a.general orientation to the whole of Social Work 

practice and will have specialized competence in either Social 

Services or Social Welfare Planning.1 , 


While we have,at our command a wealth of knowledge concerning the 

history, aims, and functions of the School, very little information is 

1Portl and S tate Un i vers i ty School of Social Work,"Cu rri cuI urn Des i gn·," 
(Portland, Ore.: May, 1973), p. 4. 
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available on the status, location, interests, and functions of the 

School's 396 graduates. One thrust of this study was the gathering of 

just such descriptive information, which could serve as the basis for 

an outreach effort to graduates and might assist in the formation of a 

viable alumni organization. We were also concerned with the graduates' 

post-MSW education and training in the Social Work field. Since the 

role of professional implies keeping pace with changes in one's profes

sion through life-long learning, we wished to determine (1) the degree 

to which graduates have taken advantage of further educational opportun

ities available to them, and (2) the kinds of educational opportunities 

they view as vital to their professional growth. This information 

~uld be used to provide input to the Continuing Education component of 

the School. The final area of interest: in this study was twofold: the 

reporting and analysis of (1) the tasks graduates were performing and 

saw as essential to their particular Social Work jobs, and' (2) the tasks 

they felt were essential for a student to learn in a graduate School of 

Social Work. 

The rationa'e for this last area of research deserves some discus

sion. Rapid and far-reaching changes on the social scene have necessi

tated concomitant changes in social work education. Client populations 

and client's needs have undergone radical changes over the years, es

pecially in the last decade, and the general focus of sQcial work has 

shifted from an early emphasis on social reform to an emphasis on in

dividual change, then to a combination of both. And there are almost 

yearly shifts in specific practice emphases as new problems 'capture 

public interest and as new knowledge is acquired in the Social Work/ 
field and in allied professions. 
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For social work education the end result of these shifts in emphasis 

is a •• ~ general theme of great ~iversity and the elusiveness of aII 

common core,1I1 where JI'education for uncertainty' becomes ••• an ac

2curate description of the reality of the situationo" Gurin and Williams 

state that "Social ~Work "education today is faced with the task of pre

paring students for a rapidly changing, fluid, and ill-defined field of 

professional practice. 1J3 It is their belief that schools of Social Work 

cannot train or prepare their students for specific roles in the future 

since these roles are impossible to predict, and that the most schools 

can expect to do is provide students with some basic tools and concepts 

with which to combat the inevitable change and uncertainty that awaits 

4tern. 

In order to better prepare students for competent practice in our 

"uncertain" profession, information is needed concerning the tasks 

Social Workers perform and the skills necessary for the adequate per

formance of these tasks. One sourc.e of such information is the direct 

reporting from practitioners who must struggle daily with the changes 

previausly mentioned. At present, however, there is no ongoing, struc

tured method by which the School can receive input from its graduates 

with regard to the curriculum-based experiences which they see as im

h 

IGurin, Arnold, IIEducation for Changing Practice,1I Shaping The New 
Social Work, (New York, Columbia University Press, 1973), po 172. 

21 bid., p. 169. 

3Gurin, Arnold and David Williams, IISoc ial Work Education," Educa
tion For the Professions of Medicine, law, Theology, and Social Welfare, 
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, (New York, McGraw-Hill, 1973), 
p. 	212. 

~Ibid., p. 213./ 
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portant to their work .. Since .... the social work curriculum restsII 

upon a co~prehensive view of the profession and its practice,"1 an under

standing of emphasis shifts in task and skill requirements as reported 

by the School's graduates will help to answer the question I~hat do 

Social Workers do?lI, and can begin to give an idea of how well tasks 

taught coordinate with tasks necessary for competent practice. 

In summary, this study was designed to examine responses by gradu

ates of the School of Social Work regarding demographic data and work 

history, tasks essenti.al to job performance, tasks essential for gradu

ate training, and interest in continuing education opportunities. 

i 

! 
1 ,. 

'Council on Social Work Education, Curriculum Policy for the Master1s 
pegree Program in Graduate Schools of Social Work, (New York, N. Y.), p. 1. 

! 
I 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

Questionnaire Design 

The questionnaire consisted of the following four sections: 

(1) Work History - This section contained twenty items which elicited 

information from graduates about their work experiences since they re
- . 

celved their MSW degrees, their present work settings, and their profes

sional designations. A list of commonly used terms describing work set

tings and 'professional designations was developed through discussions 

with Portland State University School of Social Work faculty and field 

instructors, from the NASW membership application form, and from a Mas
1

ter's research practicum. 

(2) Task Performance - A list of thirty-three common social work rela

ted tasks and skills was developed. Some were indigenous to areas of . 

specialization while others were of a more general application. 2,3 (See 

Appendix A for relevant exerpts from reference 2, IIRoles and Functions of 

Mental Health Workers. lI) Each respondent ~as asked to rate, on a scale 

from one (absolutely essential) to five (not at all essential), how· 

1 Powell , Hedy-Jo, A Follow-u Stud of Communit Or anization Con
centrators, Research Practicum, Portland State Uni ersity School of 
Social Work, 1974, pp. 48-51. 
Soci . 

2Lev i n, Arnol d M., liThe Study of Atti tudes of SocT a1 Workers in 
Mid-Career," Research Survey, University of Chicago, School of Social 
Service Administration, Jan., 1974. 

311 Roles and Functions of Mental Health Workers," Report of a Sym
posium, Southern Regional Education Board, NIMH, Dec., 1969, pp. 41-54. 
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essenttal performance of each task was to the overall performance of his 

or her present job. 

(3) Task Performance Training - This section required each graduate to 

rate, on the same five point scale, how essential he believed it was 

that a graduate student learn each of the preceding tasks during the MSW 

program. 

(4) Continuing'Education - This section contained seventeen items, 

through which respondents were asked to indicate the extent of their 

post-MSWeducational experiences and their needs for further education 

in the social .work field. 

(Appendix B contains a copy of the cover letter and questionnaire.) 

Implementation 

A major methodological decision was whether the survey would be 

conducted by mailing questionnaires, by an interview schedule, or by a 

combination ·of both. An interview schedule would have produced more in

1depth responses through dialogue and made possible a higher return rate .. 

The major disadvantage in -interviewing concerned location of respondents. 

The population was scattered over the United States and several foreign 

countries, and interviewing a random sample of this population would have 

necessitated extensive travel. Neither time nor money was available for 

this purpose. 

Mailing questionnaires had the advantage of allowing for more contacts 

1Maa!? , Henry S. and Norman AI> Polansky, "Collecting Original Data,1I 
Norman A" Pol ans ky (Ed.), Soc i a 1 Work Research, (Un i vers i ty of Ch i cago 
Press, Chicago, 111., 1960), p. 151. 
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at a fraction of the cost of interviewing. The disadvantages were a 

lower expected rate of return and the impossibility of rephrasing ques

tlons• fl·or c arlty 0 f·Intent. I 

The alternative o~ interviewing only Portland area residents was 

considered. A sample of this nature would not have provided data rep

resentative of the entire graduate population, however, and therefore 

this alternative was discarded. The final decision was to mail question

naires to a random sample of the entire population and to conduct no 

interviews. 

Sampling Technique 

A computer printout of all Portland State University School of 

Social Work graduates was o?tained from the alumni office of the Univer

sity. The prjnt~ut listed,all 396 graduates of the School of Social 

Work during the fi~st ten years of the School IS existence (graduating 

classes of June 1964 through June 1973). To ensure adequate representa

tion- from each graduating class a random sample, stratified according to 

year of graduation, was selected. Sampling was done by the technique of 

optimal allocation2 ; after a random start every fourth graduate was se

lected from each of the first five graduating classes (1964-1968), and 

every eighth graduate was selected from each of the second five graduat

ing classes (1969-1973). This was done because graduating classes in 

the fi rst five years were considerably smaller than- in the second five 

years (see Table 1), and the optimal allocation method of sampling would 

l lbid ., p. 152. 

2Sckoff, Russel L., The Design of Social Research, (University of 
Chicago Press, Chicago, 111.,1953), p. 124. 
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correct for both the smaller size of the early classes and the greater 

expected diversity of response and variability of employment possibili

ties in these early classes as a function of longer employment history. 

The resulting sample size was sixty-one, or 15.4% of the population. 

After isolating the sample, addresses of fifty-three prospective 

respondents were identified from the printout and f.rom the following 

sources: the local telephone directory, official School of Social Work 

correspondence, and information of personal contacts provided by faculty 

members of the School. Addresses of the remaining eight prospective res

pondents were unobtainable. Since the sampling frame was defined as in

cluding only graduates for whom addresses were available, each of these 

eight was then replaced by the next subsequent graduate of the same sex 

and year of graduation with an address listed on the printout. The ad

justed sample therefore totalled sixty-one. 

Pretest 

Seven graduates who were not drawn in the random sample were selec

ted as pretest respondents on the basis of their proximity to Portland 

and their year of graduation. All seven graduates lived in Portland; two 

graduates represented the graduation years 1963-1966,. 'two represented 

1967-1969, and three represented 1970-1973. Three of these respondents 

completed the mailed questionnaire and were then interviewed for infor

mation regarding clarity of'the questionnaire. Another.four graduates 

were given the questionnaire in the form of an interview schedule. 

The average reported time for completion of the mailed questionnaire 

was twenty minutes. There were no major difficulties noted in question

naire content or instructions by either those who took the pretest ques
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tionnaire themselves or those to whom the questions were given in an 

interview schedule. Slight revisions were made based on the comments of 

the pretest sample and the questionnaire was implemented by mail. 

Survey 

Sixty-one questionnaires were sent to the most current addresses 

of our sample members. Cover letters and self-addressed, stamped envel

opes were enclosed with"the questionn"aire to facilitate return. Each 

questionnaire was given an identifying code number for the purposes of 

confidentiality and for follow-up of non-responses. On each envelope 

was stamp~d the "notation IIAddress Correction Requested" to ensure that 

the questionnaire would be forwarded to the respondent1s current address. 

Twelve notices of address correction were received and eight ques

tionnaires were returned as undeliverable. These eight respondents were 

rep I aced wi,th other graduates of a correspondi ng sex and year of gradu

ation by the method described previously. 

After six weeks, forty graduates had returned completed question- . 

naires. The non-respondents were contacted by telephone and letter and 

were sent new questionnaires. Twelve graduates. returned completed ques

tionnaires,after ~he second mailing_ Fifty-two of a possible sixty-one 

graduates participated in the survey for a return rate of 85.25%, and 

all fifty-two completed Sections A and D. Of these fifty-two, seven 

were no longer in the social service field and therefore could not appro

priately answer Section B. 

Eight graduates who returned questionnaires either failed to respond 

to Section C, "Task Performance Training," or responded to that Section 
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incompletely. It was speculated that incomplete returns of Section C 

were due to the instructions for that section, which were somewhat un

clear. Section C did not contain a list of tasks; the instructions re-
I. ! 

quired the respondent to return to the list in Section B and once again 

rate tasks on a one to five scale. A partial questionnaire and explicit 

instructions for completing Section C were sent to these eight graduates. 

Six of them returned the partial questionnaire and of these, five com

pleted Section C according to instructions. In all, forty-nine of the 

fifty-two respondents to the survey completed Section Co 

Data Processing 

Most of the data collected was of the IIfixed alternative" type, 

allowing for only a limited number of responses to each question. These 

responses were coded numerically on punch cards and processed at Portland 

State University's computer center. The numbers and types of responses 

were tallied and the means and standard deviations were compi1edo A 

factor analysis was performed to group numbers of tasks together into 

general factors for greater ease in reporting of data. 

~\ 
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CHAPTER I t I 

RESULTS 

Return Rate 

Sixty-one subjects were chosen from a population of 396 graduates of 

the School of Social Work from Spring, 1964 to Spring, 1973. The sample 

size'was 15.4%. Of the sixty-one graduates sampled, fifty-two, or 85.3%, 

responded to the questi onnai re. .Tabl e 1 shows the number of graduates 

sampled, and the distribution of returns for each year of graduation. 

TABLE 1 


SAMPLE SIZE AND DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNS BY YEAR OF GRADUATION 


Year of Population Sample Percent Number Percent 
Graduation Size Size SamQle Returned Returned 

'1964 18 

1965 20 

1966 20 

1967 24 

1968 '28 

1969 42 

1970 53 

1971 58 

1972 62 

1973 71 

Totals 396 

4 

5 

5 

7 

6 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

61 

22.2 

25.0 

25.0 

29.2 

21 .4 

: ·9.5 

11 .. 3 

12.1 

12.9 

12.6 

15.4 

4 

~ 

7 

5 

4 

6 

7 

7 

7 

52 

25.0 

80.0 

80.0 

100.0 

83.3 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

87.5 

77.7 

85.3 
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A high rate of return is required to reduce the probability of a 

non-response bias t and to ensure that the findings elicited from the 

sample are representative of the population. Moreover, a relatively 

high return rate for each year is necessary if the findings are to be 

general ized to represent all graduates from that yearo Except for 1964, 

where 25% responded, the return rate for each year of graduation was 

between 75% and 100%. 

The return rate was too low in 1964 to reliably compare' data across 

each of the ten years of graduation. A more reliable comparison of data 

across years of graduation is achieved by collapsing the ten years of 

graduation into two sets of five years. 

Table 2 shows a return rate of 77.8% for the first five years and 

91.2% for the more recent five years. 

TABLE 2 


SAMPLE SIZE AND DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNS BY FIVE YEAR SETS 


Year of 
Graduation 

Population 
Size 

Sample 
Size 

Percent 
SamQled 

Number 
Returned 

Percent 
Returned 

1964-1968 110 27 24.5 21 77.8 

1969-1973 286 34 11 .9 31 91 02 

Demographic Data 

Of the sixty-one graduates sampled, forty-one were women and twenty. 

were men. Thirty-five women and seventeen men responded to the question

naire. 

The overall mean age of respondents at the time of their graduation 

, I 
was 36.5 years. The oldest average graduat'ing class' was 1968 at 48.5 
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years of ageo The class of 1964, with only one respondent, was the 

youngest at thirty-three years of age. Table 3 shows the mean age of 

graduates of the first five graduating classes as 39.5 years of age at 

the time of graduation" and the mean age of the more recent graduates 

as 34.5 years .. 

TABLE 3 

MEAN AGE OF GRADUATES BY FIVE YEAR SETS 

Year of 
Graduation 

Mean Age 
At Graduation 

Number of 
ResQondents 

1964-1968 39.5 21 

1969-1973 3405 31 

Fifty-three percent of the respondents reported practicing in the 
\ 

Portland area. Ei~hty-four percent practice social work in the State of 

Oregon. Table 4 shows the present geographic locations where respondents 

practice social work. 

TABLE 4 


PRESENT GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION OF RESPONDENTS BY YEAR OF GRADUATION 


Year of 
Graduation 

1964-1968 

Port1 and 

13 

Oregon 

4 

WA./ldaho 

1 

Elsewhere 
',' USA 

o 

Forei gn 

1 

1969-1973 11 10 4 o 

Totals 24 14 5 

Graduates of the first five classes of Portland State University's 
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School of Social Work were an average of five years older at graduation 

than graduates of the more recent five classes. Although a large number \ 
of respondents from all graduating classes reported practicing social 1 

work in the State of Oregon, slightly more of the earlier graduates re- t 
ported practicing social work in Portland than later graduates. 

Undergraduate Education and Experience 

Fifty-nine percent of the respondents reported receiving under

graduate degrees in the social sciences. Table 5 shows the frequency 
J 

distribution of undergraduate study areas. 
1 

TABLE 5 l 
FREQUENCY OF UNDERGRADUATE DEGREES BY STUDY AREA 

I 
. Study Area Frequency Percentage 

1Social Sciences 31 59.6 
~ 

Arts and Letters 9 17.3 

Education 5 9.6 

Other 4 7.7 

Bus i ness/Economi cs· 3 5.8 

Thirty-eight respondents, or 73% reported having at least two years 

experience "",,orking or volunteering in social services prior to entering 

graduate study. Table 6 shows the amount of relevant experience respon

dents had before entering the Master of Social Work (MSW) program. 

-I 
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TABLE 6 


PREQUENCY OF YEARS EXPERIENCE PRIOR TO ENTERING GRADUATE STUDY 

I 
I 
j

Length of· Length of 

Experience Frequency Experience Frequency 
 I 

Over five years 20 Six months to one year 2 

Two to five years 18 Up to six months 2 

One to two years 10 No experience 0 

Table 7 shows the distribution of pre-MSW educational and practi 

cal experiences by year of graduation. 

TABLE 7 

'PRE-MSW EDUCATIONAL AND PRACTICAL EXPERIENCE BY GRADUATION YEAR 

Bot h Soc i a 1 Sc i - Nei ther Soc i al 
Over 2. Years Social ence Degree and Science Degree 

Year of Practi cal Sciences Practical nor Pract i ca 1 
Graduation Experience Degree Only Experience Experience 

1964-1968 6 (2~%) 2 (10%) 10 (48%) 3 (14%) 

i 
1969-1973 8 (26%) 6 (26%) 13 (4Z'k) 4 (13%) 

Totals 14 (27k) 8 (15%) 23 (4S%) 7 (13%) 

Eighty-seven percent of th~ respondents admitted into the graduate 

program entered with either two years of social work relevant job exper

ience or an undergraduate degree in social science or both. In compari

son with the earlier graduates, a slightly higher percentage of the re

cent graduates were admitted with only undergraduate study experience. 
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Post-MeW Work Experience 

Forty-five respondents, or 86.5%, reported they are presently work

ing in the social service field. Of these, twenty-four graduates consi

dered themselves primarily working in direct treatment, thirteen reported 

they provide facilitative services (such as consultation, research, or 

instruction), and eight graduates reported their primary role is adminis

tration or program planning. Table 8 indicates the distribution of pro

fessional designations according to work settings. 
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TABLE 8 

DISTRIBUTION OF PROFESSIONAL DESIGNATIONS BY PRIMARY WORK SETT1NGS 

Number of Professional Title 
Work Sett i ngs Resl20ndents Designation 

Public Welfare & Social 
Servi ces 15 Program Developer (4), Ad

ministrator (5), Supervisor 
. (3), Caseworker (3) . 

Mental Health 7 Therapist (6), Program De
veloper (1) 

Hospital 4 Administrator (2), Thera
pi'st (1), Caseworker (1) 

School 4 Groupworker (2), ~aseworker 
(1), Famil y Therap i st (1) 

Group Home 3 Group Worker (3) 

Correct io ns 2 Administrator (1), Thera
pist (l) 

Private Practice 2 Psychotherapist (1), Family 
Therapist (1) 

College 2 Instructor (2) 

County Health Caseworker 

Nu rs i n9 Home Caseworker 

. 1 HEW Program Developer 

Day Care Consultant 

County Commission Program Developer 

County Court Family 
Counseling Family Therapist 

Total 45 
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Table 9 shows the distribution of graduates by professional desig

'nation. The mean length of time graduates have spent in their present 

primary position is 4.2 years. 

TABLE 9 

DISTRIBUTION OF PRIMARY DESIGNATIONS 

Profess i ona I Professional 
Designation Frequency Designation Frequency 

Administrator 8 Supervisor 3 

Program Developer 7 Psychotherapist 3 

Caseworker 7 Family Therapist 3 

Therap ist 6 Instructor 2 

Group Wo rker 5 Consultant 1 

Since receiving their MSW degrees, twenty-four, or 53%, of the forty-

five respondents still in the social work field reported having been em

ployed in more than one work setting, either simultaneously OJ consecu

tively. Table' to shows the full range of work settings in which gradu

ates have been employed since receiving their MSW degrees. 
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TABLE 10 


DISTRIBUTION OF ALL WORK SETTINGS SINCE GRADUATION 


Work Sett i n9 .Frequency Work Setti n9 Freguency 

Public State/local 
agencies 26 College University 6 

Pub1 i c WeI fare 15 Health Care 5 

Private Agency 12 Corrections 5 

Mental Health 10 Public~Federal Agency 4 

School 9 Nu rs i ng Home 

Private Practice 8 Pol ice Inst ructor 1 

Respondents Not Practicing Social Work 

Seven respondents, or 13.5%, reported they consider themselves pre

s~ntly not working in the social service field. Four intend to return 

to social service work, two are undecided, and one graduate does not in

tend to return to social service work. Three graduates left the field 

due to temporary unemployment, two to pursue different careers, one moved 

to a foreign country with little opportunity for social service work, and 

one graduate is:in a doctoral pr~gram in Human Relations and Social Policy. 

Although respondents still in the social service field received un

dergraduate degrees in a variety of fields, undergraduate majors were an 

indication of the present occupation of those graduates presently not 

employed in the social service field. Table 11 shows the relationship of 

undergraduate major to .present employment, orientation to return to soc

ia1 service work, and pre-MSW social service experience. 
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TABLE 11 


FACTORS AROUND PRESENT UNINVOLVEMENT IN SOCIAL SERVICE WORK 


Intention to 
Undergraduate Pre-MSW Work Return to 

Present Work Major Experience Social Work 

Doctoral Candidate Social Services 2-5 years Yes 

Ban k Pres i dent Business/Economics None No 

Temporarily Unemployed Soci a1 Sci ences 2-5 years Yes 

Homemaker Home Economics 1-2 years Undecided 

Temporarily Unemployed Social Sciences None Yes 

Instructor of Art Arts & letters 2-5 years Undecided 

Temporarily Unemployed Social Sciences 2-5 years .Yes 

Year of graduation was not a factor for leaving the social services 

profess ion. 
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Needs for Post MSW Continuing Education 

Overall, respondents 'indicated only a moderate interest in continu

ing education. Respondents were asked to indicate on a five point scale 

thei r interest for eac,h of ten study areas. A mean value of 1.0 indi

cates a high interest in the study area and a mean value of 5.0 indicates 

no interest at all. Table 12 shows the mean interest/disinterest value' 

for each study area. 

TABLE 12 

INTEREST/DISINTEREST IN CONTINUING EDUCATION STUDY AREAS BY MEANS 


Study Area Mean Study Area Mean 

, , Fami 1 y therapy 2.50 Specific social problems 3.25 

One to one therapy 3.02 Teaching 3.36 

Administration 3.04 Proposal writing 3.60 

Supervision 3.04 Community organization 3.75 

Group therapy 3.10 Research 3.88 

Family therapy, (2.50), was the only study area"in ,which respon

dents expressed a 'general desi re for continuing education. Less interest 

was shown for one~to-one therapy~ (3.02); administration, (3.04); super

viston, (3.04); group therapy, (3.10); specific social problems, (3.25); 

teaching, (3.36); proposal writing, (3.60); community organization, 

(3.75); and least interest was shown for research, (3.88). 

Sixty-nine percent of all respondents preferred a workshop or sem

inar as the learning format for their continuing educational needs. 

Seventeen percent indictted a preference for classes with academic cre

dit. Fourteen percent' Indicated a preference for evening classes without 
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credit or for an unlisted alternative learning format. 

One graduate indicated present involvement in an advanced degree 

program, a doctoral program in Social Psychology and Public Policy. Two 

respondents indicated they may very likely enroll in a doctoral program 

in the next three years. Twenty-eight respondents, or 54%, indicated 

that their enrollment in a doctoral program was only a remote possibility 

and twenty-one respondents, or 40%, indicated they were definately not 

going to enter a doctoral program in the next"three years. 

Sixteen respondent~, or 31%, indicated that they wanted to be in the 

social service field in an advanced position five years from now. Ten 

respondents, or 1~1o, ,indicated that after five years they wanted to be 

in the same social service job. Six respondents indicated they wished 

to be employed in a different aspect of social services; five indicated 

private practice as their desire for the future; five indicated they 

wished to leave the social service field; one was undecided; and five 

graduates did not respond to the question. 

/ 
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Tasks Essential to Present Occupation 

The forty-five respondents presently employed in social services 

were asked to rate on a five-point scale how essential each of thirty-

three tasks was to thelr present occupation. A mean value of 1.0 indi

cated that the task was absolutely essential to their present job and a 

mean value of 5.0 indicated that the task was absolutely not essential. 

Table 13 ranks the tasks a~cording to mean values and indicates the 

standard deviation. 

TABLE 13 

RANK ORDER OF TASKS ESSENTIAL TO PRESENT OCCUPATION 

Rank Task Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

1 • Use knowledge of group theory and 
organizational analysis 1.87 1.1-2 

2. Observe a~d evaluate small 
community needs 

group and 
2.09 1 .20 

3. Conduct Ihelping interviews· 
to-one setting 

in a one
2.22 1 .26 

4. Read and critically review pertinent 
1 i terature 2.22 1.73 

5. Contact and establish relationships 
with organized groups 2.24 1.25 

6. Refer clients if services aren't 
available through your agency 2.31 1 .. 59 

7. Instruct in informal training programs 2.33 1.28 

8. Provide consultant services to ,a 
or agency 

group 
2.36 1 .lR3 

9. Help bring about changes in rules and 
regulations of social service agencies 2.,53 1~38 

10. Carry out in-service training or staff 
development 2.53 1~58 



Rank 

11 • 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21 • 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

/ 

TABLE 13--Continued 

Task 

Utilize various therapeutic techniques 

Once initial help has been given, fol
low up with clients to determine pro
gress and further assess needs 

Perform a psychosocial diagnosiS and 
use it to plan a course of treatment 

Conduct 'helping interviews' in a fam
ily therapy setting 

Design informal training programs 

Perform ongoing supervision of workers 

Perform functions of therapist or 
leader in a group setting 

Initiate contact with clients to help 
with problems that have been made known 
to you 

Instruct clients in ways to use social 
service systems & obtain services 

Use knowledge of research design to 
evaluate a program or agency 

Use knowledge of research design to 
coIl ect data 

Use knowledge of research design to 
perform a needs assessment 

Plan.for maintenance of a program, 
department, or agency 

Plan for the budget of an agency or 
program 

Prepare a research report 


Initiate contact with clients to de

termine if problems exist' 


Mean 

2.53 

2.56 

2.56 

2.56 

2.60 

"2.60 

2.62 

2.67 

2.69 

2.69 

2.76 

2.78 

3.00 

3.09 

3.09 

3.11 

25 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.66 

1.65 

1.71 

1.74 

1.33 

1.56 

1.57 

1.80 

1 .46 

1.52 

1.57 

1.51 

1.68 

1 .76 

1.56 

1 .70 
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TABLE 13--Continued 

Rank Task Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

27. Bring groups together to deal with a 
s'pec if i c ne i ghho rhood 0 r commun i ty need 3 . 1 2 1.48 

28. Organize a group to deal with a particu
lar neighborhood or community need 3.27 1.48 

29, Instruct in a field practice setting 3.38 1.56 

30. Write a grant ,proposal 
to a funding source 

and present it 
3.38 1.61 

31. ' Administer diagnestic tests and plan 
treatment on the basis of those tests 4.07 1 .40 

32. Teach in a classroom setting at the 
undergraduate level 4.33 1.37 

33. Teach in a classroom setting at the 
Masters or Doctorate level 4.60 1.14 

The mean values ranged from 1.87 to 4.60. No one task or skill 

was rated as absolutely essential to the aggregate of respond'ents' oc

cupations. HOse knowledge of group theory and organizational analysis" 

~as the most essential task to the aggregate of respondents' jobs, with 

a mean of 1.87. Other very essential tasks were: JlObserve and evaluate 

small group and community needs," (2.09); "Conduct 'helping interviews' 

in a one-to-one setting," (2.22); "Read and critically reviEM pertinent 

1iterature," (2.22); and r1Contact and establ ish relationships with organ

ized groups ," (2.24). 

Tasks with mean values of more than 4.0 were defined as not essen

tial to the aggregate of the respondents' jobs., The most unessential 

tasks were: I'Teach in a classroom setting at the Masters or Doctorate, 

level," (4.60); "Teach in a classroom setting at the undergraduate level ," 

(4.33); and '~dminister diagnostic tests and plan treatment on the basis 
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of those 	tests, II (4.67). 

Task Performance Training 

All respondents were asked to rate, on a five point scale, how 

essential they felt it was that a graduate student learn each of the 

thirty-three tasks during the MSW program. A mean value of 1.0 indi

cated that it was absolutely essential for students to have an oppor

tunity to learn the task, and a mean value of 5.0 indicated that learn~ 

ing to perform the task in graduate education was absolutely not es

sential. Of the fifty-two respondents, only forty-nine completed the 

section in a correct and usable form. Table 14 ranks each task's essen

tiality according to mean values and indicates standard deviations. 

TABLE 14 

RANK ORDER OF TASKS ESSENTIAL FOR TRAINING 

Standard 
Rank Task Mean Deviation 

1 • Conduct 'helping interviews' in a one-
to-one setting 1.16 .43 

2. 	 Once initial help has been given, fol
low up with clients to determine pro
gress and further assess ,needs 1 .22 .47 

3. 	 Conduct Ihelping interviews' in a fam
ily therapy setting 1.29 .65 

4. 	 Refer clients if services aren1t avail 
able through your agency 1.31 .68 

5. 	 Initiate contact With clients to help 
with problems that have been made 1.33 .55 
known to you 

6. 	 Perform a psychosocial diagnosis and 
use it to plan a course of treatment 1.41 .89 

7. 	 Perform functions of therapist or 
I 	 leader in a group setting 1.47 .82I 
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Rank 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11 • 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

TABLE 14--Continued 

Task 

Instruct clients in ways to use social 
service systems & obtain services 

Use knowledge of group theory and or
ganizational analysis 

Utilize various therapeutic technique~ 

Help bring about changes in rules & reg
ulations of social service agencies 

Initiate contact with clients to deter
mine if problems exist 

Observe & evaluate small group & com
munity needs 

Read & critically review pertinent 
literature 

Contact'& establish relationships with 
organized groups 

Use knowledge of research design 'to 
perform a needs assessment 

Use knowledge of research design to 
cpl1 ect data 

Perform on90in9 supervision of workers 

Provide consulting services to a group 
'or agency 

Use knowledge of research design to 
evaluate a program or agency 

Prepare a research report 

Organize a group to deal with a parti 
cular neighborhood or community need 

Bring groups together to deal with a 
specific neighborhood or community need 

Design informal training programs 

Mean 

1.51 

1.51 

1.55 

1 .65 

1.69 

I .78 

1.90 

2.08 

2.14 

2. 14 

2.18 

2.20 

2.24 

2.29 

2.45 

, 
2.45 

2.49 

Standard 
Deviation 

.79 

.84 

.84 

.99 

1~14 

.85 

il.03 


1 .15 


, 1 .12 


1 .17 

1.22 

1.29 

1.23 

1.29 

1.24 

1.27 

1.34 
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TABLE 14--Continued 

Rank Task Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

25. Carry out in-service training or 
staff development 2.49 1.34 

26. Instruct in informal training programs 2.59 1.26 

27. Plan the budget of an agency or program 2.65 1.28 

28. Write a grant proposal 
a funding source 

& present it to 
2.82 1.30 

29. Instruct in a field practice setting 3.00 1.37 

30. Administer diagnostic tests & plan 
treatment on the basis of those tests 3.04 1.43 

31 • Plan for maintenance of a 
department, or agency 

program, 
3.04 1 .43 

32. Teach in a classroom setting at the 
undergraduate level 3.53 1.30 

33. Teach in a classroom setting at the 
Masters or Doctorate level 3.86 1.38 

Tasks with a mean of less than 3.0 were defined as 'important' 

for a student to learn while tasks with a mean of less than 2.0 were 

defined as 'essential· for a student to learn. 

According to Table 14, respondents felt it is most essential that 

MSW students learn the following tasks: IIConduct one-to-one 'helping 

i ntervi ews J ," (1. 16); liFo11 ow-up on c 1 i ent progress, II (1.22); "Conduct 

'helping interviews' in a fami ly therapy setting," (1.29); I'Make appro

priate referral of clients," (1.31); and "Initiate contact with clients,1I 

(1 .33) • 

Tasks which respondents felt were least essential for a student to 

learn in an MSW program were: ')Instruct in a field practice setting," 

(3.00); '~dminister diagnostic tests and plan treatment on the basis of 

, I 
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those tests, II (3.04); IIp1 an for mai ntenance of a program, department, or 

agency," (3.04); "Teach in a classroom settin'9 at the undergraduate 

level," (3.53); and "Teach in a classroom setting at the Masters or 

Docto rate 1 eve I , IJ (3.86). 

Factor Analysis 

A factor analysis of Section C was performed to reduce the thirty

three specific task questions' to a smaller, rr~re easily reportable num

ber of general factors contained in the questions. If several tasks 

showed a common pattern, these tasks would tend to cluster in a group 

based on the similarity of responses to them. The underlying factor 

could then be defined and reported. Once tasks had been grouped accord

~ng to factors, a group mean was computed from the means previously re

ported for Section C in Table 13. The essentiality of each factor could 

then be determined by comparing the factor mean with the essentiality 

scale used in Sections Band C of the questi~nnaire (See Appendix B), 

where a score of 1.0 indicated "absolutely essential" and a score of 5.0 

indicated J/not at all essential. 1I 

The factor analysis was performed using the Honeywell computer at 

Portland State University's computer center. A BMD08M subprogram of the 

UCLA BIMED program was utilized, and seven vectors of factor weighting 

were extracted by means of varimax rotation (See Table 15 in Appendix C: 

IIFactor Wei ght i ngs for Soci al Work Tas ks ll
) • 

Factor I. Factor I represented tasks 14, 15, 16, and 18, with high 

inter-task factor weightings between 0.70 and 0.81. These tasks were 

concerned with the role of the Social Worker in traditional direct treat

ment, using "helping interviews" and therapeutic techniques such as 

http:essential.1I
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behavior modification and Gestalt. The factor shared by these tasks was 

designated Direct Treatment and scored a group mean of 1.35 with very 

small standard deviations (0.43 to 0.88). Direct Treatment was one of 

two factor"s to score a mean of 1.35, the lowest mean reported, and there

fore one of two to receive the highest essentiality rating for a group 

factor. 

Factor II. Tasks 3,:'4, and 5 tended to have high weighttngs on 

this factor, which was concerned with assisting the client through fol

low-up and referral as well as teachin"g the client to use the social 

service system to achieve his en~s. This factor was defined as Resource 

Assistance and the mean for this factor was also 1.35, implying extremely 

high essentiality. 

Factor III. High weightings for this factor were found only in 

tasks 1 and 2, both of which dealt with initiating contact \f/ith cl ients. 

The group mean for" this factor was 1.56 and the factor was designated 

Client Contact. 

Factor IV. There" were high weightings for this factor in tasks 

21, 22, 23, and 24. The tasks described working with groups in order to 

effect neighborhood and community change, and the underlying factor was 

therefore called Group Skills. The four tasks had a collective mean of 

2.18. 

Factor V. This factor was represented by tasks 27, 28, 29, and 30, 

all of which had ex~eptional'ly high factor weighting (from 0.87 to 0.93). 

All of the above tasks were concerned with knowledge of research design, 

and the underlying factor was thus designated Research. The overall mean 

for this task factor was 2.20. 

Factor VI. Significant weightings were found between tasks 6, 11, 
I 

• I 
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19, and 25. However, it was difficult to define an underlying factor 

for these four tasks. Task 11 (Instructing in a field practice setting) 

could be expected to have a higher weighting in Factor Vl I (Teaching/ 

Training), yet its weighting in Factor VII was 0.50 and its weighting in 

Factor VI was 0.61. In addition to the task of field instruction, the 

tasks for this factor were: changing social service agencies, writing 

a proposal, and providing consultation services. The group mean for 

this factor was 2.84• 

. Factor VI I. This fac~or represented tasks 7, 8, 9, 10, and 12, 

with intertask weightings between 0.74 and 0.83. All five tasks dealt 

with some facet of teaching, information sharing, instruction, or staff 

development, and the factor shared by these five tasks was designated 

I 

I 
•I 

Teaching/Training. The group mean for this factor was 2.99 with an I 
extremely wide range of standard deviations (up to 1.38), making this l 
the least essential factor. 

In summary, seven factors were isolated by means of factor analysis 

and factor rotation, accounting for twenty-six of the thirty-three tasks 

in Section C. General designations were given to factors jn each task 

group in order to simplify reporting of task training essentiality. Tasks 

concerned with Di'rect Treatment and Resource Assistance were seen to be 

the most essential in graduate training. Their shared mean of 1.35 

showed them to be almost "absolutely essential. 1I Tasks concerned with 

Client Contact also scored extremely high on the essentiality scale, 

with a group mean of 1.56. Tasks in Group Skills (2.18) were seen as 

only slightly more important for students to learn than tasks concerned 

with Research (2.20). Tasks in Factor VI (undefined) had a group mean of 

. 2.84, and Teaching/Training tasks were found to be lowest in essentiality 

. I 

j 

\ 
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with a group mean of 2.99. All task factors scored above 3.00 (the mid

point between "absolutely essential" and "not at all essential" as de

fined by the questionnaire) and all of the task factors could therefore 

be said to be essential to the training of graduate students. 

We had intended to perform a factor analysis on Section B, '~ask 

Performance/' but did not due to time restraints and the smaller number 

of respondents answering that Section (See "Methodology," p .. 27). For 

high reliability in factor analysis it is necessary to have at least as 

many respondents as qu~stions, and it is desirable to have at least 

twice as many respondents as questions. 1 The results of the factor 

analysis on Section C (with thirty-three task 'questions and forty-nine 

respondents) should therefore be viewed with some caution since the 

optimum ratio of questions to respondents was not possible. 

IDiscussion with Nancy Koroloff, research advisor and faculty mem
ber, Portland State University School of Social Work, April 21, 1975. 

. { 
I 
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CHAPTER I V 

CONCLUSIONS 

Because the overall return rate of questionnaires was 85.3%, the 

roles and career patterns indicated in the survey can be generalized 

rel iably to graduates of the S.chool of Social Work .. The following is 

a profile of a typical graduate based on the results of the study. 

The typical respondent is a woman who was 37 years old at the time 

she received her MSW degree. She presently works in social services 

within the Portland area. Before entering the MSW degree program she 

had at least two years of practical work experience in the social ser

vice field and r~ceived an undergraduate degree in the social sciences. 

This respondent has been employed in more than one social service posi

tion since graduati.on from the School, and plans to be working in soc

ial services five years from now. She works primarily in direct ser- . 

vices but has collateral duties in facilitative services and administra

tion. The most essential tasks in her present job include group work 

and community organization. In contrast, this respondent considers 

direct service tasks such as one-to-one interviewing and initiating 

client contact as the tasks most essential for a social work student to' 

learn in graduate school. She has moderate to little interest in con

tinuing education, but if she were to pursue such education she would 

prefer a workshop or seminar learning format rather than a formal class

room situation. She plans no further formal education now or in the for-

seeable future. 

http:graduati.on
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A profile of graduates' career patterns more comprehensive than 

the above is difficult to portray for several reasons. First, this was 

not a longitudinal study of the employment and role changes individual 

graduates experienced in their careers. Rather, this was a cross-sec

tional study focu~ed on the graduates' positions and professional roles 

at the time the study was conducted. The study's methodology therefore 

does not allow a reliable statement to be made concerning typical MSW 

career development except as indicated by graduates· present positions. 

Additionally, social work is a diverse profession encompassing a 

broad spectrum of professional roles. Graduates have assumed a wide 

range of roles within the profession and have reported working in a 

variety of private and .public settings. The diversity of the field thus 

makes a comprehensjv~ and channeled profile of MSW career development 

difficult. 

The study indicated that over two-thirds of the respondents who 

graduated from the School of Social Work in the first five years still. 

remain within the immediate Portland area. Of those graduating in the 

next five years slightly less than half remained in Portland, but over 

80% are still in Oregon. 

The de¢line in numbers of respondents who remained in Portland 

after graduation can perhaps be understood when viewed in the context 

of two factors: the growth of the School and the hist~ry of social ser

vices within the economy. In the School IS early years (which coincided 

with the Johnson Administration and the forward thrust of social ser

vices through the IfGreat Society"), there were more jobs available for 

fewer MSW's. Since the School was then, and still is, the only School 

of Social Work in the State of Oregon, we can conjecture that the 

.....~-", 
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School·s earlier graduates had a greater quantity and variety of jobs 

to choose from within the Portland area alone. 

During the years 1969 to 1973, this picture changed considerably. 

The size of the graduating classes had more than doubled since the 

School's beginnings (from eighteen in 1964 to forty-two in 1969) and 

had redoubled by the time this study was conducted. In addition, the 

thrust of national priorities during the years of the Nixon Administra

tion (beginning in 1968) had been away from social services. A third 

factor. suspected but not documented, may be the attraction of highly 

skilled Social Workers to Oregon from other states, thereby further de

creasing the number of jobs available to graduatin~ MSW's. The end re

sult is that the School .has, over the years, graduated increasing num

bers of Social Workers who are faced with the prospects of fewer jobs 

each year, and who must now seek employment not only outside Portland 

but also outside the state. Since enrollment in the School is still in

creasing and there are also plans to activate a baccalaureate program 9f 

'social work at Portland State University, the above mentioned trend ,. 

(more Social Workers for fewer jobs) is not expected to change within 

the near future •. 

One of the assumptions made by the authors in the rntroduction to 

this study was that ••• the role of professional impl ies ·keepingII 

pace with changes in one's profession through life-long learning .. " We 

therefore expected that respondents would show a high degree of interest 

in·continuing education opportunities within the social work field and 

some degree of interest in formal education after graduation (such as 

doctoral study in social work or a related field). Responses to,the 

continuing educatJon portion of the questionnaire could thus be used to 

--. 
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help focus the curriculum of the School IS continuing education depart

ment to meet graduates I present and future needs in the social work field. 

Questionnaire results showed that only one respondent was presently 

enrolled in an advanced degree program (a doctoral program in Social 

Psychology and Public Policy), and only two respondents indicated that 

it was likely they would enter such a program in the near future. In 

addition, there was considerably less interest shown in continuing edu~ 

cation as a whole than had been expected. On a scale of 1.0 to 5.0, 

where scores under 3.0 indicated interest and scores over 3.0 indicated 

disinterest, the only study area to receive a score under 3.0 was Family 

Therapy. This would seem to indicate that, since moderate to little in

terest was shown for all but one of the study areas in question, gradu

ates of this School are not following an expected pattern of professional 

growth through "1 i fe-long 1ea rn i ng. II 

These results, however, must be viewed from several different per

spectives in order to gain a clear understanding of graduates' responses. 

We do not know to wnat degree respondents have already taken advantage 

of continuing education opportunities in the years since their gradua

tion. These results may be distorted by the responses of graduates who 

have had considerable ongoing exposure (through independent study or 

within the agencies for which they work) to the content areas cited, and 

merely do not have a need for further education in those areas at the 

present time. We also ~o not believe that the continuing education op

tions listed covered the whole of educational opportunities desired by 

graduates. It is probable that the inclusion of other options such as 

Gestalt therapy, women's liberation, or sexual dysfunction may have pro

duced entirely different results. 
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An overwhelming majority of respondents indicated that they pre

ferred the workshop or seminar learning format over classes taken for 

credit. These results are also incomplete, however, since learning 

format should be linked to learning content in order to achieve a reli

able picture of interest in continuing education as a whole. Further 

research will therefore be necessary to provide a clear direction for 

curriculum content and format in continuing education. 

The soci a'l work tasks whi ch respondents saw as essenti a1 to job 

performance were considerably different from those they saw as essential 

for a student to learn while in ,graduate sohool. Respondents indicated 

that, overall, administrative and facilitative tasks were most essential 

to the performance of their present jobs. By contrast, they rated dir

ect service tasks as those most essential for students to learn in 

school. It was, theorized that this disparity between task performance 

and task training essentialities was due to the work experience of the 

respondents. The mastery of direct service tasks was considered by 

respondents as necessary to the beginning competence of a Social Worker, 

and should thus be stressed in'the MSW program. This seems to validate 

the School IS generic thrust which emphasizes direct service content in 

the curriculum design. However, as Social Workers become more experi

enced, they are expected also to perform the additional functions of 

administration, supervision, and consultation. 

Since the results of this survey did indicate that typical career 

development leads graduates into facilitative and administrative task 

performance, several questions arise. First, do graduates gain exper

tise in these tasks primarily through work in their agencies or primarily 

through continuing education opportunities? Second, should the School 

---... / 
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increase the number of courses in its curriculum that stress facilitative 

and administrative content? It is felt that the availability of course 

content should be enhanced to lay the groundwork for graduates· future 

involvement in these areas. The results of this survey indicate that 

typical career development leads graduates into facilitative and admin

istrative duties, and at present there is little in the School IS curri

culum to prepare graduates for these responsibilities. 
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Functional roles as identified by the symposium were these: 

1. 	 Outreach (human link) worker--reaches out to detect people with 
problems, to refer them to appropriate services and to follow 
them up to make sure they continue to their maximum rehabilitationo 

2. 	 Broker--helps people get to the existing services and helps the 

services relate more easily to clients. 


3. 	 Advocate--pleads and fights for services, policies, rules, regula

tions, and laws for clients. 


4. 	 Evaluator--assesses client or community needs and problems whether 

medical, psychiatric, social, educational, etc. This includes 

formulating plans and explaining them to all concerned. 


5. 	 Teacher-Educator--performs a range of instructional activities from 
simple coaching and forming to teaching highly technical content 
directed to individuals or groups. 

6. 	 Behavior Changer--carries out a range of activities planned primar
ily to change behavior, ranging from coaching and counseling to 
casework, psychotherapy, and behavior therapy. 

7. 	 Mobilizer--helps to get new resources for clients or communities. 

8. 	 Consultant--works with other professions and agencies regarding 

their handling of problems, needs, and programs. 


9. 	 Community Planner--works with community boards, committees, etc., t~ 
assure that community developments enhance positive mental health 
and self and social actualization, or at least minimizes emotional 
stress and strains on people. 

10. 	 Care Giver--provides services for persons who need on-going support 
of some kind (i .e., financial assistance, day care, social support, 
24-hour care). 

11. 	 Data Manager--performs all aspects of data handling, gathering, 
tabulating, analyzing, synthesizing, program evaluation, and plan
ning. 

12. 	 Administrator--carries out activities that are primarily agency or 
institution oriented rather than client or community oriented (bud
geting, purchasing, personnel activities, etc.) 

13. 	 Assistant to Specialist--This role is kept in since there is un
dOUbtedly some need for aides and assistants to the existing pro
fessions and specialties. 
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LEVEL I 

Outreach (Detection, Referral, Follow-up) 
1 • Do outreach visits, calls, etc., to homes, families, neighbor

hoods to detect people with problems, help them to understand 
the problem, and to motivate them to seek help. Let people know 
where help is available. 

2. 	 Assess and decide how to best handle problem. 
3. 	 Do outreach to follow up clients and assure that they are pro

gressing with their rehabilitation in the community.
4. 	 Make self available - not just be available. 
5. 	 Work with families at home or in offices to help implement ser

vices, Interpret laws, policies, regulations.
6. 	 Interview and gather information. 

Broker 
1 • Expedite getting services for clients (fill out forms, get medi

cations, provide and arrange transportation). 
2. 	 Make referrals. 
3. 	 Give support to clients and families. 
4. 	 Gather information and give ctients and agencies (mental health 

agencies and g~neral social welfare agencies such as Travelers 
Aid, YMCA). 

5. 	 Coordinate services on behalf of a client or small group of·clients 
(i .e., 8-10 mentally retarded or psychiatrically ill persons). 

6. 	 Listen to crisis calls, emergency cal1s--coach and give infor
mation. 

7. 	 Provide feeling of concern, trust, confidence to clients and 
families. 

8. 	 Help clients to solve social problems--make appointments, aler.t 
agencies to the referral, find housing, etc. 

9. 	 Help families and small groups know how to go about getting 
services. 

Evaluation 
l. 	 Attend to clues, observe and report. 
2. 	 Evaluate client problem enough to make referral or make simple 

adjustment .. 
3. 	 Assess attitudes of families and clients. 

Teacher 
1 • Coach regarding behavior. 
2. 	 Give simple instructions (i .e., daily living skills). 
3. 	 Give information and advice. 
4. 	 Provide role model for client for social living skills. 

Behavior Changer 
1 • Coach clients regarding behavior. 
2. 	 Conduct remotivation programs. 
3. 	 Apply interpersonal skills. 
4. 	 Conduct programs prescribed by others (i.e., behavior modifica

tion. ' 
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LEVEL I--Continued 

Behavior Changer (Cont.) 
5. 	 Interpret programs to clients and families. 
6. 	 Dispense medications. 
7. 	 Be empathic listener, reassure client, interpret program.
8. 	 Provide experience of joy (camping.programs, recreation pro

grams) • 

Mobilizer 
1 • Promote neighborhood programs and resources for clients (i .e., 

encourage school to make playground available). 

Consultant 
1. 	 Work with neighborhood workers and local care takers (clergy

men, public health nurses, welfare workers, etc.) regarding 
problems of clients. 

Community Planner 
1. 	 Be a neighborhood worker. 
2. 	 Observe and report needs of neighborhood. 
3. 	 Participate in planning.
4. 	 Organize in conjunction with others in neighborhood. 

Care Giver 
1. 	 Be a homemaker. 
2. 	 Be a parent surrogate. 
3. 	 Be a care giver (feeding, clothing, support, recreation, etc.) 

for clients or small groups (mentally retarded, etc.) 24 hour or 
day care. 

4. 	 Help get money, hoUSing, etc. 
5. 	 Give social and psychological support (approval, coaching, etc.) 

to clients. 

Data Manager 
1. 	 Interview and gather data, keep records. 
2. 	 Listen and record personal history, family data, etc. 
3. 	 Give information. 

Administrator 
1. 	 Administer daily living services for a small group of clients 

(i.e., 8~10 mentally retarded youngsters). 
2. 	 Plan for meals, personal care services, getting- clients to 

services, etc. for a small group of clients. 

"\ 
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LEVEL II 

Outreach (Detection, Referral, Follow-up) 
1 • Reach out 'to small groups (neighborhood groups) for detection 

of problems and understanding. 
2. 	 Reach out to organize and follow up groups (alcoholics, expa

tients, offenders). 
3. 	 Reach out to work with prisoners, the physically disabled and 

others who can't come to mental health center for services. 

Broker 
1 • Liaison between specialIst and level I. 
2. 	 Arrange and negotiate for services for small groups of clients 

with local agencies' (Alcoholics Anonymous~ etc.). 
3. 	 Help solve ordinary daily living problems for clients - find 

jobs, get financial assistance, serve as fiscal agent.
4. 	 Assist with' legal restorations. 

Evaluation 
1. 	 Evaluate problems of cl ients, families and groupso' 
2. Do intake evaluation and make"lroutinell decisions. 

j, 3. Do screening tests. 
4. 	 Do emergency evalua~ions Oails, schools, etc.). 

Teacher 
1 • Educate'small client groups in daily living skills, vocational 

attitudes, orientation programs, etc. 
2. 	 Show and tell new patterns of behavior. 
3. 	 Counsel and coach with individuals or small groups.
4. 	 Provi de ro'l e model for cl i ents and groups. 

Behavior Changer 

1 • Counsel--coach individuals or groups. 

2. 	 Serve as rol e model for cl i ents .. 
3. 	 liaison between level I and specialists in techniques (behavior 

modification, group work)" 
4. 	 Lead unit activity. 
5. 	 Help with physical therapies and rehabilitation therapies. 
6. 	 Set limits and deal with behavioral reactions. 

Mobilizer 
l. 	 Organize local programs with'guidance (neighborhood groups, etc.). 
2. 	 Promote and assist development of new programs and resources in 

local -area (i .e., AA groups; eveni ng hours for after care ser
vi ce~) II ' 	 .' 

3. 	 Arrange for local agencies to serve the retarded, disturbed 
children, ex-hospital clients, etc. 

Consultant 
1. 	 Work with local agencies and workers (neighborhood centers, 

health clinics, etc.) regarding client and agency problems. 
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LEVEL ll--Continued 

Community Planner 
1. 	 Organize small programs (i .e., recreation program for retarded, 

halfway house). 
2. 	 Serve as liaison between mental health agencies and other 

agencies. 
3. 	 Organize neighborhood. 
4. 	 Work with local workers (police, public health nurses, clergy

men) to include mental health information in local plans. 

Care Giver 
1. 	 Be a parent surrogate for groups (cottage, ward). 
2. 	 Help clients with money matters, housing, physical care, etc. 

(Determine eligibility, serve on fiscal committee, etc.). 
3. 	 Give social and emotional support to more complex probler~. 

Data Manager 
I. 	 Gather data - interview and record. 
2. 	 Do investigations for courts, judges, agencies, etc. 
3. 	 Tabulate and analyze data of a rather routine sort. 
4. 	 Write reports. 

Admi n i strator 
1. 	 Administer small unit~ (wards, cottages, etc., cottage parent, 

halfway hOllse supervisor). 
2. 	 Supervise Level I workers. 

LEVEL III 

Outreach (Detection, Referral, Follow-up) 
1. 	 Reach out to community groups and agencies (orphanages, churches); 

to help them appreciate and manage psychosocial problems. 

Broker 
1 • Be a liaison worker with other local agencies (welfare department, 

vocational rehabilitation agency)., 
2. 	 Expedite changes in local rules, regulations, etc. 
3. 	 Help solve clients' social pr~blems (jobs, housing, money). 

Evaluation 
1. 	 Do evaluation of more complex client and group problems. 
2. 	 Make social, vocational diagnoses and plan for groups and 

programs. 
3. 	 Do screening tests 'and some interpretation.
4. 	 Do evaluation of local and nieghborhood problems. 
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LEVEL III--Continued. 

Teacf:ter 
1 • Teach or instruct clients or groups of persons. 
2. 	 Teach staff (own and other agencies) (in-service training, 

staff development). 
3. 	 Do general public information (talks, films).
4. 	 Prepare teaching materials. 

Behavior Changer 
1. 	 Counsel with individuals and groups. 
2. '. 	Do case wo rk--ord i nary s i tuat ions. 
3. 	 Direct therapeutic recreation programs.
4. 	 lead groups.
5. 	 Monitor clients' work assignments. 
6. 	 local community planner and organizer. 
7. 	 Do role playing and psychodrama. 
8. 	 Carry out behavior modification. 

Mobilizer 
1. 	 Organize local community for development of programs and re

sources. 
2. 	 Establish and promote social rehabilitation programs, ex-

patient clubs, etc. 
3. 	 Promote agency program (pub1 ic informati'on and support). 
4. 	 Conduct' workshops on beha1 f of programs and servi ces. 
5. 	 Expedite changes in local rules and regulations. 
6. 	 Work with i~dustry to ~reate Jobs for mentally ill and retarded. 

Consultant 
1. 	 Work with major community agencies (welfare departments, courts, 

health departments, industry, medical society, hospital authori
ties, etc.) regarding problem clients and situations. 

2. 	 Conduct agency workshops, seminars, etc., regarding mental 
heal th problems. 

Community Planner 
1. 	 Parttcip~te in local planning - serve on boards and committees 

of recreation, aging, rehabilitation programs. 
2. Consult with local agencies and programs (courts, schools, etc.)
3.' Organize local communities - mental health association executive•.. 
4. 	 Help community understand mental health needs. 

Care Giver 
1. 	 Provide program leadership to care for larger groups and programs 

(i.e., nursing homes, day care programs, terminal sheltered work
shops) • 

Data Manager 
1. 	 Gather data, analyze, synthesize. 
2. 	 Evaluate programs. 
3. 	 Plan programs (intermediate programs). 
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LEVEL III--Continued 

Administrator 
1. 	 Administer intermediate programs (geriatric service, sheltered 

workshop) • 
2. 	 Plan and organize intermediate programs. 
3. 	 Supervise Level I and II workers. 
4. 	 Provi de 1 i ai son wi th other commun,j ty agenci es and depa rtments 

un i ts, etc.' 

LEVEL IV 

Outreach (Detection, Referral, Follow-up) 
1. 	 Reach OLlt to major agencies, industries, etc., to help them 

identify, analyze and solve psychosocial problems (i .e., alco
holism, absenteeism). 

Broker 
1 • 	 Organize a community in behalf of the mentally disabled (i.e., 

participation in the development of a sheltered workshop to 
serve all disapilities including the mentally disabled). 

2. 	 Provide major agency liaison for services to clients (i .e., 
arranging for the vocational rehabilitation agency to serve 
alcoholics). 

Evaluation 
1. 	 Do evaluation and diagnosis of difficult or complex cases. 
2. 	 Do evaluation and diagnosis of specialized problems (medical 

tests, psychological testing, etc.). 
3. 	 Set treatment plan for difficult cases and groups. 
4. 	 Do evaluation of community, state, or agency problems. 

Teacher 
1 • Teach informal training and education programs. 
2. 	 Supervise staff development. 
3. 	 Conduct public information programs. 
4. 	 Direct the preparation of teaching materials. 

Behavior Changer 
1 • Do psychotherapy. 
2. 	 Prescribe and design behavior modification programs. 
3. 	 Do case work with difficult or complex cases. 
4. 	 Do group work with complex or problem groups. 
5. 	 Prescribe medication and techniques. 
6. 	 Do community planning and organizing--cities, states, etco 
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LEVEL IV--Continued 

Mobilizer 
1. 	 Organize community--city or state. 
2. 	 Organize and promote major programs and resources in the city, 

state, county, etc. (publicity, fund campaigns, develop sup
port) • 

3. 	 Promote changes in laws, rules and regulations (state, city, 
etc.) • 

Consultant 
1. 	 Work with major state, city and voluntary agencies and units 

~egarding problems of the agencies' clients, staff or operations. 

Community Planner 
1. 	 Participate in planning major state, city, county programs to 

include mental health insights in planning. 
2. 	 Consult with other major agencies and staff. 
3. 	 Organize major communities. 
4. 	 Serve on Boards of Urban Renewal agencies, model cities programs, 

j uven i 1 e deli nquency boa rds, e,tc. 

Care Giver 
. 1. Provide specialized skills and services (i .e., medical services, 

supportive psychotherapy). 

Data Manager 
·1. Do research (design studies, methodologies, etc.). 
2. 	 Analyze and evaluate programs. 
3. 	 Plan programs (major communities, agencies, state level, etc.). 

Adrni ni st rator 
1. 	 Administer major programs (state, city, county, personnel, bud

get, facilities). 
2. 	 Plan and organize major programs. 
3. 	 Supervise staff, unit heads, etc. 
4. 	 Provtde liaison with other major agencies ,(legislatures, mayors, 

governors, councils, commissi-ons, etc.). 
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PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF SOCIALrWORK 

724 S. W. Harrison 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Dear Respondent: 

We are requesting your participation in completing the enclosed ques
tionnaire as part of our research practicum study in Portland State1s 
MSW 	 program. Your name was randomly drawn from those of the 404 gradu
ates of the MSW program through its first ten years. Because this is a 
random sample it is extr~mely important that we get as close to a 100% 
return as possible. If we don1t we cannot, with any,validity, make 
generalizations about the entire group from the information available. 
Pre-tests have shown that the questionnaire takes only about 20 minutes 
to complete. Please return the questionnaire as soon as you can (hope
fully within a week) "since we have a limited amount of time in which to 
complete our practicum. Thanks in advance for your assistance. 
Now 	 to the purpose of this study. We wish to gather information in 
three"main areas: 

1. 	 Where have all the graduates gone? (Social work or non-soci~l 
work caree,·s, types of jobs held, etc.) 

2. 	 What kinds of tasks are graduates performing in their various 
roles as social workers, and how do these tasks relate to the 
MSW curri cul urn? 

3. 	 What sorts of on-going professional development experiences do 
graduates need and want?: 


T~is information will be extremely valuable both in curriculum design 

and in the planning of future continuing education programs for gradu

ates. 


-We 	 are interested in the total body of information gathered and not in 
individual responses. All personal information-,will therefor~·be kept 
in strict confidence. We plan to complete the study by early Spring , 
quarter, 1975. At that time we will send you an abstract of the study. 
Thanks again -for your prompt completion of the questionnaire. 

Sincerely, 

Howa rd Ma rs hac k 
Michael Des Camp 
Sonja Matison; Prac:ticum Advisor 
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A. GENERAL INFORMATION AND WORK HISTORY 

1. 	 In which area of study did you receive your undergraduate degree?" 
( ) soc i a 1 sc i ences ( ) a rts and 1 etters ( ) educat i on 
( ) physical sciences () business/economics () other___________ 

2. 	 What was your primary reason for wanting to enter the social servicefield? ________________________________________________________ _ 

3. 	 Prior to entering PSU's ~W program, how much work experience or vol
unteer experience did you have in the social service field? 
( ) none ( ) six months to one year ( ) two to five yrs. 
( ) up to six months () one to two years ( ) over five years 

4. 	 If you consider yourself to be presently working in the social ser
vice field, please answer the following questions. If not, please 
skip to question #5. 
a. 	 What is the title of your present position? (the position which 

occupies most of your time) 
b. 	 How long have you held this position? months or years 
c. 	 What is the most satisfying aspect of your present position? 

d. 	 What is the most dissatisfying aspect of your present position? 

e. 	 What is the name of the agency in which you are presently em
ployed? ____________________~____________________________ 

f. 	 Below is a list of work settings. Please check all settings in 
which 	you have ever been employed since receiving your MSW. 
( ) private agency ( ) college/univ. ( ) private 
( ) public-state or local () public welfare practice 
( ) pub1 ie-federal ( ) school ( ) heal th care 
( ) mehtal heal th ( ) mi 1i tary ( ) other (speci fy) 
( ) corrections ( ) private industry 

g. 	 Which setting designation best describes your present employment? 

h. 	 Below is a 1fst of professional designations. Please check slL 
those which describe the kind of work you are now doing. 
( ) family therapist ( ) caseworker ( ) program 
( ) group therapist ( ) group worker developer 
( ) researcher ( ) psychotherapist () administrator 
( ) consul tant ( ) professor/teacher ( ) other ( specify) 
( ) community organizer ( ) supervisor 

i . 	 Which ~ of the above professional designations do you prefer 
to Qe t dent if i ed wit h? ________________---:-__ 

j. 	 What are the most prevalent social problems you work with? (e.g., 
problems connected with aging, corrections, alcoholism, family
disruption) _______"_____________________________________ 

k. 	 In which age group are the majority of your clients? __________ 
1. 	 What is the approximate annual income of most of your clients? 
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5. 	 If you do not consider yourself to be presently working in the social 
service field, please answer the following questions, then skip to 
Section C. 
a. 	 Are you presently employed? () yes () no 
b. 	 If "yes," what is your present job? _____________ 
c. 	 If "no," what are you now doing? _____________~_ 

d. 	 What was the primary reason for your decision to leave the social 
service field? 

--------------------------------------~-----e. 	 Do you intend to return to work in the social service field some
time in the future? () yes () no () undecided 

B. TASK PERFORMANCE 

Below is a list of tasks that might be performed by someone working in 
the social service field. On the scale of numbers to the right of each 
task, please circle the number which best indicates how essential the 
performance of that task is to the overall performance of your present 
job. For example, if being able to write a grant proposal is absolutely 
essential to the performance of your present job, circle "1" on 
scale next to that task. 

the 

. 1. 

absolutely 
essent i al 

Initiate contact with c1 ients (famil ies, 1 
individuals, groups) to determine if 
p ro b 1 ems exi s t _ 

2 3 

. ,not at all 
esse. i a 1 

4 5 

2. Initiate contact with clients to help 
with problems that have been ma~e known 
to you. 

2 3 4 5 

3. Once in it i a 1 . he 1 p has been given, fo11 ow 
up with clients to determine progress 
and further assess needs. 

2 3' 4 5 

4. Refer clients if services aren't avail 
able through your agency_ 

2 3 4 5 

5. Instruct clients in ways to use social 
service systems and obtain services. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Help bring about changes in rules and 
regulations of social service agencies. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Design informal training programs 
shops,.seminars). 

(work 2 3 4 5 

8. Instruct in informal training programs. 2 3 4 5 

9. Teach in a classroom setting at the 
undergraduate level. 

2 3 4 5 



53 

absol ute~ y not at all 
essent i a~ essenti al 

10. 	 Teach in a classroom setting at the 1 2 3 4 5 
Masters or Doctorate level. 

11. 	 Instruct in a field practice setting 1 2 3 4 5 
(training students in an agency)~ 

12. 	 Carry out in-service training or staff 1 2 3 4 5 
development (training agency workers). 

13. 	 Administer diagnostic tests and plan 1 2 3 4 5 
treatment on the basis of those tests. 

14. 	 Perform a psychosocial diagnosis and 1 2 3 4 5 
use it to plan a course of treatment. 

15. 	 Conduct Ifhel ping i ntervi ews II ina one 1 2 3 4 5 
to-one setting. 

16. 	 Conduct IIhelping interviews rl in a 2 3 4 5 
family therapy setting. 

·17. 	 Perform functions of therapist or leader 2 3 4 5 
:~ ,in a 	group setting. 

18. 	 Utilize various therapeutic techniques 2 3 4 5 
(gestalt, behavior modification, trans
actional analysis, etc.). 

19. 	 Write a grant proposal and present it 1 2 3 4 5 
to a funding source. 

20. 	 Use knowledge of group theory and 2 3 4 5 
organizational analysis. 

21. 	 Observe an~ evaluate small group and 1 2 3 4 5 
community needs. 

22. 	 Contact and establish relationships with 1 2 3 4 5 
qrganized groups. 

23. 	 Organize a group to deal with a parti  1 . 2 3 4 5 
cular neighborhood or community need. 

24. 	 Bring groups together to deal with a 2 3 4 5 
specific neighborhood ?r community need. 

25. 	 Provide consulting services to a group 2 3 4 5 
or agency. 

26. 	 Read and cr.itica11y review pertinent 2 3 4 5 
1 i terature. 
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absolutely not at all 
essenti a1 essenti a1 

27. 	 Use knowledge of research design to col- 1 2 3 4 5 

1ect data. 


28. 	 Use knowledge of research design to 1 2 3 4 5 
perform a needs assessment. 

29. 	 Use knowledge of research design to 1 2 3 4· 5 
evaluate a program or agency_ 

30. 	 Prepare a research report. 1 2 3 4 5 

31 • 	 Plan the budget of an agency or 1 2 3. 4 5 
program. 

32. 	 Plan for maintenance of a program, 1 2 3 4 5 
department, or agency (supplies, upkeep, 
equipment, etc.). 

33. 	 Perform ongoing supervision of workers. 1 2 3 4 5 

C. 	 TASK PERFORMANCE TRAINING 

A primary goal of Portland State's MSW program is to ••• produce an II 

advanced professional social work practitioner who will have a general 
orientation to the whole of social work practice ••• If To achieve 
this goal the School must be aware of the ever-changing needs of clients 
and client groups and the tasks a social worker must perform to meet these 
needs. 
With this in mind, please return to the list of tasks above. For each
.task, put an "XII through the number which best describes how essential 
you feel it is that the School offers students an opportunity to learn 
that task in the MSW program. This is regardless of the types of tasks 
you perform in your present job. 
For example, if you feel that it is not at all essential for a student 
to learn to prepare a research report while in the MSW program, put an 
"XII through number "511 next to that particular task. 

D. 	 CONTI NUl NG EDUCATION. 

The information from this section will help the Division of Continuing 
Education provide opportunities for further educational programs in areas 
of interest to MSW's. 

1. 	 Are you currently enroll ed in a program which wi 11 1 ead to another 

advanced degree in any field? () yes () no 


2. 	 If lIyes ," please identify the degree and the field (e.g., Masters in 

Business Administration) degree fiel_.________ 




55 

3•. Please ci rcle the number which best describes how interested you are 
in taking a course in each area of study listed below. 

very not at all 
interested interested 

a. one-to-one therapy • • • • • • • • 1 2 3 4 5 
b. group therapy • • • • • • • • • • 1 2 3 4 5 
c. 	 family therapy • • • • • • • • • • • 1 2 3 4 5 
d. 	 supervision . • • • • • • • • • • 1 2 3 4 5 
e. 	 community organization/development •• 1 2 - 3 4 5 
f. 	 specific social problems (e.g .. , racism, 

poverty, sexism) identify 1 2 3 4 5 
g. 	 research. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 2 3 4 5 
.h. proposal writing/grant management • • 1 2 3 4 5 
I • administration/program planning 1 2 3 4 5 
j . teaching . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 
k. 	 other (speci fy) 1 2 3 4 5 

4. 	 Which ~ of the following learning options would you most prefer? 
( ) evening classes for academic credit 
( ) day classes for academic credit 
( ) even i ng cl asses not for academi c credi t 
( ) one day workshop or seminar 
( ) two or more day workshop or seminar 
( ) other (speci fy) 

I 

5. 	 Please check the response which most accurately describes your reac
tion to the f~110Wing statement: 'Vithin the next three years I will 
be enrolled i a program which will lead to a Doctorate in Social 
Work or in an ther field." 
( ) defina1=el . ( ) possibly ( ) definately not 
( ) very likely ( ) probably not 

6. 	 Since receiving your MSW, which of the following learning options 
have you partilciPated in for social service related educational 
experiences? 
( ) evening classes for academic credit 
( ) day classes for academic credit 
( ) evening classes not for academic credit 
( ) one day workshop or seminar 
(.) two or more day workshop or seminar 
( ) other (specify) 

7. 	 Considering your career goals and desires, what wou~d you like to be 
doing five years from now? 

Thanks very much for helping with our practicum. We will send an abstract 
of the results to you as soon as possible. 

Michael Des Camp 
2427 N. E. 16th Street 
Portland, Oregon 97212 
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TABLE 15 

FACTOR WEIGHTINGS FOR SOCIAL WORK TASKS 

Social Work Factors Factors Factors Factors Factors Factors Factors 
Task II. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

-0.102 -0.010 0 .. 115 -0.024 -0.869 -0.071 -0.038 

2 0.077 0.185 -0.059 0.333 -0.841 -0.098 -0.059 

3 0.182 0.165 -0.120 0.636 -0.414 0.022 -0.120 

4 -0. 132 0.041 -0.030 0.824 -0.106 -0.037 0.032 

5 -0.004 0.289 0.048 0.737 0.128 -0. 136 -0.136 

6 0.105 0.006 -0.042 0.137 -0.046 -0.259 -0.670 

7, 0.837 0.121 -0.032 - 0.038 -0.138 -0.lS4 -0.311 

8. 0.773 0.260 0.199 -0.079 0.007 -0.278 0.012 

9 0.804 0.049 0.273 -0.085 0.010 -0.077 -0.053 

10 0.741 0.074 0.209 0.146 0.123 -0.026 -0.272 

11 0.502 -0.048 0.180 -0.013 0.064 -0.079 -0.609 

12 0 .. 741 -0.060 0.144 0.069 0.119 -0.319 -0.270 

13 0 .. 032 0.253 0.328 -0.089 -0.195 0 .. 380 -0.390 

14 0.147 0.722 -0.095 0.087 0.210 -0.299 0.113 

15 0.020 0.8([')9 0.143 o. 151 -0.151 -0.144 -0.085 

16 0.082 . 0.8mo -0.024 0.128 -0.158 -0.291 -0.150 

17 -0.234 0.437 0.097 -0.373 -0.444 -0.077 -0.209 

18 0.137 0.703 0.255 0.200 -0.162 0.130 -0.107 

19 0.163 0.284 0.247 -0.161 -0.010 0.045 -0.753 

20 0.024 0.325 0.289 0.021 -0.461 -0.561 0.007 

21 0.212 0.159 0.304 0.013 -0.221 -0.770 0.032 

22 0.346 0.180 -0.002 0.045 -0.056 -0,,676 -0.356 
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TABLE 15--Continued 

Social Work Factors Factors Factors Factors Factors Factors Factors 
Task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23 0.229 . 0.188 0.186 0.068 -0.011 -0.682 -0.531 

24 . 0.274 0 .. 287 0.131 0.126 0.043 -0.676 -0.423 

25 0.173 0.078 0.067 00343 -0.106 -0.300 -0.648 

26 0.293 0.131 0.405 0.350 -0.085 0.001 -0.138 

27 0.104 -0.042 0.927 -0 .. 032 -0.044 -0.072 -0.052 

28 0.136 0.054 0.925 -0.039 -0.080 -0.171 -0.101 

29 0.181 0.201 0.865 -0.074 0.019 -0.236 -0.173 

30 0.110 0.105 0.918 0.077 0.055 -0.051 -0.027 

31 0.419 -0.065 0.631 0.052 -0.095 -0.022 -0.507 

32 0.~47 0.050 0.578 0.117 -0.158 0.049 -0.514 

33 0.496 -0.088 0.345 0.001 -0.110 -0.105 -0.565 
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