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SupaMsion systems in mandated chiid and fhdy services agencies are expected to 

provide & i e  and efEcient supavisory Services for social workas worluig wîthin 

these agencies. Kadushin (1976,1985,1992) suggests these SeMces are most effdvely 

provided uàüoag an approach which incorporates the elewats ofsdminisdministrative, 

educational and supportive supervisioa This study quanthtively explores these issues in 

a mandated child welthre setting using the formative evduation method with respect to 

three issues: the fkequency and nature of day-today supervision witbin the selected 

setting; the extent to which supervisory perso~el are involveci in the decision making at 

cnticai points in the management of abuse and negiect cases, protection cases, and 

children in care cases; and the extent to which administrative, deducationai and supportive 

supervision are incorporateci into the day-to-day supervision program within the selected 

sening. 

in this Agency, supavision was provided on a planned as well as unplanneci basis. 

Statistidy significant differences in pemeptions of supervisors and social workers were 

found in relation to the perceiveci use#ihess of unplanned supemision as it relates to 

enhanchg the abiiity of supervisors and social workas to efkaiveiy carry out the 

responsibilities of th& roles. Statisticaiiy sipifiaint dinéraces in perceptions of 

supmisors and social workers were not found in relation to the perceivecl usefihess of 

planned supwision as t relates to enhancing the abiiity of supeMsors and sochi workers 

to effectively cany out the responsi'bWes of th& respective roles. Supmrisory 



.. 
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involvement in decision making et critical points in the management of abuse and neglect 

cases, proteaioa cases and cMdnn in care cases was found to occur to v@ng degrees- 

This study found that administrative, educatiod and supportive supavision were 

incorporatecl into the day-tday supervision program. Administrative supervision was 

found to be provided to a greater extent th either educational or suppodve supervision 

Supportive supenision was found ta be provided to a greater extent than educatio~d 

supervisior 
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INTRODUCTION 

SupeMsory programs in mandaîed child we&e agencies are intended to acbiewe 

the effective and efncient provision ofchild protection d c e s  by ensuring tbat such 

SeMces are provided within the parameters estabüsheû by legislatioa and accompanying 

regulations, and, that these services are provided in a mamer whkh ensures that the 

chiid's right to protection supersedes any semndary goals or objectives. 

Profbsionals workhg withîn mandateci chiid and fàmiiy services agencies 

increasingiy face demands to jusw th& actions or inaction, partidarly when a child is 

hurt or killed and that chiid or child's fâmiiy is known to the cNd w e h e  system. 

Dernands for accountability originate fiom a variety of sources includuig the clients to 

whom the service is beùig provided, administrators and senior rnanagernent of the 

empioying agency' govemment and other hding M e s ,  extemai agencies and 

organizations which hdd the mandate to review the actions and services provided, various 

advocacy groupq the legai system, the community in which services are provided, the 

media and the geueral public. As a resuit, risk llssessment, refening to a stnictured fom 

of decision making, and case decision rnalnng have recently been identiEied as two of the 

main challenges fhQng today's child w e h e  administrators (Pecora, Whittaker and 

Maluccio, 1992, p. 238). 



A fkequent response to the report ofa cbild's death is to conduct an inquiry into 

the circumstmces of the chiid's iîfè and death includkig the attmpts at pmfêssiod 

intervention imo the fbdy- As noted by Reder, Duncan and Gray (1993): 

An atmosphere of blame and d c i s m  always sumwds the public inquiries 
set up to imrestigate the deaths and becornes encapsuiated in the 
judgmental tones of the final reports - . . if tfut chiid wu W y  knom 
to professional workas dose ta& was to heip pmtect hmi or her, the 
question is inevitably asked: 'Shouldn't they have prrv~zlsed it?' It is only 
a s d  step to idemi@ with the hdpless child and foais di our rage on the 
professio~litls, men blamiiig them for the child's de& hdeed, newspaper 
editocs capitaüse on this proass through provocative and acaising 
headlines. Not ody does the death ofa chüd âom abuse honify us but 
fiont-iine professionals . . . have becorne extremely sensitive to the aitical 
and often miadiess rage that is heaped upon them at the news that another 
chiid hown to statutory agacies has died. (p. 1) 

One of the Limitations in the conduct ofmany reviews and inquiries is the tendency 

to focus exclusively on the activities of individuals. Rarely do these inquiries expand to 

identify systemic barriers to effective practice such as financial constraints, decision 

making processes in the agency stnicture, kadequate authority vested at the supavisory 

levei, and unredistic expectatiom reiating to workloads such as the inability to control the 

number of clients being served. 

A review of murent Merature, miews and inquiries nlatiag to various fields of 

social work practice, inchidmg cbild welfàre, ideatified a consistent theme which links the 

quality of supervision to the competent practice of sona l  workers (Aikeu, Smits and 

Lollar, 1972, Berkeley Planning Associates, 1972, Oimstead and Christensen, 1973, 

Munson, 1983, Gillespie and Cohen, 1984 in Kadus@ 1985; Piicher, 1984 in Scott and 
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Farrow, 1993; Kadushin, 1976,1985,1992; Middlematl aad Rhodes, 1985; Scott and 

F m ,  1993; Shulmaq 1993; Rushton and Nathan, 1996). 

inadquacies and incornpetence to the duths of chilclm. Rcfaririg to the supavisor, the 

Kimberly Carlile Inquiry Report (1987) states: "[He] was the prime candidate for 

blameworthiness in nIlliilg to prevent Kimberiy Cade's death. . . [and] we rrcommend 

that he should not in the future pedom any of the statutory fùnctions ia reIation to child 

protection" (CM in Reder, Duncan and Gray, 1993, p. 2). 

In relation to the death ofMatthew Vaudreuil in British Columbia, the finai report 

stated: "District supe~sors did not effèctively supenise their Soaal workers and they 

approved case decisions without sdlicient knowledge of the case" (Gove hquiry into 

Child Protection, 1995, p. 140). Further reference to the supavisors' inadequacies in 

Matthew's case is made in the followiig statement: 

Lf the supe~sors in Matthew's case had had adequate qiiatitications aod 
training, there is a better chance they would have imposeci higher standards 
on social workers in hvestigating reports of abuse and neglect, malong risk 
assessments and monitoring the delivery of support services. (Gove 
Inquhy into Child Protection, 1995, p. 50) 

Although les  dramatic than the direct quotes cited above, a revîew of the 

literature on supervision in child weifàre reinforces the beIief that competent and adequate 

supervision is crucial to the provision of effective child weüàre savices, and M e r ,  that 

supe~sors are ultimately to be hdd accoulltable fkw servias pmvided by workers for 

whom they hold supervisory responsiiiiity (Kadusbui. 1976,1985,1992; Slovenko 1980, 

Aber, 1982, Schutz, 1982, Cormier and Bernard, 1982, in Kadushin, 1992; Rushton aad 
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Nathan, 1996; Shuiman, 1993; Middlemaa and Rhodes, 1985). There aosts an 

expectation that supavisors can, and should, k aware of dl actions of social workers 

despite the hck of clanty datbg ta supavWory autho*, the &quent absence of agency 

sanctioned supervîsory practice standards; and the "imnsiMe" nature of social workas' 

interaction with clients. The reabty is that most of the & d o n  between sociai workers 

and clients is invisible in that it occurs in private offices or interviewhg m m s ,  in ciients' 

homes, or other field settings such as scboois, hospitalq group homes and a Vanety of 

treatment centres (Callahan, 1993, pp. 77'78). The result ofthis expectation is that 

supervisors are left to devise their own d e l s  and styles of supervision in an atternpt to 

minimize individu81 vuInerabiiityiiity These iadividuai supeMsory styles range fiom an 

authontarian approach in which the supenisor attempts to manage the cmeload of alI 

social worken for whom they hold su@sory respotlsliiiity to a laissez fkke styie in 

which the s u p e ~ s o r  exercises as M e  contrd over staffactions as possible. These issues 

have been documented in the Iiterature (Kaduslin, 1976; 1985; 1992) as king f d y  

typical of humsa service organùations. 

The development of a more rationai and effective response to these wncaas is 

ciearly a management ta& One way to begin the process is to uidertake formaîive 

evaluation activities. Formative evaiuation is viewed as having a purpose W is distinct 

fiom that of ammative evaluation Formative evaluation is intended as evaîuation tbat is 

capable of irrfluencing the ongoing deveiopment ofa program whereas d e  

evaiution is concemeci with assesshg the merits ofthe program and implies some hm of 

final judgement (Chrunbas, 1994, p. 1 0). Information gathered h m  focmative evaiuation 



activities can be used to provide a bais h m  which to begh the process of dewlopkig 

standardized supervisory policies and practia procedures. In the absence of such 

objective meesuns and standards, supervisors aud their employing agencies wïii continue 

to fiounder in their attempts to d e f d  agabst accusations of incornpetence and charges of 

professional negiigeace. Wth respect to these issues, Rushton and Nathan (1996) state: 

To plan effdveiy we need to lmow more, not just from reports on 
situations that have gone dramatidy and tmgicaiiy wrong, but f?om the 
day-to-day pfacfice of child protection supervision. Very M e  research has 
been conducteci into the extenc content and quaüty of supervision and 
management of cbild protection d workem, let alone whaher 5 is 
being used to baieficial etfect. ( p. 3 59) 

The intent ofthis thesk is to qumtitaîively explore and d d b e  aspects of day-to- 

day supervision services within a mandated child and family senrices agency- Specifically, 

the thesis explores, h u g h  fotmative evaluation activibes7 the ftequency and nature of 

chiid protection supervision; the extent to which supenisors are involvd in the decision 

making at aiticai decision points in the management of abuse and negiect cases, 

protection cases7 and chiidren in care cases; and the extent to which the elements of 

administrative, educational and supportive supenision are provided as part of the daiiy 

supervision sentices within the selected d g .  

The thesis contaias seven chapters. Cbapter 1 provides an ovemiew of program 

evaluation which discusses the nature and process ofprogram evahtion, the diffèrent 

classes of program -on, the concepts offonnative and SurmDafive evahiation, and a 

number of differesit approaches to program evaidon. Cbapter II provides a brief 

ovexview ofthe Canadian child weWe systan fonissiag on chiid protection savices, 
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foUowed by a more detailed overview of chüd pfotection servîces in Manitoba's cbild 

we&e system, Chapter L[[ reviews tbe historiai developmeni of social work 

supenisïon, briefiy disaisses various approaches to d worL supemisioa, miews the 

* O 

theoretical approach which comprises the dements ofadministrritive, educational and 

supportive supervision, and revïews some of the hdiags  of previous resead on social 

work supervision Chapter IV preser~ts the research and methodology as weli as a 

description of the research setting includmg the client prome, the role of the supervisor, 

and the senice delivery srnichire with respect to the child protection savices o f f d .  

Chapter V presents the results ofthe researcb and Chapter VI presarts the discussion of 

the research findings. Chapter VU presents the author's conclusions including a brief 

summary of the r d t s ,  identification of the study Limitatiom, and recommendations for 

supe~sory practice and fiiture research, 



PROGRAM EVACUATION - AN OVERVIEW 

Evaiuation is defineci as the systematic application of Jocirl rw~arch procedures to 

the assessrnent ofthe concepnializption, design, implementation, and utüity of social 

policy decisions and resowce allocations relating to the plannlli& design, implementation, 

continuaflce, expansion and contraction of social programs (Rossi and Freeman, 1989). 

"ln this sense, evaluation research also needs to be seai as an integrai part of the social 

policy and public administration rnovements" (Rossi and Freem8~1, 1989, p. 29). 

Evaiuation research cm be used to contribute to aU phases of pro- 

development and provision. Rossi and Freemaa (1989) state the foiiowing uses: 

In the planning stages of social intemention program, duations focus on 
the extent and severity of the pmblcm requiring social intavention and on 
the design of programs to ametiorate tbem. In the conduct of ongoing end 
new program, evaluation helps to determine the degcee to which programs 
are effective - that is, how sucassftlly they are reachbg th& intended 
target populations and are pfovidhg the nswras, services and benefits 
envisioneâ by tbOr sponsors and designers. ( p. 13) 

Evaiuations can also be utiüzed to identify ways to improve the delivery of 

services; to meet rccountabii quirements of h d b g  bodies; to provide information for 

planning and policy pirposes; to test inuovative ideas on how to ded with bumrin 

community probtans; to mfonn decision makers deding with the expansion or artailment 



8 

ofprograms; to support advoc8cy of pmgtams; or to test ri particdm soaal science 

hypothesis or a principle of prof2ssonal pracfice (&rL and Rossi, 1990; Hamao, Moms 

and F i t ~ - ~ b b o a ,  1987; La and Sampson, 1990; ûwen, 1993; Mayne and Hudson, 1992; 

Smith, 1990; Rossi and Freeman, 1989). 

Rossi and Fnanaa (1989) argue there are two contrristiag duation approaches 

which they d e r  to as the pregmstic and s c i d c  paradigms- These same authors discuss 

the work of Donaid Campbeii as representative of the sciedfic paradigr and the work of 

Lee Cronbach as repfesentative of the pragmatic paradigm. 

The scientific paraciigm emphaskes quazi-experïmentai methods, standardiad &ta 

coilecrion, large samples, and the provision of scientSc, technid data Rossi and 

Freeman (1989) view Campbeii's approach as an ideologicai position whkh argues that 

policy and program decisions shodd emerge from the continual t e h g  of ways to 

improve the social condition, and that dorts toward social change shodd be rooted in 

social experimentation (p. 40). 

Rossi and Freeman (1989) view Cronbach's pragmatic approach as Merentiated 

fiom the scientific approach with respect to a perceived merence in purpose and iment. 

Cronbach (1982) views s c i d c  investigations as striving to meet research standards set 

by the investigators' peas whereas evaiuations are viewed as striving to m a t  the needs of 

pro- spoiison and stakeholders cm Rossi and Freeman, 1989). This difference in 

purpose and intent is seen as resuiting in the need for duations to be designeci and 

implemented in ways that recognize policy and program interests and that yield uxful 
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idionnation for decision d e r s  given the adable cesources, political circumstana a d  

propnim constraints (Rossi and Freernan, 1989, p. 41). 

These same authors argue there is a distinction between basic and evaluation 

research and primarily support the pragmatic approach (p. 42). Th& position is that 

ccevaluations may justinably be undertaken that are 'good etlough' for (~1swering relevant 

poiicy and pro- questions even though h m  a scientific standpoint, they are not the 

best designs" (p. 40). At the same h e ,  Rossi and Frremsn (1989) acknowledge "that 

evaluations can be maxhnaUy usefbi to decision makas and also meet the requkements of 

scientinc investigation" (p. 42). 

This author's position is tbat the adoption ofthe pragmatic approach over that of 

the scientific approach in the conduct of program evaluations is, in some respects, 

problematic. Whüe it is recopiaxi that evaluation -ch is conducted to provide 

answem to different types of questions, b o n  such as the lack of avdable resouces, 

politicai circumstances and program constraints shoukl not be used as justification to 

ignore the scientific principles which underlie the te!search ptocess. The position being put 

forward in this thesis is that the adoption of the pragmatic approach constitutes a threat to 

the integrity of the research proces and a d t i n g  threat to the validity of the research 

findings. In summary, all research studies, including those of an evaluative nature, shouid 

be conduaed withlli the scientSc pandigm, and my resuhing limitations are best deak 

with through the explicit acknowledgement of such limitations in the 5 a i  ceeuch report. 



Hudson, Mayne and Thomihon (1992) define a program as "a set of activities 

and associated resources aimed at achievuig a conmon objectiven @. 3)- Prognms 

consist of a set of structurai elements which includes r#ourc#l used to c ~ y  out specific 

activities directed toward the achievement of common nsults (outputs and outcornes). 

These resowces an linked by a set of assumptions regardhg the ratiode or need for the 

program and the objective it is attempthg to accomptish (Hudson et al, pp. 3,4)- 

Program evaiuation is de- as the use of social science research methods by 

evaluators, administrators or practitioners to assess the p w g ,  implementation, or 

outcome of social programs in a political environment (Smith, 1990, p. 15). Although 

evaluation may serve several ends, it is important to idenMy the primary purpose for 

wtiich it is undertaken. Thae are four general aims of program evaluation: (1) to increaw 

knowledge and understanding about an intervention in society where the intent is to 

increase understanding of the program in order to produce generalizable knowledge; the 

intent is not to redt  directiy in action to maLe changes to a sp&c pro- (2) to 

improve dehery and provide direction where managers want to gain understanding and be 

in a better position to d e  inforneci decisions as to how pmgcem delivery cm be 

improved; evaluation is viewed as a systernatic attempt to leam h m  paot acpaience aed 

to improve the defivery of goods and savices; (3) to ceconsider program direction where 

evaiuation can provide etidence as to wbetha program objectives remin relevant and 

continue to address a sociai problem or need, or, whetha m h  in the substantive area 

continues to support the kind of intervention use& and (4) to provide informatio~~ for 
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acwuntabiiity purposes where it is n v  to jus@ programs as the d t  of pnssurr 

for objective, public evidence about program Daformance (Hudson et ai, 1992). 

Ciasses of Evrlaation 

Rossi and Fneman (1989) id- three major ciasses ofevaiuation research: (1) 

analysis related to the conceptmhtion and design ofinterventions; (2) monitoring of 

program implernentatio~ and (3) assessment of program &ectiveaess and efficiency (p. 

66). Evaiuations that include d thne classes of activities are tamed compreheasive 

evaiuations (Rossi and Fneman, 1989; Shadisb, Cook and Leviton, 199 1). 

Rossi and Freemau (1989) define a program as new or innovative if it has not been 

subject to irnplementation and assesment in the foliowing ways @p. 54,55): 

1. The intervention is still in an emerging or research and development phase. 

2. The delivery system, or parts of it, has not been adequately tested. 

3. The targets of the program are rnarkedly new or arpanded. 

4. A program originaüy undertaken in rrsponse to one goal is cootuiued or expandeci 

because of its impact on another objective. 

Rossi and Freeman (1989) note then is no clear-cut dividing point between 

innovative and fie-tuning efforts. The changes behg tested can be minor and clearly of a 

modïfjbg nature or they can be costîy with b r d  ramifim*ons for human service 

networks. Fine-tuning evaiuations an dertaken to test variaiions in the ways the 
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program opentes to Unprove its eflticacy or efliciency, to provide more equiuMe service 

delivq, or to duce  the rate ofcûopouts b m  the popdation @. 56). 

fElt.Misb#l- 

Established programs =y be evduated for a mmibcr ofmuons inchiding 

obtaiaing evidence oftheir impact and the ratio of bencnis to costs in orda to justif;l a 

decisioa to continue, expanci, or tamiDate the progmrns. Decisions to undertake 

evaluatioas of estsbiished programs may also be the d t  of cbanges in the resources 

avdable, political outlook, conmrunïty membas' priorities, or evidence or suspicion that 

the program is insecfive or W c i e n t .  In addition to impact or efficiency evaiuations, 

established program evaiutïons may foas on examidons of savice delivery where 

evaluation activities are concentrated solely on monitoring questions rehting to whether 

or not appropriate targets are king saved, and the extent to which program staffand 

management are meeting commitments with respect to the quaiity and quantity of services 

delivered (Rossi and Freeaan, 1989). 

Formative Vtmus Summativt Evaiurtion 

Chambers (1994) notes tbat a numba of writers (Scrivens, 1967; Robinson, 1988; 

White, 1987; Weir, 1988) have acceptai the question of intention as not ody k g  

important to determining whdhr an evaiuation is of a f o d v e  or suawiitive nature, but 

aiso place a heay  emphasis on w h d a  the evaidon is oonduçted conwrently or pst- 

program. Chambers (1994) argues the distinction is eotinly idependent of tanporality 

and that it is the use which is d e  ofthe evaiuation tht defines the Metence between 

formative and summative evaluation. According to Chambers (19941, foTrrmfiVe 
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evaIuti011 is intended as an evaiuation that is capable ofinfluencing the dmlopment of a 

program wtiile summative evaluation is concemeci with sssessiig the m a t s  of the 

program and Smplies some form of fiaal judgement @. 10). Ifthe i d i o d o n  gathed 

during the evaluation is used to influence pmgnm process and formit, then it is formative 

regardles of whether the evaiuation occumd during or a f k  the program. Ifthe 

information is used for purposes other than forming pmject planning and implementation 

poticy, then it is swamative, regarciles of whether the evaluation occurs during or &er 

the program (Chambers, 1994, pp. 1 1, 12). The emphasis on purpose is a usenil mategy 

in distinguisbing between the fimctional uses o f f o d v e  and summative evaluation and 

while Chambers (1994) dismisses the issue of temporality entirely, his view does not 

confikt with tbat of other authors with respect to the types of information it is possible to 

generate within these two categories (Haman, Moms and Fhz-Oibbon, 1987; Kettwr, 

Moroney and Martin, 1990; King, Morris and Fitz-Gibbon, 1987; Owen, 1993; Rossi and 

Freemaq 1989; Sbadish, Cook and Leviton, 199 1). 

Formative évaluafions can be concepaiaüzed as those that are intendeci to assess 

the conduct of programs in their eady stages, dwhg the üft of a program, or subsequent 

to a program's completion (Cbambas, 1994). Fomiaaiz evaluaîion foaises on process 

objectives and program actîvities to provide in fodon  as to how to improve or &ne a 

program. It may involve de~cnÎiig and monitoring program adVities, testing paiodicaliy 

for progress toward acbievernent of attitude changes, looking for potentiai problems and 

identifjing areas where the program needs to k augrnented, modifieci or improved 
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(Hennan, Mo& and Fitz-Giin, 1987; Kettner, Momney and hWh, 1990; Rossi and 

Freeman, 1989; Shdish, Cook and Leviton, 1991). The activities miy be simple or 

cornplex and may be directed at speQnc questions reîated to developing the deIivery 

systern, setecting targets, and stnicturing interventions or may take the fom of ''mini- 

impact" evaiuations desiped to estimate the magnitude or impact to be expestecl with a 

particdar intervention @ossi and Freanan, 1989). 

Although formative evaluations vary in their rigour and sophistication of data 

collection and analysiq even simple formative studies provide insigùt into the problems an 

intervention may f'àce and ways to ovacome sucb problans (Rossi and Freeman, 1989, p. 

141). Formative evaluatiom provide i n f o d o n  which emphssizas the nature of program 

processes and implementation, clarification of goals and problems in implememation, and 

clarification ofrelatiomhips between program activities and outcornes which, in tum, is 

used to provide direction relathg to required program modifications (Chambers, 1994; 

Herman, Morris and Fitz-Giibon, 1987; Rossi and Fr- 1989). 

Fofmafive waluation can also provide idonnation as to whetha the program in 

question can be imptoved and how it cari be made more effective or efficient. Herman, 

Moms and FitzGbbon (1987) i d e  a number ofissues that may need to be addressed 

in providing this information: (a) what the program goals and objectives are; (b) wbat the 

most important program characteristics are; (c) how the program activities are supposed 

to lead to attainment of objectives; (d) wûaî acljustmeats in program management and 

support may be needed; (d) whether the program or parti& aspects of the program are 

better suited to certain types of participants; (e) wubat problems cm k identifiai and how 
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they can be solved; and (t) what measuns and designs wuid be ncommended for use 

during summtive evaiuation (p. 17). -sion makers may use the hfimnation fiom 

formative evaldon to maLe revisions in the mg, -es, and otha materiais of the 

program (Herman, Moms and F ï b b o n ,  1987) or to increase the success of 

subsequent imervemion efforts (Rossi and Freeman, 1989). 

Summative waluation can provide answers 6 t h  respect to whether the program is 

worth continuing, whther the program is &&e, wwh cocclusions can be drawn related 

to the effects of the program or its various components, what the program looks iike, and 

what the program accamplishes. 

A number of issues may need to be addressed in the course of sununative 

evaluation, many of which are the sarne as those addressed in a formative evaiuatio~ (a) 

what the goals and objectives of the program are; (b) what the program's moa important 

characteristics, activities, services, statnag and ndm;nisiraIive arrangements are; (c) how 

these particular activities are linked to program goals; (d) whether the planneci program 

actudy occwred; (e) whether the program led to goal achievement; (f) what programs 

might be available as alternatives to the program in questioo; (g) how & i v e  the 

program is in cornparison with altemative programs; (h) whether the program is 

differentiaüy effective with par t iah  types of participants or in particular locations; and 

(i) how costiy the program is (Hamm, Moms and Fi-Gibbon, 1987, p. 17). 

The primary comem of summative evduation is the documentation or assesment 

of program effects and detennining their causes and generalizabiiity. The types of 
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decisions aad actions tbat may fodlow a summative evaluation are those tbat relate to 

whetha to continue or discontirme a program or whether., and how, to -and or reduce 

the program (Hennan, Moms and F~tz-Giibon, 1987; Kettner, Moroney and Miutin, 

1990; Owen, 1993; Chambas. 1994). 

Approrches to Evaiuation 

There is no one key to meanin@ change in sociai programs. Rather, different 

evaiuatioas wiii be uxfiil at different stages of program dewlopment (Rossi and Fneman, 

1989; Owen, 1993; Shadish, Cwk and Lenton, 199 1). Rauming to Rossi and Freernan's 

(1989) three stages of program development, the same 8uthon present an ovdew of 

possible evaluation activities tailoreci to the program and its stage of implementation (p. 

165). 

. . 
on- 

(1) problem description and definition 

(2) operationaiizitig objectives 

(3) developing an intecvention mode1 

(4) defining extent and distribution of mget population 

(5) spe!cifyiig deLivery systems 

(1) idaitifying needed program changes 

(2) recienmiig objectives 

(3) designhg program rn&cations 
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(1) detanMing duabüih, 

(2) devdoping an &ution mode1 

(3) id-g p o t d  modification opportunities 

(4) determibing accountability nquirements 

For rnwvative murans 

(1) f o d v e  rrsearch and development 

(2) impiementation mooito~g 

For FiiLunino 

(1) research and development of program rehements 

(2) monitoring of program changes 

For Established ~~~~ 
(1) program monitoring and accountabiiity studies 

Assesann 

EQt lnnovative pwcams 

(1) impact studies 

(2) efnciency analyses 

(1) impact studies 

(2) efiïciency analyses 



(1) impact studies 

(2) eflrciency anaiyses 

Another way ofconcepnializing the various approaches to evaiuation is o f f d  by 

Owen (1993). This author's âaniework is baseâ on a concept termeci "evaiution fond' 

which provides guiddims to assist in the seledon ofa s-c approach best suited to a 

pariicular situation. Owen (1993) d e s c r i  f ie  evaluation f o m  each ofwhich is 

understood through reference to the foiiowing duneasions @p. 21 - 23): 

1, n h  Refers to the dtimate resson for coiducting the evaiuation and may 

hclude determining the impact of a program, monito~g an operathg program. 

refimng a program already in operation, providing an accurate description of a 

program already in operation or providhg i n f o d o n  to assist in the creation of a 

program- 

2. Pr- Refers to the degree to which the program has beea 

implemented at the t h e  of the proposed evduatio~ 

3. FOCW of E-: Refbs to the progrem components on which the 

evaluation is to concentrate and mry include the social, politicai, and economic 

context in which a program is to be developed; the ceberence aud aûequacy of 

program design; elements of program detivery or hplementatioa; or program 

outcornes. 

4. Refm to the temporal anlrs between the evaiuation and program delivezy. 
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5.  Refèrs to the "wiûùn fom" approaches once the 

appropriate evaiuation form is detamiind 

Owen (1993) summarizes the uses and suggested duaiion rpproaches 

appropriate to each of the fie evalhon fomis 

Impact evaiuations are conducteci to assess the impact of an established program 

Impact evaluation assumes some Iogicai end-point and dys ïs ,  typidy, inciudes the 

measurement of the extent and leveL of attainment of specified objectnres, the level of 

pe&ormance on outcorne measwes, and the cornplation of both intended and unintendeci 

outcornes- Impact evaIuations lead to a decision about the worth of a program and 

âequently have a strong summative emphasis (&en, 1993). 

Owen's (1993) summary and description of impact evaiuation is consistent with 

the writings of Rossi and Freeman (1989) with respect to the utility and reasons for 

conducting impact evaluations, and to the wrïtïngs of Haman, Moms and Fiu-Giibon 

(1987) with respect to the e m p k  on sunmiative evaluation. Rossi and F m  (1989) 

note that impact assessments can be used with pilot programs to determine whether the 

program has its intended effects, with innovative pmgrams to daermine whether or not 

the program should be expandeci to additionai sites, to determine whether or not a 

program should be supported in prefèrence to competiag program proposais, or, to 

demonstrate effectiveness for acmuntab'i pwposes. 



Owen (1993) identiEies the objectives based approacb as king an appropriate 

approach for impact a s e m m t s  The objectives baseci approach ptovides a judgernait 

about whether the stated goals or objectives hrve been achievcd. It involves the 

articulation of program objectives, the translation of program goals a d  objectives into 

valid measuns of outcorne, and the cornparison ofthe extent to which objdves were 

achieved with some s@ed standard or l d  of achievement. 

Owen (1993) views this appraach as being appropriate when a program is 

established and ongoing, meaning that program goals and intentions have been specified, 

program targets have been identifieci and implememtation is takuig place. Program 

management evaluation is kely to be management driva "The orientation ofthe 

evaiuator or evaiuation unit working in this culture is toward maximm achievement of the 

organization's goals" (p. 107). 

Evaluation in this form is evaluation within a cyctical process which includes 

program development, aiidon of resources, deiivery and evaiution. Form two 

evaluatioas are likely to be used for decision making and rcoountabüity purposes and often 

involve the development of a systern for regdar monitoring of program progress (Owen, 

1993). 

Evaluation in program management is typically concaned with mega and macro 

programs; that y large scak ongoing programs rather than d e r ,  more discrete 

inte~entions~ Typical cbatacteri~ics of mega rad ~ c r o  pmgrams are that they contain 
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mission statements and b d  objectives which are taken as &en for the purpose of 

detennining outcorne; they are designeci to tmdate aspects of the organhtion's policy 

into tangible outcornes; they are centmiiy pianued and Wced, but are delivemi at a 

range of locations or in diffkrent ways; they are primady the respo~l~l'biiity of senior 

management who are dependent on othas for program delivay; and they are ongoing 

programs ratha than d i m e  intaventions that are pubject to modification as a resuit of 

organizational, poiitical and fiscal fictors over which senior management has ody partial 

control (Owen, 1993). 

Owen (1993) identifies three approaches as bang appropriate to this evaluation 

form. The fïrst is for senior management to select a component of the program for 

systernatic analysis and review in order to assess the component in terms of its own 

objective and its conmiution to the mission and goals of the program- Key assumptions 

underlying this first approach are that senior management has an oveMew of the 

organization diciait  to be able to ide* a component for attention; that senior 

management has the powa to direct the evaluator or evatuation unit to address the issue 

and senior tnanagement is a mejor audience to the evaluation fmdiags (p. 113). 

The second approach to program management evaiuation is for senior 

management to encourage di cornpotlents of a program to assess th& pafommce on a 

regular basis. Information h m  these duations is used by senior management to malce 

judgements relating to the contrribution of& component to the mission and overall 

goals of the O ~ O I I ,  



In this approach, senior m a q p m e ~  is expectd to provide guidelines and 
resources for component evaiuations, as weii as prmciples for judging the 
relative contriiution of each cornpoueut, s h d d  tbis k neaSSzvyeaSSzvy Fkid 
staffmay be arpected to conduct the evaiuation of the component in which 
they are located, pabiips with assktanœ fiom a ceritral evzildon & 
(Owen, 1993, p. 114) 

The thid approach to form two duations applies to a pmpm that W cenîraUy 

specified and distributed to a k g e  mimkr of sites fOr Unplementation. The program 

specification inciudes a set ofimportant goals with guidelines being provideci to field staff 

to assist in implementation Field -have W e  or no say in program specification or 

An evaluation scheme consistent with tbis approach is: to have a set of 
important outcomes denned and made operational; to use a ceatraliad 
evaluation unit to compare directly the @ormance of sites us* the same 
operationai criteria; to reiate Werences in attainment ofthe outcornes to 
Merences in program delivery across sites - in this way statements can be 
made about the dative cgédveness of each site. (Owen, 1993, p. 1 15) 

Owen (1993) notes that this approach is consistent with the systems level type of 

evaluation developeâ in the United States in the mid-tdate 1960s. 

Process duation involves the collection of information relating to program 

activities and is used for a e e t y  of reasons: (a) to d e  decitions about a progtani 

duriag its formatiorq (b) to assist those r e ~ p o ~ b l e  for program delivery to Uaprow their 

practice; or (c) to M s t  those associateci widi i program to understaad nam M y  how t 

operates and wby it operates in a @eu way. 



Thus, whüe impact and monitoring duations are more Wrely to be 
addressed to managers a d  funding agencies, the hdings ofprocess 
evaluations are more l o g i d y  directecl at program împlernenters, for 
example those respansiik fir deIiverhg a program at the local or site level. 
(Owen, 1993, . p. 25) 

Owen (1993) identifies three approaches appropriate to form thme evaldon, 

each of which have different puposes, ditfirent ways of coIIecting data, and different 

audiences. 

The first approach identifieci by Owen (1993) is the Program Implementation 

Study. This approach is viewed as appropnate when information relating to the a d  

detivery of an existing program is n d e d  either to d e  Miprovements in the program or 

to review program outcornes. 

Examination of  program implementation can be an integrai part of an impact 

evaluation and is also important in its own right. Awareness of the Unportance of 

examining implementation in formal evaluation studies developed in the 1960s and 1970s 

as attempts were made to improve and refonn society through usiag a variation ofthe 

Remch Development and Diffusion Model. This mode1 assumed that "if the developers 

'got it right', improvements in the field wouid automaticaüy folow. Ail AU was required 

was for practitioners to translate the program plan into action by foliowing specined 

guidelines" (Owen, 1993, p. 130). 

Research on the impact ofthese programs was focusseci on measwing outcornes 

with the findiags oAen decting minimai impact. These findings led evaiuators to look at 

a d  implementation rather than maice the assurnption that prognuas were b&g 
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implemented in ways wbich wae consistent with the intestions ofthe developas. Studies 

of this kind are d e d  pnicess outcome studies wkre  the outcornes are considemi to be 

the dependent variables and implementation or process characteristics are coasidered to be 

the independent variables. Process outcome studies are gmenlly sumative in nature and 

are undertaken to examine the wonh ofa prognm or for political accountability reasons. 

h situations where the end poht of an evaluation is simpLy the extent of impIementation, 

outwmes are not examuieci and it is the degne of UnpIementation that is the dependent 

variable (Owen, 1 993). 

One approach to measuriag program implementation is known as the fidelity 

approach which involves developing measures ofthe essential -es ofa program in 

action and concentrates on mechanid and routine monito~g ofuse measures to the 

exclusion of other contextual features (Owen, 1993). In situations where it is important to 

understand how and why programs are implemented differently across locations, 

implementation evaluation may need to document variations in use and the factors 

involved in particular patterns of use at g k n  locations. In this case, a more flmible 

approach than the fidelity approach is needed requiriog a cornbition of preplanned data 

and fiexiile data collestion methods to foais on factors afkcting implementatio~~ 

"A motive for such a study could be the need to suggest ways ofovercoming barriers to 

the implementation of an important social or educatiod intavention" (Owen, 1993, p. 

133). 



This appro~ch is appropriate when a program is in the pracess of f o d o n  and 

evaiuative information is needed to refine speahcatîo~~ prior to making the program 

avdable for widespread use. Cornpend with process outcome studies, this type of 

evaluation is often l e s  rigomus relyhg on the use o f d o t a i  data and employing 

informai foms of féedback and reporting (Owen, 1993). 

This approach is used when practitioners have a professionai concem about the 

quality of program provision at the individuai site level. It assumes thai evaluations 

undertaken will be respousive to the needs of those M y  affecteci. Further, wMe the 

evaluation might address other program elements, its focus is on the deüvery and ways in 

which this can be improved (Owen, 1993). 

Responske evaluation is characterized by a strong dernacratic orientation with 

planning and, in sorne cases, ail aspects of the evaluation process taking place at the site 

level. It is oriented more directly to program activities than to program intents; it 

responds to audience requitements for program information and the différent value 

perspectives of the people at haad are refened to in reporthg the success or Mure of the 

program (Stake, 1980, p. 77 in Owen, 1993, p. 138). 

Owen (1993) identifies Mturalistic enquiry and action research as the two major 

approaches to site levei dU8fion. The natudistic enq* approach involves 

examination in a naturai setting- It begins with an immediate or obvious probiem; 

examines pracfice in order to extract assumptioni and intentions; is devclopmental with 
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cybenietic and feedback orientations; anci may lead to new pmgram goais aad BCfivîtîes 

that di&r h m  the exkting ones (Wadswostb, 1991 in ûwen, 1993, p. 137). 

The action research approach hs. as its basis, a search fbr site-1evd solutions to 

"on-the-job" probletm. Action research involves engagement with pdd issues and 

includes a nimber of stages: (a) dection of aimat action stage which d t s  f?om 

practitioners notichg a discrepancy betweai what they do or atpaience and what they 

expect to be happening; @) the design stage when practitioners make the problem explicit 

and set out to answer questions associateci with the problw (c) the fieldwork stage when 

data are coUected; (d) the analysis and conclusion stage when conclusions and 

explanations are generated; and (e) the planning stage which considen changes and 

options for improved practïce (Owen, 1993). 

According to Owen (1993), design evaluation concentrates on clarifying program 

Iogic when a program has not been fUy specified even though it may be 0perah8- This 

can occur when there is pressure to implement a program without having had the 

opportunity to thinL through the program's underiying structure and rationale, or, wbai 

those resporisible for program delivery are in oonflict over aspects of the program 

Another possibïï is that even though program impwentation has begun, there is 

confiisioa about how t should ideally be done. 

Program design evaiuation has a strong formaiive purpose and is used to clarify 

and comprehensiveIy document a program aIready in operation; to provide documentation 
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of a new program desi= and to produce Uifomution which may assist with the planning 

and irnplementation of a subsequciit outcome evaiuation. 

One approach to program design evaiuafïon is the evaluabiiity assesment 

originally developed by Wholey and his in the 1970s. Initially, evaiuaôüity 

assessrnent atternpted to id- the "reai" goah of a specinc program fiom the stated 

goais ancf to check consensus amaag the providers abwt the goals; to ideutify unrealistic 

goals not achievable through the program; to idente managers' and providers' 

perceptions of program aspects; to cl* the underlying program logic; and to elaborate 

the program by considering how it works in practice to make it more plausible to poiicy 

maken. Preparation for subsequent outcomes evaluation occurred through the 

clarification of what was learned in the design evaluation and the preparation ofa prograrn 

mode1 (Owen, 1993). 

More recently, modification of the outcomes focus has resulted in a greater weight 

being placed on design clarification as an end in its own right and a stronger process 

elernent which l a d s  to program cornmitment. In a reant overview, Sinith (1989) States 

the prirnary purposes of design eduations are now to refine the undedying prograrn 

(cause and efféct relationships) and bctional aspects (resowces and activities) with 

indicators for deteminhg when piannec! activities are implemented; when htended and 

unintendeci outcomes are acbieved; and, to idemi.@ stakeholders' awareness of and interest 

in a program (in ûwen, 1993). 

Smith (1989) continues on to note that when a program is king plmeû, it is the 

outcome ofa campreheasive program description that is the end-point. When the fms  is 
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on an existing program, an &&e design evaluafion will lead to clarification of design 

and increased cornmitment to implementation ofthe design (h O w q  1993, p. 146). 

Evaluation for development is the final evaluafion fom concepnialiad by Owen 

(1993). It occurs prior to program des@ and is useci to e s t  planaers in making 

decisions relating to the type of program needed and the design aspects of that program, 

or, where a program exïsts but a mjor review is needed and there is Wrelihood of the 

program being radically aitered or even replaced with a more appropriate program 

The orientation of fom five evaluation is to provide information to aid in the 

synthesis of programs. Owen (1993) identifies three major approaches to form five 

evaluations: (1) needs assesment, (2) research synthesis, and (3) review of exemplary 

practice. It is at this stage in developing his fiamework for evaluation that Owen (1993) 

diverges from the writings of other estabiished wrïten (Herman, Morris and Fitz-Gibbon, 

1987; Rossi and Freernan, 1989) as the approaches identifieci in form five are most often 

viewed as preparatory work for evaiuation activities rather than evaluation activities in 

their own right. 

Needs rissessrnent is weU known and, 8ccording to Owen (1993), is the mon 

acknowledged fonn of evduaîion for development. Owea defines an entity as bang "in 

need" if there is a clifference between the actual situation in which it exkts and the desireci 

or ideal situation at that tirne. Thmefore, needs assessrnent is concerned with establishing: 

(a) the desired or ideal state of affairs; @) the a d  state of af&Ùs; (c) the discrepancy 



between the desired and acnial state of-; (d) the ruisons for the discrepancies or 

needs; and (e) what needs should be given pnority for action Nad is viewed as a 

nonunitary concept which caa have different m&gs which am developed through 

discrepancy analysis ( p. 158). 

This approach Uivolves conducting a review ofresearch retevam to a particular 

area of policy or program development and simply acknowledges that pure and applied 

research results shoufd be taken hto account in the development of programs. 

The most obvious method of analyshg information in this approach is the 
literatun review . . . Once relevant articles have been assembleci t is up to 
the evaluator to examine the material and present it in ways which are 
logical to decision maken. (Owen, 1993, p. 164) 

This approach involves the identification of "good practice" and the 

documentation of practice principles as an input to the development ofgeneral policy. 

The key is to locate practitioners with advanceci talents and a dedicated 
approach to their work General understanding is strengthened by 
comparing Merent case examples. Inductive methods of d y s i s  are used 
to draw out the underlying assumptioiis and princip1es fiom the cases. "Ibis 
approach recoguizes tbat good p d c e  in the woricplace should be 
disseminated and used more widely. Procedures must be employed to 
capture and transfikr this knowledge to other users. (Owen, 1993, p. 165) 

As bas bem pmRousLy stated, the design and implementation ofevaluation 

research is dependent upon the specinc purpose for the evduatioo, the types of questions 

behg asked, the stage a program is in, whaher it is a new or established program, the type 



of decision the duation is inteaded to inform and whether the evaluation is to be of a 

formative or summative nature (Chamben, 1994; Rossi and Frremaa, 1989; Haman. 

Moms and Fi-Gi'bbon, 1987; Owen, 1993). 

Technical approaches are ofken dichotomucd h o  the two general categones of 

quantitative and qwiitative approaches. Historicaliy, quantitative approacbes have been 

most prevaient, partidarly in evaiuation studies intended to measure program effects 

(Herman, Moms and Fitz-Gibbon, 1987, p. 19). 

Quantitative approaches are wncemed prunarüy with measuring a finite 
number of prespecified outcomes, with judging effects, with amibuting 
cause by cornparhg the resuits of such measmements in various programs 
of interest, and with generalieng the r d t s  of the rneaswements and the 
results ofany wmparisoas to the population as a whole. The emphasis is 
on meamrhg, tnmmuhhg, aggregathg and comparing measurements, 
and on deriving meaning tiorn quantitative analyses- @erman, Moms and 
Fi t~ -~bbon ,  1987, pp. 19,20) 

Quantitative approaches ofiai utilize experimentai or quazi-experiniental designs 

and control groups, and are particuIarly important when the p h a q  evaluation issue is 

deteminhg program e f f ieness  (Hermas, Morris and F i t ~ - ~ b b o n ,  1987, p. 20). 

When using a qualitative approach, the researcher does not begin the study with a 

preexisting set ofexpectations or a prespecified classincation system for measuring 

outcomes or processes. The evaluator's role is to try to undastand the m e d g  of a 

program and its outwmes fiom the participants' perspectives. The emphasis is on detded 

description and indepth understandhg of the program or parti& aspects ofthe 

program as a whole. Quaütative techniques rnay rely ou more naturaüstic methods of 

gathering data which emerge fiom direct apaience with the program and its participants 
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and include methods such as observation, interviews, case studies, and other means of 

field work (Herman, Moms and Fi-Gicbbon, 1987, p. 21). Simply stated, qualitative 

approaches are those that are Urtended to detennine or elaborate on the kinds ofpmgram 

interventions and activities king utiiized Wb- q ua&&e approaches are those that 

are intended to numerically quane program interventions and activities (G. Reid, 

personal communication). 

Rossi and Freeman (1989) state tbat qualitative approaches have important roles to 

play in certain types of evduations particulariy in the monitoring of ongoing programs (p. 

265) but these authors favour quantitative approaches whea conducting impact 

assessments. As noted by Rossi and Freeman (1989), assessing impact in ways that are 

scientifidy plausible and that yield estunates of net a i s  requires the use ofdata that 

are quantifiable and systematidy and unifonnly coliected (p. 265). 



O v e ~ e w  of the Canadian Child W M m  System 

The Fedd-Provinciai Wodtkg Group on CMd and F d y  Savices Wormation 

(1994) published a report detaiüog the role of provincial and territorial authorities in cases 

of child abuse. The report matains an overview of the rMous chiid weifke servias 

including descriptions o f s e ~ c e  delivexy, definitions of abuse and negiect, nporting 

requirements, investigation proceâures, and intervention options with respect to children 

deemed to be in need of protaction 

The definitions of "a child in need of protection" provide the legai basis for 

government intemention where a child's well-king is at ri& (p. 6). Across Cmda,  

definitions of a child in need of protection i d e  child abuse and negiect as reasons for 

intervention by child weifkre authorities ('p. 6). The goals and philosophies of Canadian 

chiid w e k e  legislation vary somewhat across jurisdictions but ail re0ect the notion that 

families are the basic unit of society and shodd be presewed (p. 7). 

Families are respom-bIe for the am, nurhuing, supavision and protection 
of their children. However, the various pieces of legislrtion recognize that 
children have certain basic rias, includhg the right to be protected fiom 
abuse and neglect, and govamnents bave the responsibiiity to pfotect 
children h m  hann (Federai-Provincial Workhg Gmup on Chüd and 
Famüy Services Information, 1994, p. 6) 



The role of protecting children is d e d  out by cbild w e b  authorities aaoss 

Canada whose primuy responsiiities are to invdgae alleged or suspectexi child abuse 

or neglect and, where appropriate, to provide relevant services to ensure the weil king 

and safêty of the chiid. 

[fa M y  is unable, despite the provision of support services, to 
adequately p r o t e  a chiid, the authorities may tempomi& or pemmentiy 
assume respo~l~liility for the child; this involves court action and is r e f d  
to as taking the chiid into care. Alljurisdictions recognize that the ôest 
intaests ofthe cbild must be a primery consideration in ail aspects of chiid 
and fe Jervices, and that the least inmisive form ofintervention should 
be adopted. (Federal-Provincial Working Group on Child and Family 
SeMces Iaformation, 1994, p. 6) 

Ovemew of the Manitoba Cbiid Wdfuc System 

Manitoba's chiid welfan legislation is The CMd and F d y  Services Act (1986). 

Legislation relevant to chüd protection seMces is containeci in Part III ofThe Act (1986). 

A child in need of protection is defineci as "a cbüd whose We, heaIth, or emotional weU- 

being is endangered by the act or omission of a person" (Cbild and Family S e ~ c e  Act, 

Iiiustrations ofa chiid in n e d  of protection are provided in Pari III of The Chüd 

and F d y  Services Act (1986), Section 17 (2). p. 21. The Act states thaî a cbüd is in 

need of protection whae the cbild is abject to the foiiowing conditions: 

(a) is without adquate m e ,  supavision or coatrok 
@) is in the care, custdy, corn01 or charge ofa pason 

(i) who is unable or unwilhg to provide adequrite cari. 
supervision or control of the cbild, or 
ci) whose conduct endaugers or might adwger the Be, 
health or emotionai weU-being of the cbilâ, or 
(ii) who negiects or refirses to provide or obtM proper 
medical or other rem& care or treaaaent neccssary for 



the bealth or weiî-king of the child or who reftses to 
permit such are or treatment to k provideci to the child 
whm the cue or treatment is recommended by a duly 
suJised medical pctitïoneq 

(c) is abused or in danger ofbeïng ab- 
(d) is kyoad the contml of a person who bis the are, custody, control or 
charge of the chiid; 
(e) is ü U y  to d e r  harm or uijury due to the behaviour, condition, or 
domestic mviroment or assoc&ions of the child or of a penon having 
me, custody, control or charge ofthe chiid; 
(f)  is subjected ta m o n  or saaial harassment that endangers the Key 
health or emotionai weii-king of the child; 
(g) king uoda the age of 12 years, is left unattendeci and without 
reasonable provision beiug made for the s u ~ s i o n  and s a f i  of the child; 
(h) is the subject, or is about to becorne the subject, of aa iuilawfid 
adoption under Section 63 or of an u n i a d  sale unda Section 84 of The 
Act. 

Abuse is defined under The Child and F d y  Services Act (1986), Sedion I, p. 2, 

An act or omission of a person where the act or omission results in 
(a) physid injury to the child, 
@) emotional disebüity of a permanent nature in the child or is like1y to 
result in such a disabifity, or 
(c) s e d  exploitation of the child with or without the child's consent. 

Under the Child and Family Savices Act (1986), respodbility for chiid protection 

rests with the Director ofcbild and F d y  Services (Côiid and Family Services Act, 

Section 4 (l), p. 6). This responsibiüty is delegated to provincial cbild and fàrniiy senices 

agencies and 0th- agencies incorporateci under Sections 4 (3), 5, and 6 (1) of The Act 

(1986). Responsibility for planning a coordinated savice system, pdicy and legislation, 

establishing savice standards and the hdhg of services rests with The Child W e b  and 

Family Support Branch as dms pfograxn responsibiiity for chiid protection services, 
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adoption, residentiai tare and f b d y  mppn seMces (Fedd-Provincial WorLing Group 

on Child and Famiiy Savices Information, 1994, p. 10). 

Chüd protection services in Mdoba are delivered through a service de- 

stnicture which consists of five mandatai non-native cbild and fimily &ce agencies, 

five departmentai regiod offices, and eight mandatai native agencies. Additionai 

treatment, residential and pmention are d e l i d  by 24 group homes, four child 

care institutions which include 20 group homes, six Big BrotherDig Sista Organhtions 

and eight o t h a  extemal non-mandatal agacies. In total, these mandateâ and non- 

mandateci srnices are supporteci by approximateiy 60 departmentai -370 group home 

staft; 420 chiki and fàmïiy services agency staff and in access of 450 private agency staff 

which include homemakers, parent aides, and child are workers (Orientation to the 

Manitoba Chiid and Family Senices, Participants Maaual, 1996, pp. 3,19.) 

Accountability with respect to &ce delivery in Manitoba is in its dmlopmental 

stages and inc1udes a number of systemic checks and balances- These accountabiiity 

mechanisms are intended to easure that child we&e SeMces are provideci in accordance 

with the legislation and existing proviaciai policies, procedures, standards and protocols. 

In some cases, for example, the Ofltice of the ChiefMedicai Examiner, authouthoncy is &ranted 

to review and teport on agencies' hdl ing of specific cases and to d e  

recomeadations for future improvements with respect to cbüd proteaion &ces. 



c 
The Program Standards Mamai was released in 1988 by the Directot ofchild and 

Family Services to 1 regions d agencies iavolveci in the provision of mandated cMd 

and family services in Manitoba The standards established the baseline for chiid weifhre 

services throughout the province (Orientatioa to the Manitoba Child and Family SeMces 

Manuai, January 19%, p. 77). The standards cover aü programs and services under The 

Act (1986) and are accompanied by procedures which are eithr recommended or rquired 

dependiog on legel and administrative consideratioas @hitoba CommUIUlty Senices, 

Program Standards Manuai, CMd and Family Services, Section 10, p. 1). 

The Quaiïty Assurance Program within the Child Weifàre and Famiiy Support 

Branch is designed to ensure cornpliance with program and Service standards. The 

program utilizes file reviews, data collection and verification, data analysis, provision of 

service reports and recommendations for corrective action where required. The Quality 

Assurance Program is avaüable to the agencies and regions chargeci with provision 

responsibilities of chüd and fàmiîy Pavices. 

The Quaüty Assurance Program is implemented in regions, mdated cbild and 

family seMa agencies or group homeqand institutions at the nquest of the Executive 

Director of an agency, region or fàcüity, or, as damcd n#rsgery by the Director of Chüd 

and Family Services. Implementaîion caa include a compreheasive nMw of the entire 

senice delivay systean or a targeted miew of a specific unit or a m  (Orientation to the 

Manitoba Chüd and Family SeMces M;imial Jamrary 1996, pp. 77,78). 



The Ofnce of the Cbüdrea's Advocate was established via BüI 64 in the Spring 

Session of 1992. The specïfied duties, rrsponsiiiities rad powers ofthe Cbildrea's 

Advocate are detailal in the CMd and Famüy SeNices Act (1986). Part Li, Section B. 

The F e d d  - Provinciai Workmg Group on Child and Fady  Service Intomtion 

(1994) descni  the d e  of the Cbüdren's Advocate as inciuding both case and systemic 

Duties inchde advishg the Minister, invdgahg cornplaints and 
representing children 0 t h  than as legai counsel. The Advocate wüi ensure 
that children known to or in the care of Mioitoba's chüd and M y  Senrice 
system are protected and weU treated and that th& rightq interests and 
preferences are respecteci when decisiom affectiIIg them an made. (p. 
100) 

Under the Fatalities Inquiries Act, the Chief Medical Examiner is reqwrsd to 

investigate and review aii suspicious child deaths in the Province ofhhnïtoba, as well as 

the death of any child who was in the care ofa cWd w e k e  agency at the time of de& 

or, whose famüy hed received chüd w e b  services two years prior to the death. 

The nnal report is forwardd to the Ministry of Child and F d y  Services and inchdes, 

where appropriate, findiugs and recomendations for implemenîation by the specified 

agencies or depatunents (Federal-Proviaciai Working Grcmp on Chüd and F a d y  

The ChiefMedical Examiner is assisted by an mterdiscipiimtry Chitd Deeth Review 

Cormnittee which consists ofthe ChiefMedical Examiaer, iavestigators fiom the Office of 



the Medical Examiner7 cMd w e b  professiortais, pedutric pathologists, pediatriciam 

specialinng in chiid abuse, law enforcement officers, a repnsenSItive ofthe Assembiy of 

Manitoba Chi& and a representatm fhrn the Department of Justice. In addition to 

assessing the agency's intervention, the ChiefMedicai Examiner has the option of cotluig 

an inquest înto the death of a child (Christianson-Wood, 1995, p. 43,44)- 

Section 18 (1) of The Act (1986) states that where a person has information that 

l ads  the person reasonabiy to believe that a chiid is, or might be, in need of protection, 

that person mua report the information to an agency or to a parent or guardian. This 

requirement is applicable wen when the information was obtained through a professionai 

or confidentid relationsûip with the sole exception being mforrnation secureci through a 

solicitor-client reiationship. 

The Act (1986), Section 18 (1. l), p. 22 outlines the conditions under wbich a 

person is r e q d  to report specificaiiy to an agency: 

Where the person 
(a) does not know the identity of the parent or guardirui of the chitd; 
(b) has inforxuation that leads the pason reasonably to believe that the 
para* or guardian 

O is respoasible for causing the cbild to be in aeed of 
protection; or7 
ci) is unable or unwilling to provide adequate protection to 
the chiid in the circumstances; or, 

(c) &as information that leads the pesson reasonably to belim the chiid is 
or might be dering abuse. 



The Act (1986) rcquires an agency to investime di nports that a chüd mi& be 

abused or negiected to detennine the n d  for fÙrther intervention (p. 12). Each agency 

provides 24 hour nsponse capabilities with aü d è d s  to be responded to by the end of 

the foiiowing worlriag day. Wh- the risk to the chüd L considered to be b o u s  or 

where there is insuflcicient information to daaniine whether the child is  at nsk, the 

response is to be inmediate (Manitoba Community Services, Rogram Standards Manual, 

Child and Family Savices, Section 3 11, p. 1). 

Where an allegation of abuse has been reported in conjunction with serious 

physicai injury or s e d  abuse, the police are notifieci and a medical examinaOon is 

arrangeci immediateiy (The Fedd-Provincial Working Group on Child and F d y  

Senices Monnation, 1994). Agencies and involved profesSonais share ail relevant 

information. In the case of suspecteci or severe emotional abuse, medical corroboration 

may be required to est8blish a xrious and persistent pattem of abuse to cause emotional 

disability of a permanent natule (Fedd-Provincial Working Group on CMd and Family 

Services, 1994, p. 102). 

The ta& for the worker during the investigaiion is to assess the case by applying 

the legislated definitions of a chiid in n a d  of protection, An agency has the authority to 

apprehend and take a cbifd deemed to be in need of protection to a place of s a f i  and 
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may request police to enta any preaiises and assist in the apprehemion ofa 

child (Federal-Provinciai Working Group on Chüd ud F e  Setvices, 1994, pp. 8,102). 

Under Section 19 (1) of The Act (1986). dl agacies are requind to &lis& child 

abuse cornmittees to miew cases of deged chiid abuse. Memkrship on the coamiittees 

hcludes a chiid abuse coordinator, a medical practitioner, a r e p r d v e  of the locai 

police, a teactier or other represatative ofthe school division operatin8 within the agency 

boundaries and an agency-based member or stafFmember 0th- than the child abuse 

coordinator. The cornmittee's involvement continues throughout the investigation to 

review, monitor, fàcilitate involvement of other discipluies and provide cecornmendations 

to agencies (Federal-Provincial Working Group on Chiid and Family Savices, 1994, p. 

102). 

Part LI of The Act (1986) and ofthe Progrsm Standards MBnud ide* services 

provideci on a voluntaxy basis with such servias mghg fiom those ofa preventive nature 

through to crisis intervention activities. A parent or guardian may enter into a Family 

Support Service Agreement with an agency mgadhg the placement of a homeinaker or 

parent aide, where the parent or guardian is tanporarily unable to care for a chiid or whae 

a parent or guardian requires tnining in bomemakjng and child m. F a d y  Support 

Service Agreements are vaiid for six maths but m y  be adendeci for an additional six 



month period Vederal-Provincial Workùig Group on Child and F a d y  S e c e s ,  1994, p. 

A chiid may be phced into agency are without a traasfet of guardiruiship in 

circumstances where a parent, guardicia, or other pason who has care and control of the 

chiid is temporarily unahle to maLe adequate provision for the child. Section 14 (1) of 

The Act (1986) outlines the conditions under which the use ofa Voluntary Placement 

Agreement is appropriate: 

Where that person is unable to mke adequate provision for the care of that 
chiid 
(a) because of ihess7 misfortune7 or other circumstgllces iikely to be of a 
temporaxy duration; or, 
(b) because the chiid 

(i) is mentally retarde4 or 
( i i  is suffering âom a chronic medical d i s a b i i  r e g  
treatment which cannot be provided ifthe cMd rernains at 
home, or 
(fi) is 14 years ofage or older and beyond the coatrol of the 
person entering into the agreement. (Child and Family 
sewbs Act, 1986, section 14 (l), p. 17) 

The Federai-Provinciai Working Group on Child and F d y  Services (1994) 

Report notes that Voluntary Placement Agreements -y be used for both child abuse and 

neglect cases (p. 103). However, Voluntary Plrcemait Agnements are not imended as an 

alternative to protection d c e s  requirrd under Part III of The Act (Reid, G., Hill, E., 

Sigurdson, E., Swift, K., & Onysko, R, 1987). 



In situations where a chiid is believed to be in n a d  ofproteaion under Part IIï of 

The Act (1986), the chiid is placed unda apprehension and an application for court 

ordered protection is made to the F a d y  Court. 

ïhe court may order t h  (a) the child be retumed to the parents or 
guardian under the supeMsion ofan agency and subject to the conditions 
and for a period the judge considers nccesyry (Orda of Supervision), (ô) 
the chiid be placed with another pason thejudge considers best able to 
care for the chiid with or without a tramfier ofgtmiaanship and subject to 
the conditions and for a period the judge considers neceSSary (Thïrd Party 
Placement Chder), (c) the agency be appointeci guudian for up to a 
maximum of six to twmty four months depending on the age of the chüd 
( T e m p o q  &der ofûuardianship), or (d) the agency be appoinded the 
permanent guardian of the child (Order of Permanent Guardianship). 
(Federal-Provincial Working Group on Child and Family Services, 1994, 
pp. 103, 104) 

Federal statutes relevant to cMd weKkre legislaiion in Manitoba indude The 

Criminal Code, The Young Offenders Act, and The Divorce Act. 

Relevant provincial statuts include The Social Semices Administration Act, The 

F a d y  Maintenance Act, The Commwljty Chiid Day Care Standards Act, The 

Employment Standards Acî, The Manitoba Evidence Act, The Fatality Inquines Act, The 

Freedorn of Information Act, The Heahh Ciire Directives Act, The Human Ri- Code, 

The Mentai Heaith Act, The Public Heaith Act, The School Attendsace Act, and The 

Social AUowances Act- 
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SupcrViSOry hrctict Stududs - Miioitoba and other Canadian Lrisdictions 

Supemisory standards of practice acisr in MBnitoba as part of the Manitoba 

Program Standards Mànual which was released in 1988. The Program Standards M a a d  

provides the basehe for cbiid w e b  semices throughout the Province and pmvides 

minimum standards for 9 child w e W  prognms and servicesces Protection m*ces are 

viewed as a bighiy specialized and intense area of agency Services which requires 

consistent access to supervision. A ment r d e w  of Part III - Chüd Protection ofthe 

Manitoba Program Standards Manuai, by this author, fond s p d i c  refem~x to the 

supe~sory role in the foîîowing standards. 

Standard 3 12.1 is stated as foilows: "AU workers providing chiid protection intake 

investigations have access to a supervisor, abuse coordinator or designateci senior 

worker 24 hours per &y' (Program Standards Manuai, Child and Family SeMces 

- Part ïIt, Child Protection - Iatake Assessment, Section 3 12, p. 1). 

2- stmhm2A 

Standard 3 12.3 is stated as foUows: "AU Unakes conceming chiid protection are 

remwed by the supervisor to eosuie the appropriateness ofopenhg or closing the 

intaken (Program Standards Manual, Chiid and F m  Services - Part III, Chiid 

Protection - Intake Assessment, Section 3 12, p. 1). 



3. St.ndud320.2 

Standard 3202 is stated as foliows: =Ali case recordmg regarding cbüd protection 

cases is iaitialled and dated by the worker, ami is read, initialied and dated by the 

supervisof' (Pro- Standards Manuai, Chüd and F d y  Savices - Part III, 

Child Protection - Assessmeat, PIruining and Implementation, Section 320, p. 1). 

4- 

Standard 322.2 is stated as foilows: "A savice plan is rrviewed, revised and 

changeci as needed to meet the case circ~m~f8nces, but minimally evtxy three 

rnonths the worker and supervisor will review the'savice plan and ncord the 

resuits of the review in the file'' (Program Standards Manual, ChiId and F d y  

Services - Part III, Chiid Protection - Service Plaiining, Sedion 322, p. 1). 



5- stMmamu 

Standard 325.1 is stated as foiiows: T h e  traasfk pian is developed in 

codtat i0~1 with the supewïsor and is effcaed through a fùli case raiiew 

involving the other worka and the supavisor" (Program Standards h h d ,  Child 

and F d y  Services, Part Cud Protection - " ï d é f s ,  Section 325, p. 1). 

Standard 326.6 is stated as follows "AU cases to be considered for closhg are 

reviewed between the worker and supavisor to eiisun termination is appropriate" 

(Program Standards Manuai, Child and F a d y  Savices, Part III- Cbild Protection 

- Terminatïons, Section 325, p. 1). 

Standard 340.1 is stated as follows: Ti ali apprehensions, except in emergency 

situations, the worker consults with a supervisor prior to epprehension. In 

emergency situations, the worka advises the supavisor of  the appreheasion as 

soon as possible" (?rogram Standards Manuai, Cbild and F d y  Services, Part III, 

Chiid Protection - Appnhensions, Section 340, p. 1). 

Standard 340.5 is stated as follows: "The worker aiways consuits with a supdsor 

prior to withdrawiag an apprehension to aisun that an appropriate alternatiw plan 

is in place" (Program Standards MBnuaI, Chiid and F d y  Savices, Part III, Child 

Protection - Appnhdons ,  Section 340, p. 1). 



In pnpnration for the m e n t  study, tbïs author communiateci in writiiig with the 

other nine proviacial and territorial chiid welfàrejurisdictions to asœrtah the existence of 

social woric standards for supervisors involveci in the chiid protection field. Responses 

were received fkorn Health and Social Services, Northwest Tedories; the Department of 

Community Savices, Nova Scotia; F d y  and Chüdren's Senices, Albata; the 

Department of Social Savices, Newfoundland and Labrador, and the Mùiistry of 

Community and Social Services, Ontario. 

Information received fiom the Department of Socid Services, Newfoufldland and 

Labrador indicated that supmisors in this jufisdiction must bave a minimum of a Bachelor 

of Social Work and be a rrgistered social worker with the Newfoundland and Labrador 

Association of Social Work In addition, it à expecfed that supenisors who do not 

possess a M u a t e  degree at the the of hiring complete same within a five year p d  

f?om the date of M g .  Nedoundlaad and Labrador do not u t d b  aplicit standards of 

practice but do u t i b  the concept ofsupavisory oompetencies, adapteci fkom those 

developed by the Child Welfiire League and the Iastitute for Human Services, to form the 

basis for supe~sory training (E. Crawford, penod cornmunidon, h m y  6,1997). 

These cornpetencies are pro- specifîc (e-g. cornpetencies for supavision offoster are ,  

adoption and protection semices) and an conceatrated on idaitaying areas of knowledge 

required for supenisory practice witbui specific programs as opposed to identifjmig 

minimum expected standards for ptacfice. 
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Infiormation feceived fiom Alberta Famüy and Socid Services (AFSS) iadicated 

this jurïsdiction is presentiy impIementing a cMd w e b  supervisory practïce initiative 

focusd on descrifihg the chüd wdfire supavisory bction and a a m t a ô i i .  The 

bais for the role ofthe cbild w e h  supervisor in Alberti is the three fÙuctions of 

coaching, team work and evaiuatio[~, Each of the fÙnctions consist of a number of 

accountabilities for casework and staffddoprnent. Witûin the coacûing hction, the 

accowitabilities are d&ed as ensurhg thorough, accurate and ongoing s u p e ~ s o ~ ~  

support is provided for al1 cases to acbieve outcome goals, and ensuring that social 

workers' leaming and development needs are met. Within the teamwork bction, the 

accountabilities are stated as ensuring that staEwork collaboratively with children, 

familes, their communities, coiieagues and coliateds to achieve chiid weüàre outcornes, 

and develop and maifltain effective work teams. Wtthin the evaiuag fhction, the 

accountabilities are stated as ensuring thorough, accwate and tirnely evaluation of ail 

cases. The initiative is two-fold cornprising the development and implementation of 

standards for ~ccountability, and, supportkg the child w e h e  supervisor as a means of 

ensuring sucassful implementation. ûfparticular interest is the selection of the fkst focus 

for the initiative which is supporthg the supavison, IooLiag a th& workioads and 

eliminating the barriers. The cùüd w e b  supavisors are reporteci to have beea vay 

active in the process (S. Haon, penonal communication, Jaauary 3,1997). 

Communication received &om Heahh and Social Services, Nortbwest Tenitories 

indicated thet whüe supavisory responsiVrlities on vMous issues are included in the 

Famüy and Childrm's S d a s  Program Mimai, thy are not set out u a spccitic and 



stnrctured set of standards for supeniison. A review ofthe F d y  ami Children's 

Services Program Mlanuai (1993), by tbis wnta, found the foilowiag derence to the 

Chiid Wdfan Workers reguluty revïew their cases with the Supavisor, as 
required by the aeeds of the C m ,  and the hds of the case. Specifically, 
this supemision must happeex 

throughout the idce and investigaiion process and the entire case 
nunagement process 
when a côild is at %gh riskm i r ,  suicidai, or a danger to selfor othas 
in the deveiopment ofcase p h  
in preparation for case conférences 
when considering the removal of  the chdd h m  the home, his/àer eansfer 
to another placement, or raurniag the chiid to the parents 
when considerhg involving the police 
in prepadon for court attendance 
when consïde~g traasfer or t e m i d o n  of a case 
when there are si@cant changes in the cMd/Wy7s case plan 
when there are major or siBiiificant changes within the My/placement 
when a chüd is AW.OLJrunaway 
when a CWW lmves hidher casefoad. 
(Northwest Tenitones, F d y  and Children's Services 
Program Manuai, 1993, Section 1 .O, p. 3) 

Additional tesponsiibiibes of supavisors in the NorthwestTenÎtories include 

conducting reguiar performance appraisais; ensuring that child w c b  workers understand 

individual supervision on at least a twice monthly bask and fhce-to-fice supenision four 

times anndy to review case p b ;  reviewiag file documents regdariy; assistiag with key 

decisions on a 24 hour, on-cal1 basis; and ensuring that al1 fiie materiais are aimnt, 

accurate and complete (Northwest Territones, Famüy and Childresi's Services Pro- 

Manual, Section 1 .O, p. 3). 



49 

Communication received h m  the Dcpartmeat of Comtllunity Savices in Nova 

Scotia indicated this juridiction bas developod a Chiid Protection Se~*ces Standards 

Manual which incIudes a Risk Mwgement System. The key components of the Nova 

Scotia Risk Management System are that it en- a formaürcd proccss, estabiishes 

decision-makiag authority, and estaôlishes acamtabîlity for decision malong. Socid 

workers in Nova Scotia must atha c o d t  with their supavisors, or, in the event tbat 

consultation with the supervisor is not p o s a i  convene a Risk Management Conference 

which includes a supeMsor and an objective party regardhg nhe key decision points that 

may arise throughout the duration of a case- The involvement of supervisors at these 

decision points is considend a critical part of chiid protection social wock supewision (G- 

Savoury, personal communic8tion, Januaty 6, 1997). A review, by this writer, of Nova 

Scotia's Risk Management System i d d e d  the followhg decision points subsequent to 

receiving an allegation of abuse or negkct @p. 1,2). 

Decision Point # 1: Decision relating to whether to hvestigate an allegation of 

abuse or negiect. 

Decision Point # 2: Decision relating to prioritization of the response. 

Decision Point #3 : Decision relating to whether to substantiate the initiai 

aiîegation of abuse or negiect. 

Decision Point # 4: Decision nlating to whether to open the case for cliild 

protection d c e s .  

Decision Point # 5: Decision relating to determining the case plan. 

Decision Point # 6: Decision relating to couri application. 



7. Decision Point # 7: Decision nleting to m v a i  ofthe cbiid. 

8. Decision P o h  # 8: Decision celating to retum of the child. 

9. Decision Point # 9: Decision rrlatiag to closire ofthe case. 

The decision to terminate the investigation and close the case caa be made at any 

of the decision points identifiecl in the Risk Managema System In addition to the 

above-noted requirements relating to supavisory involvement, supewïsors are required to 

meet personally with social workers for a minimum of 2 hom per month to review their 

caseIoad and disaiss any administrative or clinical issues arising fiom the caseload, 

evaiuate ail child protection caseloads every 60 days to review the list of cases, status and 

workload involved; and provide consukation and d irdon  in the evem of emexgency, 

crisis situations (G. Savoury, personal commUIlj.cation, January 6, 1997). 

The Revised Standards for Investigation and Management of Chiid Abuse Cases 

(1992) were received fiom the Ontario Ministry of Cornmunity and Social SeMces. The 

Revised Standards include a specitic standard relating to the supenision of child abuse 

cases. This specific standard is quoted below: 

Ali child abuse investigations, open protection cases and chüdren in care 
cases where the allegation of abuse is verified and abuse remains a conceni, 
mua be revieweû regularly by the worker and the worker's supervisor- 
The supewisor mst be hvolved at the folïowing points: 
a) et initiai r e f d  or ailegation of abuse; 
b) ducing the investigation stage; 
c) on completion of the investigation (decision or disposition); 
d) when reporthg to the Chiid Abuse Register, 
e) when considering removal of the chüd; 
f )  when mirn ofthe child to the child's home is considered; 
g) when tennination of the case is considered; 



h) when plia notification and consultation is requireû accordhg to the 
i o d  protocol; 
i) prior to any court involvement; 
j) whenthecaseisto beaaasârrsd; 
k) dwhg any major changes in the pian of service. 
AU case reviews shaü bt rearded and @ed in the case fiie. (ûntario 
Ministry of Comminity and Soaal Services, Revised Standards for 
Investigation and Mimagement of Cbild Abuse Cases, 1992, Standard 18, 
P- 31) 

la addition to Standard 18, superMsory involvement is mdated  under Standards 

3, 10, 16, 19,25,26,27,29, and 30. Standard 3 requires supe~sory involvanent to 

delay seeing a child aileged to have ban abuseci beyond 12 hours nom the time the 

referral is received (p 13). Standard 10 requins supenisory involvement in the 

verifkation of an aliegation of cMd abuse (p. 23). Standard 16 requires supervisory 

involvernent in the case assessment process and the devdopment of the SefYice plan for 

the child and other members of the child's fhmdy (p. 27). Standard 19 requires 

supe~sory involvement in developiag a specinc plan of intervention in cases where a 

supe~sory  order or agreement for voluntary suvices exkts @. 32). Standard 25 requires 

supe~sory  involvement where a child is misnng and abuse bas been verified, or, is under 

investigation (p. 37). Standard 26 requires ~upeMsory involvernent in cases where a 

fàxniiy is missing and abuse bas been venfied, or, is under investigation (p. 37). Standard 

27 rquires supe~sory involvement pnor to makîng a decision to r e c w  a case of child 

abuse. Reciassification meam that the treatment and prevention of abuse is no longer the 

primary purpose for providing Services (p. 38). Standard 29 reqdes supavisory 

involvement when a child receiving senice fkom a Childrea's Aid Society has died as a 
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resuit of abuse @. 40). Strmdud 30 nquins t h  supavisors read, approve, sign and daîe 

aii case recordings (p. 41). 

Specinc standards for supemisoxy pTBiCfice exkt in thejwisdictions of W o b a ,  

Nova Scotia, Orrtatio, and the North;west Tenitones. As there was no response teceived 

fkom the remaining Caaadan jtuisdictions, it is undear whether supavisory practice 

standards are utüized in British Columbia, Quebec, Saskatchewan or Prince Edward 

Island. 

Ofthe fowjucisdictions where supervisory practice stanbrds an known to exist, 

aii four rquire that social workas bave access to supenkory comultation; that 

supe~sory staffreview child protection intakes with respect to the appropriateness of 

opening or closing a case; that supemisory staffreview service plans to identify 

appropriate revisions to the plans; thaî supervisory H i s  involved in the decision to 

remove a chiid fiom his or h a  home (apprehension); and that supavisory d i s  ïnvofved 

in the decision to retum a child to bis or her home- 

Manitoba, the Northwest Tdtorieq and OntMo include standards requiriag 

supavisory miew of case recordkg and supenhory involvement in procedures relating 

to the transfèr of cases- It is unclcar whether paralld standards cxist in Nova Scotia. 

Wah respect to mandated supavisory involvement in priorizing the nsponse to an 

abuse allegation and deteminhg the case pian, Jtrmdrrds exkit in Nova Scotis, the 

Northwest Territones, and Ontuio. The Pmvince of Manitoba does mt  specisdy 
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articulate a pacallel standard with respect to these issues, but d a s  require supenfisory 

involvemeni at these points thmugh a denned procedm -cd with the intake 

process (Program Staghds h h d ,  Clrüd and F d y  S a i i c e ~ ,  1988, Section 3 11, p. 2). 

F i i y ,  with respect to the decision to initiate r court application, standards 

requiring supavisory involvement are in piaœ in hrtanitoba, Nova Scotia, the Northwest 

TemtoMs and Ornano. Wth respect to the latter thnejurisdictions, p d c e  standards 

explicitly state the requirement of supavisory involvement when d g  the decision to 

initiate an application to the courts. With respect to Manitoba standards, this requirement 

is implicit in the standards requiring supavisory involvawnt in the decision to apprehend 

a child (Standard 340.1) or to withdraw the apprehension of a chüd (Standard 340.5) in 

that it is the decision to apprehend which initiates the legai pmass. In Maatoba, whae a 

child has been placed under apprehemion, udess the apprehension is withdrawn and the 

child returried to bis or her home within four judicial days, the agency is required, by law, 

to initiate an application for court ordered protection 

The above-mentioned standards for supavisory pfacfice in Manitoba and other 

Canadian jurisdictions appear to support the view of protection seMces king a bighly 

speciaiized and intense area of agency services (Manitoba Program Standards MBnual, 

Child and F a d y  Services, Part III, p. 2). Clearly, the role of th child protection 

supe~sor is to provide guidance rad oversee the actions and decision making of chiid 

protection social workers particutarly in the assessment of ri& and subsequeat decision 

making. Wbüe aii of the jurisdictions reviewed for tliis study dCnire a numba of decision 

points in the case management proccs~ whae supavisory imrolvement is required, it is 
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this Wnter's opinion, tbat 0a-o hs deveioped the most comprehensive system for 

identifying key decision points where @sory involvement can be expecfed to usist in 

making an acwrite assessment ofri& with nspca to the likelihood ofthe occurrence of 

abuse or negiect. 



SUPER'lsroN IN SOCIAL WORK 

=tonCd ~VCMCU 

Social work supervision, as we know it today, originated in the aineteenth 

Charity Organïzation movement and the graduai replacement of volunteer visitors with 

paid agents (Kaiushia, 1976,1985,1992; Munsoa, 1983; Middleman and Rhodes, 1985). 

Kadusth (1976,1985,1992) provides a d d e d  discussion of the nipervisory 

functions perforrned by the paid agents Ïn relation to the volunteer vintors. These e d y  

volunteer workers were generally assigned a ümited number of fbrnilïes whicb, cornbineci 

with high turnover of volunteers, meant that the agencies were constantly facd with the 

problern of recruking, training, and providing M o n  for volunteers. These tasks were 

prllnaniy the respomibüity of the hiteci number ofpaid agents, who were given 

responsibiîity for a sizable n imba  of volunteer visitors. Initiaily, the paid agents shared 

supe~sion responsiility for the volunteer visitors with the district cornmittees. Over 

tirne, the cornmittees became more policy oriaited and the agent-supervisor was giwn 

respombility for case decisions, as weli as overseeing the impkmentrtion of these 

decisioas by the volunteer visitors. Graduaüy, the vohniteer visitors were repiaced wÏth 

paid workers who discussed th& ccues with the agent-supavisor. 
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Kadushin (1992) suggests that th supavioory nindions ofthe paid agents 

induded many p ~ c i p l e s  ofsupewkion tbat are stiU acceptable aad desirable incfuding 

* .  placing an emphasis on the paid agent's responsi%ilities to provide admintstrative, 

educationai and supportive aipavision in the comma ofa positive relatiohship. 

Appmaches to Supmi3ion 

The three aspects of administrative, ducationai and supportive supervision 

continue to be viewed as the primary fùnctions of supavisory practice to the pnsem date. 

ûver the y-, the bdance between these three aspects has fiuctuated with the balance 

most often behg tipped in favour of eitba the educational or administrative aspects of 

supe~sion W e  the emphasis was on the supeniisor's role as tacher during the earlier 

years' the development and diversification ofhrge-de public w e b  pro- during 

the 1950s and 1960s brought an increasing emphasis on the administrative hctiom. The 

intensified conceni with social action on the part of social workers Li the 1960s and early 

1970s, and an accompanying concem with respe* ta the rights of aii oppressed 

subordinate groups, cafiied ove to the social worka and resulted in a reaction agaht 

supe~sion in generai (Kadushin, 1985,1992). Freedom fiom supavisory contrd, a 

greater emphasis on participatory democracy and mutuality in the supervisory refationship 

were given greater emphasis (Mandeil, 1973 in Kadushin, 1985,1992). 

The 1970s brou* a growing coacem with accountabiiity d t i n g  in the balance 

swinghg again to the administrative aspects. At the same time, the dïscovery and growing 

interest of the supervisory role in preventing "bumout" resulted in a pater emphasis on 

the supportive aspects of supervision (Kadus& 1985,1991). 
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The c ~ m m  opinion as to the balance requirrd for appropriate supervision is 

dependent on the nature of the smrgce provided and the orientation ofthe individuai 

writer. For example, Munson (1983); Shuiman (1982,1993); and Pettes (1979) are 

primarüy concerneci with the clinid-educatiod fùnction (Kadushin, 1992). Austin 

(1981) is prïmariiy concemeci with the administrative hction (&dushin, 1992). 

Middleman and Rhodes (1985) fms on the teaching/edudonal fhction but do not limit 

this fùnction to issues related to clhical or p d c e  education @p. 28 - 30). Kadusbin 

(1976, 1985, 1992) emphasizes the importance of aU three aspects and, in contrast to the 

writers mentioned above, speaks clearly to the need for supervisors to tecognize and 

accept the authoritative aspects of the nipervisory role. 

The position of this writer with respect to appropriate supeMsory approaches 

within a mandateci child welfme setting is that competent supeMsory p d c e  cannot be 

provided in the absence of any of the three bctions of supervision. Although ali three 

are important in their own right, the hienuchicai structure of mandateci child w e k e  

organizations resuits in an emphasis being placed on the supavisor's responsiiüÏty to 

ensure that workers are operating within the panmeters of Iegislation and in accordance 

with agency policies and procedures. The accountabiiity ofsupemisors for the work of 

social workers wrnbïned with the concepts of vicarious liab'ity and imputed negügence 

operate against the selection ofa supavisory approach which concenttates p r W y  ou 

ducationai or supportive supeMsian As acknowledged by Patti (1983), authority is 

inherent to the administraiive and management process. T h e  manager does indeed direct 

and control and t h e  is nothiog to be gained by cloudiiig the d i t f  (ciâed in Kadushin, 
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1985, p. 98). At the same t'me, a isUpaVon approoch that concentrates primariiy on the 

administrative hction will aiil to provide the worka w*th the knowledge and 

instrumental skiils nquired for e&aive practice and wiii deprive the worket of a resowce 

to assist in dealhg wÏth a variety of job-relaîed stressesstresses Faiiure to incorporate the 

administrative, ducational and supportive fûnctions of supervision wüi iimit the agency's 

ability to O& effective md efficient client services. 

Kadushin developed a dennition of supeMsion in 1976 which is utilized in his 

more recent writing as well as the wxiting of others (Kadushin, 1985,1992; Middleman 

and Rhodes, 1985; Scott and Farmw, 1993; Shuirnan, 1993). Kadushin (1976) noted the 

need to discuu a number of considerations wbich, in aggregate, contniute to a 

comprehensive definition of supe~sion Kadushin's (1976) definition includes the 

fùnctions of supervision, the objectives ofsupe~sion, the hiemchicai position of 

supe~sors, the indirect service aspects of supervision, and the interactional process of 

supe~sion- 

Kadushin (1976,1985, 1992) acknowledges the eady defiaitious of the supeMsory 

role which induded the Iiciministration aud education functions and expands his detimtion 

to iaclude the expressive-supportive bction He argues the t h  aspects are 

distinguished in tenns of their corresponding pmb1ems and goals. Kaâushm (1985,1992) 

views the pruirPry problem in administrative supemision as h g  concemeci with the 

correct, effective, and appropriate implementation ofagency policies and procedures; the 

primary goal is  ensuruig adberence to policies and procedures. He views the p m  
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problem in educational supavision as the workas' lack of knowiedge or heptitude in 

relation to hiowledge, attitude and slaU required to do the job; the primary goal is to 

Ùapart knowledge and upgrade slrill. The prhmy problem in supportive supavisioo is 

viewed as beiag worker morde and job mkfktion; the primiiry g d  is to improve morale 

and job s a t i ~ o t l ,  Kadusbùi (1985,1992) views the admmstm . L 
tive, educationd and 

supportive aspects as h g  the major fbnctions of supervision, aü of whïch are 

complementary and necessary to a c h e  the uitimate objective ofsupmisioa. 

Short range objectives are identifieci for each of the fûnctions of supervision. The 

short range objective of educational supwision is to improve the worker's capacity to do 

his or her job more effecàvely. the shon range objective of administrative supeMsioa is to 

provide the worker with a work contest that p e h  him or her to do the job more 

effdvely; the short range objective of suppomve supervision is to assist the worker in 

feeling good about his or her job. These short-range objectives are the meam for 

achieving the long-range objective of providing effective and efficient Service to clients. In 

working toward tbis ultimate objective, the supeMsor administratively mtegrates and 

coordinates the supervisees' work with the work of others, educates the worker to 

provide a more skilful performance in their tesks and supports and sustains the workers in 

motivated performance of these tadcs (Kadushin, 1985, 1992). 

Kadushin (1985,1992) views the nrpavisor as ocaipyhg a middie management 

position where the supewïsor is respomile fbr the pafomance of the direct senice 

workers and is accountable to administrative directors. Supavision is foassed on i n t d  

operations speçificaliy related to program management and irnplementation. The 



supervisor's position in the agency orgmhtional structure is viewed as one which 

provides an kdinct Service whaeby the supexvïsor is in contact with the ciienî through 

the worker. Specifidly, the supavisor's role is to askt the worker to assist the client. 

The supervisor and supenkes' establish a smJl interiocking social system that, at its 

best, is democratic, cooperative, participatory, muhial, respeafiil, and open 

Kadushin's (1976) definition of the social work supervisor is as follows: 

A d work supervisor is an ageacy admiDistrative staffmanba to 
whom authority is delegated to direct, ooordinaîe, erihance, and evaiuate 
on-the-job performance of the nipavisees' for whose work he [or she] is 
held accountable. In implemeraing this respomiility the supervisor 
performs administrative, edudonai, and supportive t'unctions in 
interaction with the supavisces in the context of a positive reiationship. 
The supervisor's uitimate objective is to ddiver to agaicy clients the best 
possible service, both qmtitative and qU8ilitativeIy, in accordance with 
agency policies and procedwes- (p. 2 1) 

Administration is a process whîch implements organizational objectives. In 

organizatiom that are characterized by a highly differentïated hiemchicai structure, fiont- 

h e  supervisors are d i r d y  responsïble for, and in contact witb, the direct &ce 

workers. Front-line supe~sors dso cany responsi%dity for agency management wÏth 

specific responsibility for administrativemanagerial firnctions (KaduJhis 1985, 1992). 

Specific tasks a s d e d  with dischargiag administrative rrspoasiilities are 

identifieci by Kadusbio (1985,1992) and hclude nauitiiig and s e l d g  induchg 

and placing the new worker physically, Soaany, and orpka!iody into the agency-, 
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work planning to ensure that agency policies and objectives are transiated into tasks to be 

performed by direct saMa worlas; and asignhg work and cases to ciuure that 

deadlines can be met and workers can cornplete mandateci casks -out undue stress. 

ûther administrative tasks include delegathg which deals with the 1-1 of autoaorny 

delegated to the idhidual worka, monitoring, reviewing and evaimthg the work to 

ensure minimally acceptable levels of pafocmaace; coocoordinatmg the work of  diffèrent 

workers toward the achievement ofagency objdves  by maxhkhg cooperation and 

minùniaag conflict between workers and work units; and communication bc t ions  which 

include acting as an administrative conaol cemer for gathering processing. and 

disseminating Wormation fiom above and below in the hierarchid chah of command. 

Additional administrative task include acting as an advocate for Stanwith administration, 

other agency units and with the cornmunity of agencies through vemcal and horizontal 

communications to ensure active representation of workers' interests and viewpoints; 

acting as an administrative b s e r  with agency clients to hande problems and cornplaints 

relating to dissatisfaction with worker dechions or other aspects of Sentice to protect the 

worker, and the client, fiom possible arbitrary or ï n c o ~  decisioas; acting as a buffér 

between the agency and worker where needed (e.g. protect the worker nom imposition of 

unreasonable workload standards); and acting as an orpnimional change agent and 

community liaison to assist the agency in balaricing the contradictory needs of acceptiag 

change whiie maintairhg stabiity. 

The supeMsor is ultimatefy respoasible for d g  that these hctions are 

effectively and clngentiy implemented and, thaefon, must be grantecl the authonty and 
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power to enact these tasks- T h e  manager who consistdy shrinks fkom using the 

authority of the office when there is disrgreanent with mbordinates uitimatdy loses the 

ability to coordinate activities toward the acbievement of o r p b î i o n a i  objectives" 

(Patti, 1983, pp. 217-218 ated in Kadush, 1985, p. 93). 

At the same the that it is fecognized thaî supavisors nnut be granteci, and must 

exercise, some measure of authority and power, it is a b  rrcogMzcd that the moot 

effdve use of authority is minimai use - where it is clear that the situation demands it to 

achieve organizational goals and objectives (Kadushin, 1992, p. 97). 

The exercise of authority should be predictable to easure that staff can see the 

consequences of certain action which provides some measure of controk should be 

depersonalwd; should be impartially exercised to ensure siniilar marnent of people 

across sirniiar situations unless there is an acceptable fe8son for differential treatment; and 

shouid be Limited and job-related (Kadushin, 1992)- AQsrpstretion must be clear with 

both supervisors md staff as to the nature of the authority delegated to the supemisor, the 

limits of that authority, and the conditions mder which it can k legitimately exercised. 

When these conditions are met, the appropriate use of auîhorky is not in coaflict with the 

objectives of administrative, eduC8tiond or suppomve supervision; it is simply a tool to be 

used, when ncas~ary, to aisurr the provision of the best poss1ile savice to clieuts. 

Kadushin (1985,1992) vie- educational supervision as the second principal 

responsibiiity of supervision "It is concemeâ with teaching the knowledge, skills, and 
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attitudes necessay for the performance of ciinid social work tasks through detaüed 

analysis of the worker's interaction with the c i i d  (Kedushin, 1992, p. 135). 

Kadushin (1985,1992) vie- educational supeMsion as distinct fiom staff 

development and in-service training. Staffdeveiopment &ers to alI of the procedures an 

agency might employ to enhance the job-related Imowledge, skiils, and attitudes of its 

total statF; and indudes educational supavision *ch is directeci toward the needs of a 

particuiar worker carrying a particular caseload, eacountering particuiar problems and 

needing an individuaiized program of education- 

In-se~ce training is viewed as a more s@c form of staffdeveiopment. It refers 

to plannecl, formai training provided to a limiteci group of agency personnel who have the 

same job classification or the same job responsiiilities, and provides a generic teaching 

content applicable to al1 members of the group. Educational supervision supplements in- 

service training by assisting the worker to implement and apply the more generd leaming 

provided through in-se~ce training (Kadu* 1985,1992). 

The supervisor's role in educatiotd supeMsion includes proMding assistance with 

the implementation and application of generd leaming. Specific tasks may include 

requesting speciaijzed training as a consequerice of haviag assessed the worker's training 

needs armiging for the training, acting as a training broker by monitoring the availabiiity 

of training opportuaities, b ~ @ g  trainhg opportunities to the attention of workers and 

arranging for financial support and necessary coverage of the caseIoad, and planning 
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training programs with in-se~ce  training or stoffdewlopment personnel (Kadushio. 

1992). 

Educational supervision and admuu'Wve supervision rrinforce each otha  and 

share the saw ultimate objective ofproviding the best possible service to clients. Whiie 

administrative supeMsion provides the oqauïdonal structure to achiew the objective, 

educational s u p e ~ s i o n  provides the uaiaiiig tbat enables workers to achieve the objective 

(Kadushin, 1992). 

While administrative and educational supemision are coaarned with instrumentai 

needs, supportive supervision is concerneci with expressive needs. The focus is on 

assissing the worker to d d  with job-relateci stress and to develop amiades and f d g s  

that are conducive to peak job performance. 

Kadushin (1985, 1992) views the main sources of stress foi worken as being the 

performance and cornpliance demands of administrative supervision, the learning demands 

of educationai supenision, the clients, the nature and orgatbtionai context of social 

work tasks, and the relationship with the supervisor. 

As is the case with administrative and educationai supeniision, the objective of 

supportive supervision is to achieve effective and Mcient ctient Senrice. In implementing 

supportive supavision, the supervisor seeks to prevent the dwdopment of strrssfiil 

situations, to remove the worker fiom stress, to duce  the strass levels of the worker, and 

to assist the worker in adjusting to stress. Specificdy, the supervisor should be avaiiabie 

and approacbable, communiate wnfidence in the worker, provide paspective, exexaise 



failure when appropriate, sanction and share responsiiility h r  ddeasions, provide 

opportunities for independent fùnctioning and probaMe success in ta& achievement, and 

provide reassuance, encouragement, and recognition of achievement (Kadushin, 1985, 

Whiie Kadushin (1992) stresses the importance of supportive supervision, he also 

points to the limitations and states: 

It needs to be recognizecl . . . thaî even the best supernsOry nlationship is 
not potent enough to d v e  some dkddwtions and job-reiated confiicts 
that derive fkom the nature of the work itselfand the conditions under 
which it fkequentîy has to be pafomed Some d i s s a t i ~ o n s  are inherent 
in agency structure, the sogal work ta&, the state of  avaûable professional 
technology, and the position of the soaal work profession in modem 
society . . . . It would be askiug far more ofsupavisioa than it is capable of 
achieving ifa good supervisory relationship is acpected to elimiaate worker 
dissatkfkction, worka disenchantment, and worker turnover- This is part 
of the vocabulary of realism for supervisors. @p. 273,274) 

Research on supervision specific to social work is very Limited. Kadusbui (1985) 

points out that much of the research aMilable on supmWion in the human SerMces fies 

outside social work in related disciplines such as psychiatry7 psychology, coullselling, 

rehabilitation, speech and hearing therapy and pastod counselling @. 492). While there is 

abundant Literature avaüable on social work supervision, most of it is anecdotai, 

idiosyncrati~~ nonquantifiabIe and specuiative foaissed on what shouîd be done by 

supe~sors in supervision (Kadushia. 1985, p. 493). A &ew of the ütetgnue d t e d  in 

identayiag a number of midies dedhg with specif~c aspects of supervision 



Shulman, R o b i n  and Lucw (1981) conducteci a mdy on supavision in 

various social work agencies including chiid weifàre, hospitais and residential treatment 

centers. Tbis study surveyed 109 supervisors a d  671 âwt Iiae workers in relation to the 

structure and context of sumsioa Che area ofinvestigation was the tkquency of 

supe~sioa and g e n d  avaiiaôility of supavisots. ïhe hding of this study was that 

supe~sors set aside time for rqdariy scheduled individual supemkion fkom "a üttle of 

the tirne" to "sometimesY7 and, on average, these sessions were held only once pa month 

(Shulman, 1993, p. 25). 

Another area of investigation of the Shulmaa et al (1981) study was the percentage 

of time supervisors ailottecl to various tasks. The findings on this variable were that 

supe~sors spent approxhtely 4û% of theu time on administrative tasks (20.h on 

management, 18% on coordinating, 11% on personne1 matters). About O!  of 

supe~son'  tune was spent on supewision - consultation which can be intapreted to 

mean educational supervision (Shulman, 1982, p. 22 cited in Kadushh, 1985, p. 26). 

Poertner and Rapp (1983) conducteci a task d y s i s  of supervûion in a public 

child welfhre agency involving 120 supervisors and 227 direct service workers. A listing 

of 35 tasks identifiai through interviews with selected supervisors was sent to the 

participants of this study. Supenison nported perfonning 8% of the tadrs asociated 

with administrative supavisior (a) evaluating case plans for cornpliance with poticy, (b) 

examining case pians with social worlers, (c) pmjecting placements and Sennce needq (d) 

reviewing forms for accuracy and comptetion, (e) monitoring team goal attainment, (f) 

responding to inst~~ctions or requests Born central office, (g) revîewing and approvkg 



67 

forms, (h) meeting with community agencies to discuss service pians, 0 participaîing with 

community groups to identify ad define new priorities, and (j) meeting with 

community groups to gain coopaation in meeting departumtd goals. Tadcs concemeci 

with educational and supportive supervision comprised the remairhg 2oo/. (citai in 

Kadushin, 1985, p. 26). 

Pilcher (1984) couducted a study with manbers ofthe Australian Association of 

Social Workers with respect to mcmbers' attitudes and experiences of supervision The 

hdings of this study were thai the majority of participants viewed supendon as a valued 

sounding board for reflectitlg on practice and viewed supavisioa as a IifeIong requirement 

for the career of social work (cited in Swtt and Farrow, 1993, p. 35). 

Shulman (1991) wnducted a study in a proviacial cbild welfjire agency in British 

Columbia which reportecl on the percentage of the aiiocated by area executive directors 

(n = S), managers (n = 10) and fiont-üne supervisors (n = 68) to each of their différent 

fùnctions. In this study, supe~sors reported 52% of their thne being aüocated to 

administrative tasks and 400/. of their time beiDg allocated to the consultation h c t i o n  

(cited in Shulman, 1993, p. 23). 

Scott and Farrow (1993) studied the extent to which supervisory practices 

conformed to key remmmnded standards in the fields of child w e b  and hospitai social 

work. Using the 1988 Recommended Standards fbr Social Work SupeMsioa developed 

by the Ausaalian Association of Social Workers and Kadushin's (1976) denaition of 

social work supemision, the authon of this study surveyed 94 social workers and 

supe~sors  at the Commuaity Services Victoria statutory child weîfàre department and 
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139 social workers and supervisors in nine teacbg hospitais in MeBbourne. This study 

explored the degree to which thne specific standards were opaationalized in the two 

settings, one of which is relevant to the pcesent shdy "Supavision should meet the needs 

of supervisees withk the organidon for administrative, educational and supportive 

supervision" (Scott and Farrow, 1993, p. 33). 

The rnethodology and d y s i s  of this study involved the deveiopment of a six 

point Likert sale and a comparison of mean scores for each of the two sets of 

respondents, supdsors and social workers, withi. each of the two settings- It shouid be 

noted that although the scaies were designeci at the ordùial levei of measurement, a mean 

score was denved fiom the ordinai d e s -  In addition, as the authors note, the mean score 

is easiiy distorted by e m m e  scores and caution must be used in making any cornparisons 

between the two settings. With respect to this study's findiags relathg to the cMd 

welfare setting, supe~sors reporteci an equal emphasis on administrative and supportive 

supervision (mean scores 5.0 and 5.0) and a dightly lesser emphasis on educational 

supe~s ion  (mean score 4.0). 

Rushton and Nathan (19%) explored supewision being provided by 12 team 

leaders in London's inner city ushg the foais group method. Tbis study identifid 

supe~s ion  as a crucial element in idaitifyiiig chiidrra at risk and impertiag knowledge, 

understanding and skill to fiont h e  workers. The m e m b  of the fms  group in this 

study d e s c n i  the context in *ch they worked as foilows: 



b e r  city decline and fiaaaQal retmchment in over&miened social 
srmices depattments . . . . Chüd protecfion respo~l~~'bilities dominated th& 
worlg imbued as they wiU always be with wonyiag responsiiies and high 
professionaf anxiety. They c o d h e d  the evCdence ofa contemporary 
report @OH/SSI, 1990) that inexpen0enced workers on then teams wae  
holding child protection cases and that stafFshortages and absence 
increased the work pressure. (p. 361) 

Among the findhgs of the Rushton and Nathan (1996) study was the arpressed 

diicuity of protecting supervision tirne- fhe pcuticipants noted their intent was to 

provide formal, individual supervision one and a half hours every two weeks; however, 

due to more imme'ate pressures, fbîs goal was not achieved (p.361). Good time 

management skills and organizational cornpetence were viewed as essential to ensuriiig the 

moa productive use of limited supervision tirne- Planning reguiar supervision wd in 

advance, keeping a log ofaii cases dong with the accompanying child protection plan, and 

accurate records of when the chüd was 1st seen were idenMeci as specific tools to making 

supervision more systematic (p. 362). 
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CaAPTER N 

RESEARCE DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

The Research Hypothcrcr 

The research hypotheses for this study arc 

1. Supervisors and social workers, at Whpeg Child and Famiiy Services - Central 

Area, wiii perceive Merences as to the usefbess of planneci and unplanneci 

supeMsion with respect to enhancing their ability to efféctively cany out th& 

respective resp~~bi l i t i e s .  

2. Supervisory direction, or consuitation, at criticai decision points in the 

management of abuse and aegiect cases, protection cases, and children in care 

cases is essential to achieving the objective of ensuring that a chüd's nght to 

protection supersedes any ~econdary gods or objectives. Supe~sory direstion, or 

consultation, at critid decision points in the specified case types is only partially 

achieved at Winaipeg Child and Family Services - Central Area. 

3. There are three major elements that comprise & i v e  supervisioa: administrative 

supemsion, educatiod supervision and supportive supervision. At WUinipeg 

Child and Famdy Services - C d  Area, administrative atpenision is provided to 

a greater extent than is educatiod or supportive supavision. 
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Tût W h  Objectives 

The objectives of this study are: 

1. To complete a formatin pro- evaluation at Wm*peg Child anci Famüy 

Services - Centrai Ana fmsseû on aseshg the peroeived udbhess of planned 

and unplannecl supemision fiom the paspectms of the supeMsors and the social 

workers; the extent to which administrative, educatioaal and supportive 

supavision is irnplemented; and the extent to which supervisory personnel are 

involved in the management of abuse and negiect cases, open protection cases, and 

children in care cases at Wdpeg Child and Family S d c e s  - Central Area. 

2. To identify differences between the extent to which superuisory persomel at 

Wllllljpeg Child and Famüy Services - Centrai Area are invoIved in the 

management of abuse and neglezt cases, protection cases, and chiidren in a r e  

cases and the extent to which supervisory involvement is mandatai through 

practice standards which cmently exist in Canadian jurisdictions includiag the 

Province of Manitoba 

3. To provide a report for the program managers at Wdpeg  Child and Family 

Semices - Central Area that wiil provide descriptive information as outlined above 

and provide recommendations for a proass to improve the Central Ama's 

supe~sion programS. 

The Rcrcvrh Design 

The intent of dps study is to provide exploratory and descriptive i n f o d o n  

relating specifically to the supervision program cutrently in place wit&in the child 
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protection Setvice units at W ~ p e g  Chüd and FlmiEy Semices - Central Area. As the 

primary focus is on identifying the fiosuency and nature ofsupewision; idenrifling the 

extent to wtuch the fbycbons of administrative, edua*ouai, iad supportive supervision 

are Cacried out; id-g the extent to wbich supavisoiy involvernent ocairs at aiticai 

points in the decision making and management of abuse and negiect cases, protection 

cases, and cbiIdren in cme cases; and providing rewmmendations to improve the 

programming in these areas, a quantitative paradigm has been chosai. 

Wttbin the quantitative p d g m  chosen, the research desi*gn used is the cross 

sectional, or m e y ,  design The cross Secfional design was sdected, primady, as it is an 

effective design where the intent ofthe research is to provide exploratory or descriptive 

data. It is a relatively simple, ail-pwpose design that can gemrate sound, systematic data 

in relation to the reactions of people to the program. It is a strong design where the intent 

is to detemine how clients, workers, or administrators have experiend the program, 

what they think about different parts of the program and what they think are the &kts  of 

. . 
the program. It can fiequently generate enough data to ailow for the atammation of 

relationships between the chmeristics of the program partjcipants, the type of 

intervention they received or provided, and th& perceptions of the program and its 

possible &ects (Smith, 1990, p. 72). Wbile there are many strengths to the cross- 

sectional design, there are dso a numba of limitations. S p e d d y ,  because the design 

gathers data at only one point in time, it is subject to the u d  threats to i n t d  vaiidity 

including the e f f i  of history aad maturation (Atherton and K J m k ,  1982). The 
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r d t  is that, whiie this design is usdiil for exploratory and descriptive pnposes, it should 

not be used in studies seekuig causal explanations. 

eseaccb v m  . 
* 

The maui variables in tliis study are the u&ess ofplanned and unplanneci 

supervision as perceiveci by supervisors and social workers; the extent of sums0ry 

involvement at critical decision points in the case management of abuse and negiect cases, 

protection cases, and cMdren in care cases; the extent to which administrative 

supe~sioa is implemented; the extent to which educationd supewision is implemented; 

and the extent to which supportive supe~sion is impiementeci. Additionai variables 

which will be used for descriptive purposes include the level of education of supervisors 

and child protection social workers, and the level of experïence of supenRsors and child 

protection social workers. 

The D m  Collection lasfnimmt - -v& of  M- 

The data collection instrument is a four-part questionnaire developed fôr this 

study. Part 1 of the questionnaire provides demographic information and consists of four 

items which rneasuce total experience in chiid protection services at the respondents' 

cunent position classification (ordinal meastue), years of experîence in chiid protection 

seMces at Wuinpeg Child and F d y  Savices - C d  A m  at the respondeats' current 

classification (ordinal measure), years of experience in present position, and highest I d  

of education attauied (ordinal measure) for bot& supervison and sociai workers. It is 

recognized that measures oftirne such as years @ence are appropriately measured at 

the interval level; however, due to the small sia of the shidy sample (eight supeMsors 
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and fifty two s o d  workers), the decision was made to measure the time variables at the 

ordinal measure to safiard anonymity and confidenti&y. 

Part II of the questioanairr provides Uifodon reiating to the fkquency aiad 

nature of supervision as it is currently provided in the Central ana Part II consists of 

eleven items wbich mecisure the âquency of formai, individuai supemision (imterval 

measure), the Iength of supervision sessions (ordinal measure), the fhquency of informai, 

as-needed supervision (ordinal measure), the reasons for informat, as-aeeded supenision 

(nominal measure), the frequency of plmeci supervision (ordinai measure), the frepuency 

of interruptions of ~ u p e ~ s i o n  ( o r W  measure), the fiequency ofnipe~*sion k g  

rescheduled (ordinal measure), the generai level of satisfàction with the quality of 

supervision received or provided (ordinal measure), and the general level of satisfaction 

with the quaatity of supervision provided or recejved (ordinal measure). The last two 

items in Part II of the survey have been eliminated fiom the study's description of results, 

discussion of r d t s  and conclusions. Although these questions were felt to be 

appropriate at the time of the suntey's design and ddopmait, m e r  review in 

preparation for the data presentation and analysis stage led to the conclusion that these 

questions were not related to the stated study hypotheses, and m e r ,  that unnecessacy 

reporting of uifomtion, however interesting, would constitute a violation of participants' 

privacy (Atherton and Klemmack, 1982, p. 302). 

Part iII of the questionnaire consists of eight items intended to maisure the extent 

to which supeMsors are involved at critical points in the deasion malsag and m e r n e n t  

of abuse and negiect cases, open p c ~ t d o n  cases, and children in care cases. nie eight 
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items measured in Part ï I i  ofthe questionnaire are identicai in both the supervisor and 

social worker questionnaites and are aU measund at the occiinai level of measurement- 

Part IV ofthe questionnaire consists of 24 items relating to the fkequency of 

administrative, educational and supportive supavision Occumng in the nirrrnt sumsion 

structure at Central Ana Each of the three dimensions of supeMsion is masurd  by 

eight items on a five-point d e  (ordinal m w e )  which is intendeci to provide a 

composite meesure for administrative, educational and supportive supervision. The 

development ofthese questionnaire items foiiowed the procedure utilized in a study by 

Scott and Farrow (1993) which examineci the extent to which specjfic socl*al work 

supervision standards were me$ in an Austraiian child weiiàre and hospitai setting. ûfthe 

24 items in Part IV, nine of the questions were adapted fiom the 1993 study by Scott and 

Farrow (questions 24,26,27,30,37,40, 41,42 and 43). The remaining 13 questions 

were deveioped to fit the specinc supe~sory context of the current study. 

1. 

Planmi supervision refers to a meeting between the supeivisor and social 

worker that is intended to occur for the purpose of providing 

administrative, educationd and supportive supavision 

Planned supavision is operationaiiy dehed as the m e n c y  and length of 

fond, individual supervision sessions h t  ocair as intended between the 
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supemisor and the social worker (Questions # 5 & 6, Supemision 

Questionnaire). 

2. 

Unplanned supervision r e f i  to the provison of administrative, 

educatiomi or supportive supe~sioa by a supeMsor at a t h e  when it was 

not intendeci to occur. 

Unplaawd supe~sion is operatiody denmd as the frequency with which 

administrative, educationai or supportive supavision is provided by a 

supervisor on an as-needed or ernergency basis (Question # 7, Supervision 

Questionnaire). 

3. 

UseîÙiness of planned supe~sion refers to the extent to which planned 

supenision is perceiveci by supenisors and social workers to have utiiity or 

practicai worth with respect to edmcing their ab'ity to effêctively carry 

out the responsibiities oftheir respective roles. 

Usefuhess of planned supe~sion is opcsitiodiy denwd as the extent to 

which planned supemision is reporteâ by supavisors and social workers 

to have utility or plZLCfical worth with respect to enbanchg their ab- to 

efféctively carry out the responsibiies oftheir respective roles (Question 

# 12, Supervision Questionnaire). 
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4. 

UseWess of unplannecl supervision d i  to the extent to which 

unplaamd supervision is paœived by supervison and soaal workea to 

have utility or p d c a i  worth with respect to edmcing th& a b o i  to 

efféctively ccury out the responsiiilities ofth& respective roles. 

UsefUness of unplanneci supervision is operationally debed as the extent 

to which unplanmi supervision is reported by supeniisors and social 

workers to have practical worth with respect to enhancing their abiiity to 

effectively cany out the rrsponsïiilities of their respective roles (Question 

#13, Supervision Questionnaire). 

5. 

Administrative supe~sion is the process by which supervisors work 

toward achieving the organizational goal of ensuring that cMd protection 

social workers operate witbin the parameters set by legisletion, agency 

policies and procedures, and existing standards ofpractice (Kaâushin, 

1992). 

Administrative supervision is broken d o m  into four Speancations, each of 

which is quantitatively measured by scoring responses for two items on a 

d e  developed for this study. Measurement of the four  cations is 

intended to resuit in a composite measure of admini- supavision 
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The four specifications are the clarification ofroIes, the plamiiiig aad 

assiping ofwork, the d e w  and amsmmt of pedomance, and 

accountability and respo~t~liiiity (Swtt and F m w ,  1993, p. 37). 

(i) The extent to which supewisian includes c w g  the tasks 

ofthe social worka's role in child protection services 

(Question # 27, Supervision Questionnaire). 

(i) The extent to which supervision includes identifjing the 

areas of responsibiiity associated with the social worker's 

role in cMd protection seMces (Question # 39, Supervision 

Questionnaire). 

ork mnsurtmcat, 

(i) The extent to which supenkion includes providing 

assistance with prioriPng tasks ta be completed (Question 

# 29, Supervision Questionnaite). 

(i) The extent to which supervision includes planning and 

assimg of specific tasks to be cornpleted by social 

workers (Question # 43, Supavision Questionmh). 

(i) The extent to which supervision includes reviewing the 

social workds assesment of problems to be solved in 

specific cases (Question # 28, SupeMsion Quationnain). 
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Cui The extent to which supervision Mudes reviewhg the 

progress king d e  in complethg the sociril worlrer's 

respomibiilities in relation to the specinc case plans 

(Question # 34, Supavision Questionnaire). 

(i) The extent to wbich supmision includes revïewing the 

fiequeacy of the social worker's contacts with clients 

(Question # 35, SupeMsion Questionnaire). 

(i) The extent to which supervision includes the d g  of 

deadlines to nilfill the respoasibilities associateci with the 

child protection role (Question # 47, Supervision 

Questionnaire). 

du-rvm . . 
6. 

Educatiod supervision is the process by which supenbrs work toward 

achieving the organizational goal of  providing child protection social 

workers with the knowledge and skills required to perform the cbild 

protection fbnction (Xadushin, 1992). 

Educational supervision is broken d o m  into four specifications each of 

which is quantitatively measured by scoring two items on a d e  devdoped 

for this study. Meastuernent of the four specifications is intended to nsult 

in a composite measure of educationai supervision The four specjfications 
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are the ddopment of seIf-awareness, the building of a professional 

knowtedge base, the ddopmeat  of pcactice theory, and workiag 

re!laîionships (Scott and Famow, 1993, p. 37). 

t of 9 a w w  

The extent to which supeMsion includes identifying how 

the social workers' personal values couid affect their 

practice (Question # 3 1, Supervision Q u e s t i o ~ e ) .  

The extent to which supervision encourages the social 

workers to reflect on whether personel experiences rnay be 

impacthg on their practice (Question # 40, Supe~s ion  

Questi0~ake)- 

(i) The extent to which supervision includes identifjhg the 

underlying theoreticai bases of the social workers' actions 

(Question # 24, Supe~kion Questionnaire). 

(ü) The extent to wbich supervision r d t s  in an increased 

interest on the part of social workers relating to dïffierent 

theones of practice (Question # 37, Supervision 

Questionnaire). 



(i) The extent to wliich supervision includes i d e n m g  wious 

ïntewention options in relation to specinc cases (Question # 

25, Supenhsion Questionnaùe). 

(ii) The extent to which supervision Mudes id-g areas 

where advanced training would increase the range of 

p d c e  sWs and techniques available to the social worker 

(Question # 36, Supervision Questionmire). 

(i) The extent to which supewision includes planning straîegïes 

to d u c e  contlict between social workers and coileagues in 

their own or other units of the Agency (Question # 42, 

Supervision Questionnaire). 

(ii) The extent to which supervision includes p l d g  strategies 

to enhance working relationships with coiieggues employed 

in collateral organÏzations (Question # 46, Supe~sion 

Questionnaire). 

7. 

Supportive supervision is the process by which supeniisors work toward 

achieving the organizational goal of improvhg worker morale and job 

satisfàction (Kadusb, 1992). 



Supportive supavision is broken down into four SPeQncations each of 

which is quantitatively measured by two items on a d e  developed for this 

study. M-ement of the four Speciscations is intended to d t  in a 

composite measlire ofsupportive sumsio The four specifications are 

sustainhg worker morale, develophg a sense of protessonai wonh, 

developing a sense of belongïng in the Agency, and developing a sense of 

security in @ormance (Scott end Farrow, 1993, p. 37). 

(i) The extent to which supendsion includes i d m g  

sttategies to reduce job-related stress (Question # 32, 

Supe~sion Questionnaire). 

(ii) The extent to which supervision identifies strategies to 

MNmw the development of stressful situations (Question 

# 33, Supe~sion Questionnaire). 

(i) The extent to wbich supewisioa contributes to the social 

workers' sense of profeSSonalism (Question # 30, 

Supervision Questionnaire). 

(ü) The extent to which supavision reinforces the social 

workers' belidin the chiid protection d e  (Question # 44, 

SupesMsion QuestioMaire). 
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(i) The adait to which supavision contrikites to the sociai 

wotkers' sense ofbeionging in the Ag- (Question # 41, 

supervision QUestioMaire)). 

(ii) The extent to wbkh supavision id&es how the social 

workers' sucassflll paformance contributes to the 

achievement of the Agency's objectives (Question # 45, 

Supervision Questionnaire). 

The extent to which supmision decreases the socid 

workers' e e t y  about his or ha âandling o f a  case 

(Question # 26, SupeMsion Questionnaire). 

The extent to which supervision includes discussion relating 

to the social workers' past successes in handling difficuit 

situations (Question # 38, Supervision Questionnaire). 

8. 

Child protection seMces are those savices provided by mandated chüd 

w e k e  agencies whae the objective is to prevent the endangerment of a 

chiid's Wè, health, or emotional weU-king as the resuit of an act or 

omission by a person (Adapted f?om The Child & F d y  SaMces Act, 

1986, Section 17 (1). 
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9. 

Social worlms whose pcimary role is to provide chüd protection 

to chüdren and fimilies receivkg services under the Chiid and Family 

Services Act (1986). 

10. 

Chiid protection supervisors are agency administrative siaffmernbers to 

whom authority is delegated to direct, coordinate, enhance, and evaluate 

on-the-job paformance of child protdon social workers for whose work 

they are held accountable (Kadushia, 1985, 1992). 

11. 

Administrative, educational and supportive supavision provided for chüd 

protection social workers by child protection supervisors. Total 

supervision servias includes aii direction and consultation received on an 

as-needed emergency basis as weii as direction and consultation received 

through the provision of formai supavisory coaférences. 

12. Direcm 

hst~ctions provided to child protection socia( workers by child protection 

wpmisors. Direction includes the expectation tbat instructions WU be 

followed. 

13. 

In fondon  or advice provided to chiid protection saciai workers by child 

protection supeniisors. Codtation is qditatively different b m  



direction in that it may, or may not, be foilowed at the soaal worker's 

discretion- 

14. 

Critical decision points are those points in the case management process at 

which an assessment of risk for the i ikewid ofabuse and negiect is 

rquired to ensure the child's ri@ to protection supenedes any secondary 

goals or objectives. 

Critical desision points bave been extracteci âom The Revised Standards for the 

Investigation aud Management of Child Abuse Cases (Ontario Ministry of 

Community and Social Senices, 1992, p. 3 1) and are defined as: 

(i) the point of initial r e f i i  or allegation of abuse or n Ject; 

(ii) the p e n d  of t h e  d u ~ g  which the Mgation is king 
Camed out; 

(5) the point of completion of an investigation of abuse or neglect; 
(iv) the point at which consideration is g h n  to the 

apprehension of a chiid; 
(v) the point at which consideration is givai to retuming a child 

to the person fiom whom he or she was apprehended; 
(wii the point at which the development ofa case plan occurs; 
(vii) the point at which major changes to an estsbiished case plan 

are being conside@ and 
(Mü) the point at which consideration is @en to terminahg 

senices* 

It shodd be noted that five of the eight d u o n  points looseiy correspond to 

standards referenced in Manitoba's Program Standards M a n d  in &on to the 

supe~sory d e .  Specificaily, the five Manitoba standards are Standard 3 12.3 - Review 

by Supervisor, which requires supavisory review on aii intakes dealing with chiid 



protection to ensure the appropriateness of o p d g  or closing the intake (Section 3 12, p. 

1); Standard 322.2 - Quarteriy Revkws, *ch requins that service p h  be miewed by 

the supervisor at least qwteriy, but includes a statement nquging that semice plans be 

reviewed, revised and changed to meet the circumsf~111ces of the case (Section 322, p. 1); 

Standard 326.6 - Case Terminations, which requires supervisory review of al1 cases pnor 

to closing (Section 326, p. 1); Standard 340.1 - Consultation with Supervisor, which 

aates that aJi apprehensions, except in emergency situations, are to be discussed with the 

supenisor pnor to appreheasion and, in emergency situations, the worker is to advise the 

supe~so r  of the apprehensioa as won as possï%le (Section 340, p. 1); and Standard 340.5 

- Apprehension Withdrawai, which requins supervisory consultation pnor to withdrawing 

an apprehension (Section 3 50, p. 1). 

Abuse is defined as: 

An act or omission ofa person where the act or omission r d t s  in 
(a) physical injury to the child, 
(b) emotiod disability of a permanent nature in the child or is 

Urely to r d t  in such a disabüity, or 
(c) sexual exploitation ofthe chiid with or without the child's 

consent. (Federal Provincial Workhg Group on Chüd and 
F a d y  Services Information, 1994, p. 100) 

N3ect is dehed as follows: 

An omission of care due to the Mure of an adult chargecl with the 
responsibility for a chilci to protect that chiid from avoidable present and 
fiinire suffig.  Tbis includes a Mure to provide appropriate are, 
affection, control or stimulation for the child. This includes, but is not 
limiteci to, the expoaire of a child to fkquent fàmüy violence and 
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inappropriate demands fkom a caregiver. (Christianson-Wood, 1995, p. 
146) 

Protection C m  

Protection cas& r& to those fhiiy cases recaving child welfsre d c e s  

as the r e d t  ofhding a chüd to be in ueed of protection as de- in Part 

ïïï of The Chüd & Famiiy Services Act, 1986, Part III, Section 17 (1). 

Children in care cases refm to those cases opened for children's seMces where 

the child is unda apprehension, or, is legaüy under the temporary or permanent 

care of Winnipeg Child and Family Services - Centrai Area 

Samk 

The study sample is the total staff population within the savice units of Winnipeg 

Child and Family SeNices - Central Area holding direct responsibiiity for child protection 

services. In this study, the sarnple comprises the ïntake Unit, four Family Service Units, 

the Family Redcation Unit and the Pemianency P l k g  & Adoption Unit. 

Numeridy, this translates to eight supe~sors (seven current supeMsors and one 

supervisor cunently on leave) and 52 direct service social workers. - 
As previously stated, the data coMection method selected is the questionnaire 

which consists of 47 stnicnued, close-eaded questions. Paraifel questionnaires were 

developed for supeMsors and social workers. 
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The questionnaire was pre-tested with a supeMsor and seMa mit of another area 

of the Agency to answer the foliowhg questions (Atherton & Hemmack, 1982, p. 104): 

(1) Do the respondmts interpret the meanhg of the questions in the way they 

are intendeci? 

(2) How do the respondents fée1 about completing the questionnaire? 

(3) What problems can be identifieci in completing the quest ioh?  

(4) Are the iiistnictions easily undetstd? 

( 5 )  How long does it take to complete the questionnaire? 

The pre-test group consisted of one supenisor and eight social workers. Ail 

participants indicated the instructions were e d y  undeniwd 

Of the nine participants, two noted questions where they felt the meaning of the 

questions was unclear. One participant noted question 42 (uSupemision includes planning 

and discussing strategies to assist the social worker in reducing wnflict with colleagues in 

their own or 0th- units.") One other participant idenafied questions 24 ("Supe~sion 

hcludes identifying the underlying theoretical bases of the social workers actions."), 

question 33 ("Supervision includes ideatifyuig ways to assist the social worker in 

minimizing the development of m d  situations-"), question 37 (uSupeniision r d t s  in 

an Uicreased intaest on the part of social workers nlating to Mirent theories of 

practice."), and question 46 ("Supervision includes discussion and planning of strategies 

to assist the so~*al workers Ui enbanchg their workhg reiatïonships with colleagues 

employed in colateral organizations."), as being uuciear in their mesnings. This latter 

participant suggested using exampies to assist in ili m i d n g  the meankg of the m e y  
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questions. The noted questions were teviewed by this wnta, and afta taking into 

consideration the majority of the pre-test group a r p d  no di&dty with understanding 

the meaning of these questions (n = 7), the decision was d e  to reject the suggestion of 

providing examples for the m g r  questions. The rationaie fôr this decision was that 

incorporating examples would SignifïCZlILtly increase the Sut of the m e y  and the time 

required to complete the w e y -  In light of the welidocume~ited poar rate of retum in 

w e y  research and the d rniuority expressing ditliculty with the meauhg of the survey 

questions, the decision was made to administer the sumy in i ts originai format. 

With respect to the pre-test question which asked participants to idenbify any 

positive or negative feeüig they may have in completmg the s u ~ y ,  one participant 

expressed interest in seeing the results of the survey; one participant stated t made him or 

her aware of the possible range of responses based on the worker's experience, one 

participant stated his or h a  feeihgs were natu& and two participants indicated no 

feeiings in cornplethg the w e y .  

With respect to the pre-test question which askd participa~ts ifthere were any 

problems that cauld be identifieci, five participants stated thae were no problems, and one 

participant noted the following comment: "Just a few questions (above) where meaning 

wasn't clear. Examples are helpnil in iü umhing the meanïng." Che participant noted it 

appears compnhensive if you're a child protection woricer. 

Wiui respect to the pre-test question wbich asked participants how long it todr to 

complete the m e y ,  one participant indiateci 10 minutes, five participants indicaîed 15 
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minutes7 one participant indicated 15 - 20 minutes, one participant iadicated 20 nimutes, 

and one participant indicated 30 minutes 

The auveys (Appendi7c A, Appenâix B) were ndministd with the direct d c e  

worken (the people who d v e  the seniice) d the supavisors (the peuple Who provide 

the service) within the specised units of the Centrai h The meys,  with a covering 

ietter (Appendix C) outiining the purpose of the study, participant instructions, 

confidentiality procedures, and a selfaddressed stamped nhun envelope, were 

distributesi in individuai packets to each of the supervisors and social workas using the 

inter-office mail system within the Central Area Given that the researcher in this situation 

is an ernployee of the Ceneal Area, and is in a supdsory position, arrangements were 

made to have the completed questionnaires retunied to, and coded by, an independent 

researcher of Campbeii and Heinnch (Mhnitoba). Subsequent to this writer idemifyiag 

and providîng instruction to Campbeli and Heinrich (Manitoba) as to the appropriate 

statistical proceduces to be completed, the actual procedures were completed by Campbell 

and Heinrich (Mauitoba) to easure respondent oonfidentiaiity and mcourage maximum 

participation. hterpretation and data anaiysis were compkted by this writer. 

Additional safeguards designecl to ensure confidenhlky were developod and 

include the following measmes: at no the, did this writer have access to the completed 

questionnaires; assurances were pro* to respondents that data compileci Born the 

questionnaires would be used soldy to complae the evaluation; findings of the study 

would be reported on a group basis only, completed questionnaires would be destroyed by 

CampbeU and Heinrich (Maaitoba) subsequent to completion of tûe evaIIlatioa; and an 
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required participants to i d e  th& work tarmr ans pmvidd SpeciScrUy, partiCcipants 

were assureci tbat the identaying question wodd ôe used oaly to mike a det«mination as 

to the adequacy of the sample 0.e. nspanse me), ancl, that tbis detennination wodd 

be made by Campbeii and Hamich (Midoba). C ~ n f ï d ~ a l i t y  procedures were M y  

explaineci in the covaiiig Ietter. Participants w a e  also dvised in the covauig l a t a  thst 

rehim of the completed questionuake would consitute consent- 

Questionnlu'res and c o v e ~ g  Ietters wae distniuted in two matlings with seven 

days between the distniutions to encourage maximum participation The second mailing 

was sent to all o f  the potentiaî participants dong with a pasonai m m 0  thsnlrnig those 

who had already completed the w e y  and eucouraging those who had not yet completed 

the survey to do so. 

'ïùe Research Setting 

The Central Area is one of four geographidly defined swia areas of Winnipeg 

Chiid and Family Savices. The Centmi A m  has office locations at 83 1 Portage Avanie 

and 720 Broadway. The Central Area is defined by the following boundaries: 

The area bounded on the muth by the Assinihime River baween the Red 
River and St. James Strret; on the east by the Red River between the 
Assinibine Riva and the main Canadian P a c  Railway tracks; on the 
north by the main Canadian Prific Railway tracks bdweea the Red River 
and Keewatin S m  and on the west ôy Keewatin Street bctweai the main 
Canadian P d c  Raüway tracks and Notre Dame Avcmie and St. James 
Strest between Notre Dame and the AsSmbine Riva. (UnEned, 1994, p. 
6)  



A reœnt pfacticum report by M h d d t  (1995) outlined many of the community 

and cfient characteristics aSSOCiafed with the Central A m  

The con amt of Wirmpeg is a comrnuity d&ed both geographicaiiy and 
by its socioeconomic cîbd-e (Postl, 1995, p. 107) . . . the Ceatral 
area primanly sava the dkadvantaged and the disedhchised. The 
Centrai ana 'experiences the lowcst mcdisn iacome in Cauada' . . . anmial 
income Ievels in this area 'are 5OdOOh of those in 0th- Wapeg 
neighbourboods' (Po& 1995, p. 107) . . . . A significant proportion ofthe 
population of the Central Area are aboriginal (Po& 1995). As reporteci by 
P o d  (1995), in 1991 aboriginal people M g  in WtIMipeg made up Ph of 
the total popdation yet 43% of [these] inâividuals iivd in the inner &y- 
Single parent fhüies made up 8.5% of WlllIljpeg7s abonginai population 
yet 33 3% of inner city aboriginal th i l ies  were hgie parent fhiües- . . . 
Aboriginal heads of household tended to be younga than th& 
counterparts; as indicated by Posti (1995) 'there were three times more 
aboriginal households unda the age of 25 as compared to nonaboriginal' 
(p. 88). 'In the inna City 7 out of 10 abonginai fàmüïes Iived in poverty' 
(Postl, 1995, p. 88). 

A summary pronle of the prospective agency clients would indicate that a 
high percentage of clients are young female singie paremts, living in poverty 
with three or more c h i l h .  A @ority of these individuais are of minority 
ancestry, most M y  abonginas and uider the age of25. The client 
families are u d y  recipients of some form of income assktance, living in 
sub-standard houshg, resulting in a high pattern of migmncy. The childnn 
in these fhüies are at risk for chrdc  heafth issues resuIting in a high use 
of  medical profaonals and fkdities, poor school perfiormaace, and 
greater than average rate of involvernent with youth correctioual or chüd 
and fiuaüv savice heiphg professionais. (Mùwaldt, 1995, pp. 79,80) 

Posti (1995) identifies a mimba of s-c disadvantages to children living in the 

core area of the City: 

Poor housing, high unemployment and a hi& migcancy rate ali cormibute 
to the socioeconomic disadvantage ofcbîldren K .  in the core rna . . . 
Core area cMdren utiiize hospihi kds many times higher than non core 
children including treafment of inféctious diseases, blood disorciers, 
neoplasmJ. injuries, pregnancy, respiratory üIness, digestive iiiness, and 



s b  disease. . . . These chiidren have the highest need Ew heaith care 
interventions. Ln the con area one can Jso tiad hi@ rates ofcrim 
pefpetrated ont0 anâ by childrén, It is lLBo M area of OVQ repnsentation 
of -*dents and injuries, both at home and in the snats (p. 107). 

Supedsors in the Centrai Ana report to the Directot of Services Who, in aun, 

reports to the Area Director. 

There are no existing position descriptions which detad the role ofthe supavisor 

in an e d y  rneasmabk format. There is a Wdpeg Child and F d y  Services Position 

Smmaxy Outhe for Unit Supavisors wbich states the "major foais of the position is to 

ensure quality services dincted et the protection of children and the p m o n  of 

facniIies9' (WUUljpeg Chiid and F a d y  Services, Position Sunmisry ûutline, 1992). The 

Position Outline identifies four main fhctions and i d d e s  a number of -es 

associated with each of the four bctions. The four nrftin hctions and activities of the 

supervisor are outlined as foiiows: 

1. Assures the recniitma developmenî, and niSintenance of a qualifiecl 
Statnng complement witbm the Savice Unit. Assocuted activites are: 

1.1 Participates in the seIection of Umt SU& 
1.2 Arranges for orientation of Unit staK 
1.3 Momtors stciff adherenœ to soaal work pmass. 
1.4 Undertakes @ormance appraisaIs and review of Unit 
1.5 Provides day-tbday supervision, recognition and discipline to Unit staff. 
1.6 Recommends traiatOg mnt anaidaaa for Umt staff. 



Modors Unit Stancompüuice with climt documentation te~uirements. 
Assures storage, maintenance and retrid ofclient files. 
Undertaka a varïety of -cal and semice issue reports. 
Autborizes Agency disburseaients for petty cash, CM speciai need 
expe~ldiauies,aadstaffacpcase~. 
Enwves adherence to office management procrduns, scrffwork schedules, 
physical support activities, vehicle utilization, etc. 
Establisbes relationships with both desipted service and community 
agencies- 

3. ~thatSAsrnuwœUnit 
conaras are represente participates in Area decision making process, and 
represents Area peqective by d g  special assignments on behalfof 
the Area. Associated activities are: 

3.1 Contributes to the ddopment  of h a  Management Team Rocess. 
3.2 Identifies Setvice delBmy, p d c e  and Unit issues where policy 

development or revision is requind. 
3 -3 Undertalces Area-wide program responsibiiity on assignment. 

4. S e l f - D e v w m  of - Aaivdy seeks out 
knowledge of development and innovatio~~~ in social work and supervisory 
practices. 

4.1 Sets personal leamhg and improvement objectives which kclude broad 
issues impacting on the delivery of quaiiîy chüd and family sewices. 

4.2 Identifies and attends seleciéd training opportunities- 
4.3 Assists Stagdhdy supavised in idaitifying training for professional and 

persoaal seIfldevelopment needs. 
(WlLUljpeg Child and Family SeNices, Position Description) 

A miew of tecent postiDgs for supervisory positions within the C d  Area 

indicates the primary respom'bilities are to provide case supervision and consuitation to 

social workers regarding day-today savices, supervise a team of social workers with 

respect to case management and planuing, complete %mal paformatlce miews, compik 

service and program statistics, participate as a manba ofthe Central Area Uaiuigernent 

Team, participate in d t m e n t  and o r i d o n  of staff manbas, and provide &er hours 
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supervisory coverage on a rotationai basis. As bas been previously stated, thae are no 

agency-sanctioned models ofsupavision. The devant pdce standards of chüd 

protection supemision have been d i  to d e r  in tbis paper. 

Centrai Area's savice deiïvery structure for the provision of chüd protection 

services is diagrammeci in the attacheci oqphtional chart (Appendix D) and consists of 

the foliowing: 

The Intake Unit is physicaliy located at 83 1 Postage Avenue and comprises one 

supe~sor  and ten social workers workiag in teams of two. The btake bct ion in the 

Central Area is a centralizeci mode1 with one unit providing services for aii new intalces. 

The Act (1986) makes no provision for placing numerical liniits on the number of 

clients receiving seNices fiom rnandated child w e b e  agencies. This results in a 

fluctuating workioad in the Intake Unit that is entirely dependent on the nimber of 

referrals received. An MSW Pradcwn Report completed by J. Mirwaidt in 1995 

revealed that the Centrai Ana Intake Unit opemd 2, 162 cases betweea January 1994 and 

January 1995. Of the 2,162 cases opewd during tbis one year period, 1,796 cases were 

closeû at the Intake Unit. 

More recentiy, statistical data reiating to workloacl in the Intake Unit medeci that, 

at March 3 1,1997, there were 84 famiiy service ad 25 cbildren in care cases receivkg 

&ces in this Unit dsctiag an average caseIoad, on tbat date, of 10.9 cases per social 

worker (Manitoba Chüd and Faudy Savices Information System). 
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A numba ofrekrrai sources wae identifid by Mirwaldt (1995): *refkds 

(1 7.25%); schoois (1 3 -25%); );y memkn (10.5Wh); other Child and F a d y  SmDces 

Agencies (10.5o./, hospitats (lO.û%); private citizens (9.50"/0 other specised &erra1 

sources (9.7W) wûich included Robation and Youth Comectiod fàdities, fhdy  court, 

private counseuuig agencies, private physicians, public heahh savices, provincial social 

assistance, city soaal services, day crins, speciaî education program, cMd guidance 

chic, chüd we~bre resïdential cemers and anoaymous sources; other non-specified 

sources (7.75%); ami sources not i d d e d  m the documents rm-ewed (3.75%)). 

As is the case with aîi direct senrice rmitJ providiag child protection senrices in the 

Area, there are no existing formakâ programmatic goals or objectives. Supavisors and 

social workers rely on the o v d  Agency mission statement or The Act (1986) to define 

programrr~itic areas. The goals as outiined in the mission statemem do speak to services 

but do aot outline how &ces should be dehvered. Upon r e f d  to the Intake Unit, 

cases are screened for eligibiliîy Eligibility is determinecl by the individual worker and, 

where eligibility is unclear, in consuitation with the supervisor. Most decisions appear to 

be made on a case by case basis. FoUowing the initial rrfaral and eligiiility assessment, 

there are four possible &ce directions (Mïrwalch, 1995, p. 65). 

1. The service request does not fhli unda the Agency's 

mandate tesulting in îhe case behg closed at intake. 

2. The savice request requins that oniy idionnation be 

provided resultbg in the case king closed at intake. 
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3. The d c e  request CM or should be fùlfiiied by another 

agency d t i n g  Ui the case being closed t M e .  

4. The Service request fills witlM the Agaicy's mandate d t h g  in the 

O-g o fa  me, investigation and fùrher assessment, initiai planning, and 

traiisfir to an ongohg semice unit witbm the Central Area. 

The length oftime for intake involvement and level of Service varies with the 

nature of the s e ~ œ  request and the outcorne of investigation and assessment. Cases are 

typicaüy d e r r e d  to the ongoing savice units witbïn 30 days of the iniljai opening 

which provides a limiteci abiiity to coimol the workload of the unit 

The Central Area has four F d y  Senrice Units each of which are StZIffed by one 

supe~sor and seven social workas. Cases are transférred nom the Imake Umt to one of 

two Family S e ~ c e  Units housed in the main building at 83 1 Portage Avenue, or, one of 

two F a d y  Service UnÏts housed in a satellite office at 720 Bmadmy. 

The F d y  Seniice UMts provide a ftn range of protection srnias and case 

plaMiDg for chilchen in care md h i i î e s  in the comrnumty where a child has been 

identifid as being in n a d  of protection, or, where the aced for protection is identified as a 

iikelihood in the fiiturr. The range of savices includes devdoping and hplemedng plans 

for chüdren in cue who are expected to return to the M y  home; permmency phming 

and implementation of plans fDr cbildran who are permanent wards and ova tk age of 

five; ongoing assesment; erniogiag, monitoring, and supcrvising visits chüdren 

in care and family members; completioa of r e h a k  anci ongoing consultation with bath 
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coliaterai agencies and intenial departments ïnvolved in proviâing savices f8r children and 

their fhmüies; attendance a di court a p p e a t a f l ~  including docket court, pre-trial 

hearings, cornesteci trials, acass and guardianship hearipgs; p q a m h  of documentation 

for court purposes inchiding particulam and contestecl court loumfiran'es; investigation of 

aii aüegations of abuse and negiect where a chüd remaïns a home and is open on a social 

worker's casdoad; physicai rernoval of children fiom th& Wes and placement in foster 

homes or other places of s a f i ,  investigation of allegations of abuse aad neglect in foster 

homes; completion of risk assessments; completion of Wriffen fbdy and chiid 

assessments and other recordhg requiremeats; and ail other aspects of case management 

and service delivery incIuding responding to rquests for infodon nom extenal 

agencies and organizations (e-g. Chüdren's Advocate, Ofllice of the Chief Medical 

Examiner, Child Weltiire and Famiiy Support Branch). 

Currently, ail case planning decisions including decisiom to apprehend or 

discharge a child are to be approved by the Unit Supervisor. The fkequency, content and 

process of supervisory coderences appears to be varied across the F d y  S e ~ c e  Units. 

Data relating to the number of cese oaasfers fiom the htake unit for the period of 

January 1994 to January 1995 indicate tbae were 408 traasfgs to oat of t h e  f h ü y  

service units (the fourth unit was not f o d  untü ûctober 1995). The average number of 

case transfers per unit for this one year period was 135, with each unit receiviug an 

average of 1 1.3 cases pa month (Mimal& 1995). It should be noted that a case 

transfemed nom the Intake Unit is counted in transfsr statistics as one case regardles of 

the numba of children in care cases a#ached to the âunily service case. 
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Monnation miating to the workioad ofthe F e  Savice U !  was obtained 

from the Chiiàmd Famiiy Savices Infiormation System (CFSIS). The CFSIS reports, 

specinc to the Cennal Am, showed that a March 3 1,1997, tfsae were 421 open M y  

service cases wirhin the Centrai Area's fwt fbdy service UHifS- In aâdition to the M y  

s e ~ c e  cases, there were 559 ctiüdren in are cases receMag senfices within the four 

f d y  s e ~ a  units. The combination of fhdy Service and chüdren in can cases reflects 

an average caseload of 35 for each of the 28 full time socid work positions in these units. 

It shouid be noted that these numbers greatly exceed recommended caseloads in the 

literature on child weifàre- The Chiid Welfive League of Amerka (1989) recommends 

caseloads of 12 to 14 per Soaal worker (CM in Pecorq Whittaker and Wuccio, 1992, 

p. 265). The National Association of Social Workers (1981) suggeds a caseIoad of 20 to 

25 ifthe caseIoad is comprised of faniiy service cases (cited in Pecora, Whïttaker and 

Mduccio, 1992, p. 265). 

The Family Reunification Uait is located at 83 1 Portage Avenue and comprises 

one supervisor, seven social workas and one f h d y  support worker Famiiy &cation 

refm to the planned ptocess of reconnecting children in outof-home placanents with 

their biologicai fâmiiies. Families are refffnd to this unit either dirs*ly h m  the Make 

Unit or the F d y  S e M a  Uaits. 

Services an provideci in an intensive and tirne-limited xnanner for a perid of four 

to six months. Services include both "soft" or cauflseiihg SCNices and "barâ" or concrete 
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Services. Each socid worker in this unit is intended to cany mspoasi9aty for a caseload 

of four to six nniily semice cases. 

This program is siül in the devdopmental stages with respect to savice delivery 

charaaeristics, and program goals and objectivesectiveS Subsc~uent to reunification of the 

famüy, the famiy file may be closeci to the Area or traasferred to a F d y  Savice Unit for 

monitoring and mer involvement Where teuaification is uasuccessful, the M y  and 

child files are transferred to a Family Service Unit for m e r  seNices wbich, in the 

majonty of situations, resuîts in the initiation and completion ofthe legel proass to 

terminate parental responsibilities. Responsibüity for investîgatiag ailegations of abuse 

and neglect, as weli as ail other aspects of case management, rests with the r d c a t i o n  

worker for the duration of the -y's involvement withh this unit. 

Statistical data relating to average casedoad in this unit was obtained from the 

Child and Family Semices Information System. The CFSIS reports for tbis unit hdicate 

that on March 3 1, 1997, then wae  23 -y serwice cases and 32 children in care cases 

receiving s e ~ c e s  in this unit. Tbese statistics nflect an average caseload of 8.1 (t8miles 

and chiidren in care) per social worker. 

ï h is  unit is loaîed at 83 1 Portage Avenue and comprises one supavisor and f ie  

sociai workers. Respo~l~fWies include fkdhing adoption of cMdren and otha types of 

pemency planning where adoption is not possile. Childm who are permanent wards 

and under the age of fie, or, over the age offive and part of a siilbg group where one 

child is under the age of five ceceive Sanas in this unit. 
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Services in this unit include aii savices a d  pknniag dat@ to the tare ofchiidren 

who are permanent wmds inciudmg investigations of abuse and mglect. For the most 

part, these savices do aot ioclude involvement with biologid parentsotha than the 

fhcilitation of visits where continuhg contact is viewed as being in the best iuterests of a 

chüd. Additionai services provided by this iaclude responding to quests for post- 

legal adoption services such as the provision of nonidemifyiag bkth hmüy information for 

addt adoptees and nonidentifjhg adoptive ficiiiy information for b i i  parents, and the 

Ïaciiitation of private international adoptions. 

Statisticai data relating to average caseload in the Pemanency Plannirig & 

Adoption Unit was obtained tbrough the Chiid and F d y  Semices Information System 

The CFSIS reports for this unit show that on March 3 1, 1997, there were 168 chiidren in 

care cases receiviag service in this unit rdecting an average caseIoad of 33.6 per fidl time 

social worker. It should be noted these statistics do not reflect the number of cases open 

for post-legal adoption services. 

These services are provided by a &es of nill-the coordinators in the areas of 

foster care, family support services and chiid abuse. The coordinators for foster care and 

f d y  support semices report to the Area Diraaor. The Abuse Coordinator reports to 

the Director of Senrices. 

Savices pmvided by the program coordinators, aU of whom are located at 83 1 

Portage Avenue, include amnging for provision of resources such as foster home 

placements, in-house wunselling SeNices, homemaker ad parent aide SeNices; 
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supervision of the indivr*d& providing these resources; and cadfaîion Senrices (e-g. 

case codtation in abuse cases). Genedy qxakiq, these services do not include direct 

responsibiiity for awriag chiid protection dthough there are some exceptions as in the 

role of the Abuse Coordinator which con include participation in htexviews with chiidren 

and families upon request- 

Services ofthis nature are based out of 83 1 Portage Avanie and focus on specific 

aspects of seMa deiivery such as teaching homemaken, parart aides, cbild care workers, 

foster home support workas, coUIlSeUitlg or treatment workers, and guardïanship 

assessments in situations where the guardisnship appiicant is not a biologid parent ofa 

child in are. Savices and caseloads in these areas are limited to a specified number 

dependmg on the service king provideci. While receiving &ces in these uoits, 

responsibility for chiid protection and case management remains with the assigneci child 

protdon  worker and supervisor of the derring F d y  Service Unit. 



RESULTS OF THE RESEARCEL 

The presentation ofthe data in this chapter is organkd into fou sections 

reflecting the organizaton ofthe m e . .  Part 1 pmsents the ddangraphic uiformatioa 

Part 11 presents the data relating to the fiequency and nature of supeMsion provided. Part 

III presents the data intended to assess the extent ofsupeMsory involvement at critical 

decision points in the management of abuse and neglea cases, o p  protection cases, and 

children in care cases. Part IV presents the data concerned with assesshg the extent of 

administrative, educationai and supportive supervision provided. 

Part 1 - Demogmphics 

The o v e d  response rate for this study was 80.0 % (n = 48) comprishg 8 

supervisors and 40 social workers. Participation by supeniisory M w a s  100.0 % (n = 8), 

and by social work sian; participation was 77.0 % (n = 40). 

The modal and median category in relation to totai years experience at the cumnt 

job classification in chüd protection services is "over 3 years" for the totai sample, the 

supenism and the d a 1  workas. The modal aaâ wdlln ciitegoty for years atpaience 

in m e n t  job ckssincgfion specificaîiy at Whpeg Cbild and Famüy Savices, Central 

Area, is "over 3 years* for aii participants. The modal category for y e w  in present 

position is 'lmween 1 and 2 years'' for the totai sample and the socid workas; the modai 
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categocy for the supavison r d d  a &modal wah 3 supervisors (37.5 %) 

reporting "between 1 and 2 yearsn, or, "O- 3 yean". The median category fbr the total 

sample and the social workas is %etween 1 and 2 y-", while fbr the supervisors, the 

median category is "over 3 years". The modai categocy for bighest kvd of education 

attained for the total sampk is the Bachdor of Sociai Work category (85.4 %, n = 41). 

For the supemkmrs, the modal category is the Bachelor of Soaal WorL (87.5 %, n = 7) 

and, for the social workers, the modal category is also the Bachdor of S& WorL (85.0 

%, n=35). 

Part II - Frequency and N a m  of Supmirion 

This section presaits the cesuits of Part ll of the Supervision Study f e h g  to the 

fieguency and nature of supe~sion services at W m i  Chüd and Family Services, 

Centrai Area. 

The results for each item in Part II are reported in tabular fonnat reflecting the 

originai r d t s  obtained. Ln addition, the resuîts for each item are reported in tabular 

fonnat including cross-tabulations by type of stafï(supervisors and soQal workers) dong 

with a briefl written description of each of the variables studied and the d t s  obtained. 

W1th the exception of questions 6 and 8, deaihg with the length of individuai supewïsion 

sessions and the type of diredion or codtation provided on an unplanned bis, the 

response categories have been ooUapsed into two categories to convert the data h o  a 2 x 

2 tabdar format for the second tabutar pnxmtation. The level of measurement nmaias at 

the ordinal level- 
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The rationale for coilapsing response categories was to aüow the -cher to 

compute the nonparametric test of sigriificance, F M s  Exact Test. Fisher's Exact Test 

is the recornmended test for signifîcance in situations where the sample is too smaü for 

the appropnate use ofthe Chi-square test (Rubbh a d  Babbie, 1989, p. 462). 

Question 5 asked respondeiits to indiate how ofken they meet for fond, 

individuai supervision Table 1A and Table 1B present the results fbr this variablee 

Table 1A Fmquency of Pluned Srpendsion 

* Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rouxtding- 

The modal and median response category for the totai sample, the supaiisors, and 

the social workers is 2.0 indicating the fhquency of planned supervision of "onœ every 

2"6 week" is the most commonly selected response category. 

Table 1B presents the results for this variable a f k  collapshg the responses hto 

two megories reflecthg the âequency of phnwd supavision king  provided on what is 

the Centrai Ares's informai -011 that supewision be provided at least bi-weekiy. 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Once per week 
L 

2 = Once every 2d week 

3 = &ce every 3" week 

4 = Once every 4" week 

5 = ûther 

Tot al 

Total Sample 

N 

6 

28 

2 

3 

8 

47 

% 

12.8 

59.6 

4.3 

6.4 

17.0 

100.0 

SupaVisors 

N 

7 

1 

8 

Sacial Workers 

% 

87.5 

12-5 

100.0 

N 

6 

21 

2 

2 

8 

39 

I 

% 
l 

15.4 

53-8 

5.1 

5-1 

20-5 
A 

100-0 



* * Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal response category for aU groups is 1.0 iadicatiag that supervision is 

provided on at least a bi-weekly basis in the majoty of cases. Cross tabulation by type of 

staEincluding a test ofsignifmnce ùidicates there is no statistidy sigdicmt ciiffierence 

between reports of supervisors and social workers @ = < -05) on this variable. 

Reporteci Fre~uency 

l=Onceperwak, 
once every 2* week 

2 = Every 3: 4. week 
or other 

Totd 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -41333 

Totd Smple 

N 

34 

13 

47 

Supervison 

% 

72.3 

27.7 

100.0 

N 

7 

1 

8 

SociaI Workers 

% 

87.5 

12.5 

100.0 

N 

27 

12 

39 

% 

69.2 

30.8 

100-0 



Question 6 asked fespondents to report the average Iaigth of their formai, 

individual supenision sessions. The d t s  are reported in Table 2. 

Table 2 Lemgth of Formai, M ~ d d  Supervirion S a r i o u  

* Fishers' Exact Test (Two - T M  ) = -22994 
** Note: Numb«s may aot add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal response category for aii groups is 2.0 indicathg supewision is 

provided for a peciod of "1 hou. or more" for the majocity ofcases. Cross tabation by 

type of  aaEinc1uding a test ofsigdicance indiates then is no statistically significant 

dinerence on this item between reporteci duration by type of staff@ = <.05). 

Question 7 obtained data relating to how often supervision was provided on an 

unplanned or emergency b i s .  The resdts are presented ixt Tables 3A and 38.  
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Table 3A Ft~~uency  of Unplinocd SupeiVirion 

Note: Nmbers may not add to 100.0 due to mwding. 

The modal response category for the total sample and the social workers is 3.0 

indicating that unplanneci supervision occurs "3 or 4 times per week", whüe for the 

supervisors, the modal response category is 1 .O or "daily." 

Table 3B presents the d t s  for this variable &er collapshg the responses h o  

Reported Frecpency 

1 = Ddy 

2 = 2 or 3 times per week 

3=3or4timesperwek 

4=Onceperwedr 
1 

5 = ûther 
r 

Total 

two categories to allow for significance testing. 

Tabk 3B Frequency of  UnpLined SupeMsion (Cobpoed) 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two - Taiied) = -1 1524 
** Note: Numbers may not cidd to 100.0 due to rounding. 

T d  Simple 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Daiiy, or, 
2to3tmwsperwak 

2 = 3  t 0 4 t i m e s p a w e  
once per week, or other 

1 

Total 

The modal response category Gr the totai s~mple and the sacial workers is 2.0 or 

"3 to 4 times per week, once per w& or 0th." The modal response category for the 

N 

11 

10 

16 

9 

1 

47 

Supavisom 

% 

23 -4 

21.3 

34-0 

19.1 

2.1 

100-0 

N 

5 

1 

2 

8 

Social Workers 

Total Sample 

- 

% 

62.5 

12.5 

25.0 

100.0 

N 

6 

9 

14 

. 9  

1 

39 

21 

26 

47 

% 

15.4 

23.1 

35.9 

23.1 

2.6 

100.0 

Supavisors 

44.7 

55.3 

100.0 

6 

2 

8 

Social Workers 

75.0 

25.0 

100.0 

15 

24 

39 

38.5 

61.5 

100.0 
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supervisors is 1-0 or "Qüy, or 2 to 3 t hes  per week" The dïfkmce reported by the 

supeNisors aad sociai workers is not sismficanî at the -05 l d  indicathg the most 

fiequently selected response for this variable is "3 to 4 t h  per w& once per week or 

other? 

Question 8 asked participants to i d e ,  fiom a check list of 14 items, the type of 

supervision beimg provideci on an unplanneci or emergency basis. Participants were asked 

to check aU items that applied. Table 4 pnxnis the r d t s .  
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Table 4 Type of S u p e ~ i o m  on Unplrnaed Bub 

Social Workers 

l 
- - -  

Roceûwes Clarification 
(p = -17407) 1 36 
Abudneglect investigation 
@ = -17407) 

I Dealing with 0th- Dept. 
@ = -40564) 1 33 

I Assesshg Risk 
(p = -23953) 

Decision to Close Case 29 
@ = 1 . m )  

Dealllig with Hostüe Clients 28 
(p = .11591) 

L 

Assessing Family Dycilmics 17 
@ = .lllS3) 

ûther 4 
@ = -53032) 

4 



111 

Cross tabulation and Fisher's Exact Test (Two - Taüed) were computed for each 

itembytypeofsmE Thensuhsshowthauerï,statistiaUysi@wnt~ces@= 

c.05) between reportrd fkquencies by type of -for any of these variables which 

indicates the most acqUently selected remon for supervision oamïng on an unplanned 

basis is the "decision to a p p h d "  (IF 40,83.3%)). 

Question 9 asked participants to provide information as to how often p ia~ed  

supervision sessions were schectuied, in advance, for a s p d c  day and tirne. Tables SA 

and SB presents the nsuhs. 

Table SA Frequency of Supmbion Sesions Pbned in Advaact 



* Fisher's Exact Test U w o  - Tailed) = 1.00000 
** Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal and median response category for aii groups is 1.0 or "always or 

frequentiy." Cross tabuiation by type of M a a d  Fisher's Exact Test shows there is no 

statistically signifiant difference @ = t05) between the supaiisors' and social workers' 

reports on this va&ble which indiates, in most cases, supervision is %lways or 

fiequeniif' planneci in advana. 

Question 10 asked participants to report how oAen individuai supervision sessions 

. 

were intmpted. The d t s  are presented in Tables 6A and 6B. 

Table 6A Frequency of Interruptions d u ~ g  Supervidon 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always or fkpentiy 

2 = InfiE<luently, rareiy or never 

Total . 

Toial Sample 

N 

41 

6 

47 , 

% 

87-2 

12-8 

100.0 . 

SupeMson, 

N 

7 

1 

8 , 

Sacial Workas 

% 

87.5 

12-5 

100.0 . 

N 

34 

5 

39 . 

% 

87.2 

12.8 

100-0 . 
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* Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding- 

The modal response categocy for this variable is 4.0 or %equently" for ali groups. 

The median category is 3.0 or "iiifiequentity" for 9 groups. 

Table 6B preseats the resuits for this item afta coihpsing the mponses imo two 

categories to allow the rrsearcher to conduct the test ofsiemficance- 

Table 68 Fcc~utncy of  Intetlllptions during SupeMiion (Coüapsed) 

1 Reported Fquency 1 Totai Sample 1 SupeMson 1 Social Workers 1 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -349 18 
** Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to romding. 

1 = Never, rarely, in6equently 

2 = Freguentiy or always 
I 

Total 

The modal and median response category for di groups is 1 .O or "never, rarely or 

infiequentiy." It is interesting to note that aknost haifof the participants report 

interruptions on a "fiequently or always" basis. The rmrted ciiffierence by the supe~sors 

N 

25 

20 

45 

and the social workers, on this item, is not statistically signincant @ = <-OS). 

% 

55.6 

44.4 

100-0 

N 

5 

3 

8 

Question 11 asked participants to report how oAen they had to rescheduie their 

individual supervision sessions. The resuhs an reportcd in Tables 7A and 7B. 

% 

62-5 

37.5 

100-0 

I 

N 

20 

17 

37 

% 

54.0 

46-0 

100-0 
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Table 7A Freqrenq of Supervirion Ruchduid 

The modal and median respotlse categosy for this item is 3.0 or "occasi~naiiy~'" 

Table 7B presents the d t s  for question 11 der  wliapsing the megories to 

condua the test of sigaificance. 

Table 7B Frequeucy of Supewision Rescheduled (Cokpsed) 

Reported Frequency Total Sampde Supenkrs Social Workers 
r 

1 = Never 

** Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal mponse megory for 1 groups is 1.0 indicating that supervision is 

rescheduied "never, meiy or occasionaiiy." The median response category is also 1.0. 

2 = Rareiy 

3 = Occasiody 

4 = men 
1 

S=VeiyOften 

Total 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

12 

20 

8 

1 

45 

26.7 

44.4 

17.8 

2.2 

100.0 

2 

5 

1 

8 

25.0 

62.5 

12.5 

100.0 

10 

15 

7 

1 

37 

27.0 

40.5 

18.9 

2.7 

100.0 
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There is no statjstialiy signifiant diilèmce @ = <.OS) between the reporteci fnquencies 

of supeMsors and social workers. 

Question 12 adceci participants to rate the usefihess of pianned supavision as it 

relates to th& abiiity to efkdivdy cwy out their cliüd protection resp~nsiiilities~ Tables 

8A and 8B present the resuits. 

Table 8A UsCtulness of Pianneci Sapewisioa 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

Reported Usefuiuess 

1 =Veryuseail 

2 = Usefiil 

3 = Somewhat usefùi 

4 = Not very usefiil 

5 = Useless 

Total 

The modal response category for the total sample aad the supervison is 1 .O or 

'Very usefiil." The modal response aegory for the sociai workers is 2.0 or "u&" 

indicating the maj~rity of participants found planaed supervision to be 'iisefiil or very 

useful." The mcdian respome category for the total sample rad the soclll is workas is 

2.0 or "usefùi." The median response category for the supavisors is 1.0 or 'tay usefùi." 

Table 8B presents the cesults for this variable &er remcihg the respotlsc 

categories to 1 = "vay usâiil or d" and 2 = "somcwhrt ussfiü, not very u& or 

useless." 

Total Sample 

N 

21 

19 

3 

3 

1 

47 

% 

44.6 

40.4 

6.4 

6.4 

2.1 

100.0 

Supavisors 

N 

5 

2 

1 

8 

Social Workérs 

% 

62-5 

25.0 

12.5 

100.0 

N 

16 

17 

3 

2 

1 

39 

1 

% 
I 

41.0 

43.5 

7-7 
1 

5.1 
1 

2.6 
I 

100.0 



** Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal and median response megory for aii groups is 1-0 or "vay usenil or 

useftl." Then are no statisticaüy sigriincant diffkmces bnween the reporteci kquencies 

by supe~sors and social workers @ = <OS) indicatbg the most fiequently sdected 

category with respect to the usef'utness of planned supervision is "very u d  or usefui." 

Question 13 asked participants to rate the uddness of supe~sion d g  on 

an unplamed basis as it relates to th& abiity to effèctively carry out th& child protection 

responsibilities. Tables 9A and 9B present the results. 

Reported Usefihem 
L 

I = V e r y u s e M , d  

2 = Somewhat usaiil, 
not very usefid, useless 

a 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = 1.00000 

Total Sample 

N 

40 

7 

47 

Supavison 

% 

85.1 

14-9 

100.0 

N 

7 

1 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

87 -5 

12-5 

100-0 

. N 

33 

6 

39 

% 

84.6 

15-4 

100.0 
L 



* Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding- 

The modal and d a n  response category on this variable for the total oample and 

the social workers is 1 .O or "very usefui." For the supervisors, the modal and median 

response category is 3.0 or "somewbat usefiil." 

Table 9B presmts the results for this variable after recoding to 1 = "veq us& or 

usefiil" and 2 = "somewhat usefi& not very usefii2 or useIessm and conducting the test of 

signjficance. 

Table 9B Usefuiness of Unpl.iined Supcrvisioa (Cohprcd) 

Reporteci Usefùiness 

, 

1 =Veryu& 

2=usdU 

3 = Somewhat usefùi 
b 

4 = Not v a y  usefiil 

5 = UseIess 

Total 

** Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding8 

L 

r 

i=VeiyusefÙl,usefùl 

2 = Somewhat useiùî 
not v w  useftl useless 

Total 

Total -te 

N 

27 

13 

7 

47 

* Fisher's Exact Test ('T'w~~Tailed) =.O0068 

% 

57.4 

27-6 

14.9 

100.0 

Supavisom 

N 

40 

7 

47 

N 

2 

1 

5 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

85, 1 

14.9 

100.0 

% 

25.0 

12.5 

62.5 

100.0 

N 

25 

12 

2 

39 

N 

3 

5 

8 

% 

64.1 

30.8 

5.1 

100.0 

% 

37.5 

62.5 

100.0 

N 

37 

2 

39 

% 

94.9 

5.1 

100.0 
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The modal and median response category for tbe total sample and the social 

workers is 1 .O or ' tery usefùi or USefcUL'' The modal and median response category for 

the supervisors is 2.0 or "somewhat udd, not vey  usefbl, or usd& The reported 

&Ferences by supavisors and sociai w o h  staWcally oisnifiant at the .O5 Ievel 

indicatuig there is a diffefence in perception baween supavisors and sociai workers as to 

the usefùlness of unplanaed supavi9oa. 

The fiequency end nature of supavision provided at the C d  Area is exploreci 

through anaiysis of data on nine wiables including the ûquency of pIanned, individual 

supe~sion sessions; the lagth of fornial, individuai supervision sessions; the fiequency of 

supervision behg provided on an unplanued basis; the type of supervision being provided 

on an unplmeci basis; how offen supervision sessions are pianneci in advance for a 

specific day and the;  the fiequency of interruptions during supervisïoa; how oAen 

supe~sion sessions are rescheduled; and the supervisors' and social workers' perceptions 

of the udihess of plmeci and unplmed supavisioa as it relates to enhancing th& 

ability to cany out the responsibilities associateci with theu respective roles. 

The majonty of participants report the hquency of planned supmrision as "once 

per week or once evay second week" (1~34, 72.3%)7 and the duration of planned 

supenision is repafted as behg "1 hour or morey7 (n = 307 65.2%)). The &a show tbat 

unplmeci supervision occurs often with the maj~rity of participants reporthg at least "3 

or 4 times per w e  once per week, or otha" (n = 2 4  55.3%)). Unplanneci supervision 

occurs for a d e t y  of reasons with the most fiequdy seiected reason ôeing malriag the 
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"decision to apprehd'' (n = 40,83.3%) and and least @dy spccified rrsson king 

with respect to ulsstssllig fàmily dynamicsn (n = 17,35.4%)- The *or@ of participants 

report supavision king p b e d  in advance "ahmys or fkequaniy" (n = 41,872h)). The 

r d t s  with nspea to the frrciuency of interruptions indicate tbat imct~uptious are most 

fhquentiy reportai on the basîs of-, mly, or inaequently" (n = 25,55.6%). Wth 

respect to the fkqueacy of supavision baag rescheduled, the majority of participants 

report that rescheduling is necessary "never, m l y ,  or occasionally" (n = 36,80.%). The 

majority of participants report their perœptions of the usefiihitss of planneci supervision as 

being "very usefiil or usefui" (n = 40,85.l%). With respect to participants' perceptions 

as to the usefihess of unplanneci supavision, the of supaVis01~ report the 

useflllness as "somewhat usefui, not very usefid, or useless" (n = 5,62.5%), while the 

majority of social workers report the usefulness ofunplanued supervision as being ''very 

useful or usenir' (a = 37,94.9?%)). 

There are no staîistically SBmficant differences baween the reports of supervisors 

and social workers on any ofthe abovementioned variables with the exception of the item 

relating to the participants' perceptions ofthe usefùhess of unplanneci supervisi011, For 

this one variable, the differences nporteâ by supervisors and socia workers ga 

statistically signifiant at the -05 level. 

Part III - Srpervbry Invohmwnt i t  Cntierl D e M o n  Poiarr 

This section prwm*, the d t s  ofpart III of the stuây. The âata reportcd in 

this section reflects the nsuhs obtained in relation to the extent of supervisory 

involvement at the eight previously defined aitical decision points in the management of 
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abuse and neglect cases, cM&en in csn cures d open protection cases. Frequency 

distriions for the total ample and the two s u b ~ s  of Supansors and social worLas are 

presented in Tables 104 B. and C - Tables 174 B, and C bdow. In addition to the 

fiequency distniions preseuthg the âata in its origirill sate, the d t s  are presented 

after coliapsing the tcsponse categories to determb the extent to which supervisors are 

"alw~ys'' imrohnd at these decision points, an4 the extent to which supavisors are 

"always or fiequently" involved at the d h e d  decision points. Cross tabulations by type 

of staff and Fisher's Exact Test were compited for each ofthe decision points bQng 

examined. As pmiousiy stated, Fisher's Exact Test is recommended for situations when 

a non-parametrïc test of sïgnïfi~fl~lce is requind and the sample size is tw d for the 

appropriate use of chi-s~tuue (Rubin k Babbie, 1989, p. 42). 

Tables lOA, 10B and 1ûC prisent the results of the item relating to the fhquency 

of supe~sory direction or coasuhation ocairriiig at the initial point of referral of an abuse 

or negiect allegation (Question Supewision S v ) .  
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Tabie 10A S u ~ ~ r g  (iivolvemtat at Point of  liiitlrl Rdeml of Abuse or 

Social Workers 

1 = Al- 

2 = Frequentiy 

3 = Infirequently 

4 = Rarely 

5 =Never 

Total 
Note: Numbem may not add to 100.0 due to roundiog- 

The modal and median response category for ali groups is 2.0 or %equently." 

Table IOB pcesents the r d t s  after recoding response categories to 1 = "always" 

and 2 = CYhq~ently to never." 

N 

13 

24 

10 

1 

48 

Table 10B Supervisorg ùivolvement a t  Point o f  Initial Abuse or NegîtCf 
RcCcrd (Co~psed) 

% 

27.1 

50.0 

20.8 

2.1 

100.0 

N 

2 

5 

1 

8 

% 

25.0 

62.5 

12-5 

100.0 

** Note: Numben m y  not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal and median mponse category for the toîd sample as well as the 

supervisor and sociai worker subsets is 2.0 or "sn<iuently to never." Thcn are no 

statisticaily significant ddkences @ = < .OS) h dation to the nported ficquencies by 

Reporteci Frequency 

I 

1 = Aiways 

2 = Frequentiy to never 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed ) = 1 .a0000 

Total Sampie 

N 

13 

35 

48 

% 

27.1 

72.9 

100.0 

Supervisors 

N 

2 

6 

8 

S d  Workers 

% 

25.0 

75.0 

100.0 

N 

11 

29 

40 

1 

% 

27.5 

72.5 

100.0 
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supervisors and social workas indicaing the most f k p m d y  selected category on this 

item is %equently to never." 

Table 1ûC prrseDts the rrsuhs nlatiag to fiquency of supavisory invoIvement at 

the initial point of r e f d  der wUapsiiig the rrsponse categories to 1 = "always or 

Table 10C Supervirory Iavoîvement at Point of Initiai Abuse or N Ject Refenrl 
(Com=O 

**Note: Nmbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal and median response category for the total sample as weii as the two 

subsets is 1.0 or "always or fiequentiy." Thae are no statistidy significant differences 

@ = <.OS) with respect to repocted fiequeacies by supavisor~ and social worketsets 

Tables 1 1 4  1 1B and 1 1C present the resuits obtained for the item concerneci with 

measuring the fkquency of supeMsory direction or consultation throughout the 

investigation stage (Question 17, Supendsion S w e y ) .  

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always, fiequently 

2 = Inûequently to never 

Total 
r 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -66 1 15 

Total Sampie 

N 

37 

11 

48 

% 

77.1 

22.9 

100.0 

Supervisors 

N 

7 

1 

8 

Social Workers 

Y0 

87.5 

12.5 

100.0 

- 

N 

30 

10 

40 

rn 

% 

75.0 
1 

25.0 

100.0 



Table 11A SipcWorg  hv&emtnt tbroughout the Investigation Stage 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to roÜ&&Ïg- 

Reporteci Frequency 

1 = Alw8ys 

2 = Frequedy 

3 = InfiequentLy 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 

Total 

The modal and median response caegory for ali groups is 2.0 or C%eq~ently." 

Table 11B presents the data &er coIIapsing the response categories to 1 = 

"always" and 2 = GCfieq~ently to nenr" to dow for signifïcance testing. 

Total SampIe 

Table 11B SoperviSOry hvoivememt thmughout the Investigation Stage 
(Co~p=O 

N 

9 

25 

12 

2 

48 

% 

18.8 

52.1 

25.0 

4.2 

100.0 

Supervisots 

**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal response category for al1 groups is 2.0 or ̂ &queatly to never." The 

median noponse category for d groups is also 2.0. Téae are no statistidy signifiant 

Social Workers 

N 

2 

4 

2 

8 

b 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always 
m 

2 = Frequeatiy to never 

Total 

N 

7 

21 

10 

2 

40 

% 

25.0 

50.0 

25.0 

100.0 

I 

% 
I 

17.5 

52-5 
- 

25.0 

5.0 

100-0 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two- Tailed) = -633 16 

Social Workers Total Sample 

N 

7 

33 

40 

N 

9 

39 

48 

Supervisors 
I 

% 

17.5 

82.5 

10.0 

% 

18.8 

81.2 

100.0 

N 

2 

6 

8 

% 

25.0 

75.0 

100.0 



Table 1 1C pnseats the resuits nlritiag to the fhcpency of supavisgr direction or 

consuitation throughwt the investigation stage Pffa cohpsing the response caiegories to 

1 = "always or fhqyently" and 2 = "ui&Cluedy to never-" 

**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

Tbe modal respome category for the total sample and the two subsets is 1.0 or 

"aiways or Eiequentiy.'." The median response category for aU groups is a h  1 .O. The 

cliffierences in reportecl fiepuencies for this variable are not statistically sigdicanî at the 

.O5 level. 

Tables 124 12B and 12C present the Qta relating to the extent of supervisory 

direction or consultation occurring at the completion of the investigation stage (Question 

18, Supemision Survey). 

Reported Fnquency 
r 

1 = Always, fkequeafiy 
L 

2 = Irlftquenfiy to never 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two- Taüed) = 1.00000 

Total Sample 

N 

34 

14 

48 

Supavisors 

% 

70.8 

29.2 

100.0 

Sociai Workers 

N 

6 

2 

8 

N 

28 

12 

40 

% 

75 .O 

25.0 

100.0 

% 

70.0 

30.0 

100.0 



Table 12A SupecriSOty Invdvement at CompHIon of the Invabigtioa 

The modal respo~se category for the totai sample and the social workem is 2.0 or 

"fiequently? The modal rrsponse category for the supavWrs is 1.0 or "alwaysysn The 

median response category for the total sample and the social workets is alm 2.0 or 

cctiequentLy." The median response category for the =@sors is 1.5. 

Table 12 B pfesents the r d t s  ofthis data afta recoding response categories to 1 

= ccaiways'7 and 2 = "fiequently to nevei' to aüow for sigdicance test@. 

Reported Freqclency 
I 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequdy 
r 

3=InnsqueaUy 

4 = RareIy 

5 = Never 

Total 

Table 1ZB Supervisory I n v o h t a t  at Completion of the Investigation 

*Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

**Note: Numbas may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

Totaî -le 

Reported Frequency 

C 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequdy to never 

Total - 

N 

19 

21 

7 

1 

48 

% 

39.6 

43.8 

14.6 

2.1 

100.0 

Supavisors 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Taüed) = 1.0000 

N 

4 

3 

1 

8 

S& Wokers 

Totai Sarnple 

% 

50-0 

37.5 

12.5 

100-0 

N 

15 

18 

6 

1 

40 

N 

19 

29 

48 

% 

37-5 

45.0 

15.0 
1 

2.5 

100-0 

% 

39.6 

60.4 

100.0 

Supemison 

N 

4 

4 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

N 

15 

25 

40 

% 

37.5 
1 

62.5 

100.0 
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The m M  nsponse category fbrthe totai -le a d  the social worltsr subset is 

2.0 or '%quentiy to never." The supavisor subset indicates a bi-modal distnion at 

catqories 1 .O (ualways') and 2.0 ('Vkpemiy to nmr'). The median category for the 

total sample as wdl as the social w o r k  subset is 2.0. Tbe mediin rcsponse category for 

the supervisor subset is 1.5. There are no statisticaily sisnificant difkcnces betwcen the 

reported fiequencies in relation to type of SM@ = < .OS). 

Table 12C presans the data reiatiag to the fkequemcy of supavisory dllection or 

consultation ocauriag at the campletion of the investigation strige after collapshg the 

response categories to 1 = "always and âequently" end 2 = "infiequently to never". 

Table 12C Supcwhry Lnvoivement i t  Completion of the Investigation 
~ c o h p s m  

**Nat: Numbers may wt add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The rnodpl and median response CBtegories for ali  groups is 1.0 or "always or 

fiequently." The différences reportai by supavisors and social workers are not 

statisticaïiy sigdiaat at the .O5 levd. 

Tables 1 3 4  13B and 13C present the results d a h g  to the extent of supavisory 

direction or codtation occurring when considering removhg a child ban his or her 

home (Question 19, Supavision Survy) .  

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always, fresuently 

2 = Infie~uentLy to nwer 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test Pwo-Tailed) = 1.0000 

Supavisors Total Sample 

N 

7 

1 

8 

N 

40 

8 

48 

Social Workers 

% 

87-5 

12.5 

100.0 

% 

83 -3 

16.7 

100.0 

N 

33 

7 

40 

% 

82.5 

17.5 
I 

100.0 
L 
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Table 13A Supewboy Involvement whtn Coaridcring Rtmovrl of a CLiM 

The modal nsponse category for the totaî sample and the social workers is 1 .O or 

"always." The modal response category for the supervisors is bi-modal at 1.0 or "always7' 

and 2.0 or 'âequently." The median q n s e  categocy for the total sample and the social 

workers is 1 .O, whik for the supe~sors, t is 1 .S. 

Table 13B presents the data after recodhg the responses to 1 = "aiways" and 2 = 

ccfiequently to never" to d o w  for Pgnific~ce testing- 

Tabk 13B SupeCVWory InvotVtmeat when Considering Rcinovd of Cbild 
(Co~paca) 

Reporteci Fre~uency 

1 = Always 

2 = Fquently 

3 = Infkquently 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 

Total 

** Note: Numbas may not add to 100.0 due to mundhg. 

*Note: Numbas =y not add to 100.0 due to rounding, 

Reporteci Frequency 

1 = Always 

2 = Fr-@ to neva 

Total 

Total S q l e  

N 

28 

19 

1 

48 

Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = .703û9 

% 

58.3 

39-6 

2.1 

100.0 

Supavisors 

Totai Sample 

Socid Workers 

N 

4 

4 

L 8 

N 

28 

20 

48 

N 

24 

15 

1 

40 

- 

% 

50.0 

50.0 

100,O 

% 

58.3 

41.7 

100.0 

Supavisors 

1 

% 

60.0 

37.5 

2.5 

100.0 

Social Workers 

N 

4 

4 

8 

N 

24 

16 

40 

% 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

% 

60.0 

40.0 

100.0 
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The modal response category for the total sample auci the soaal wodcer subset is 

1 .O or ccalways." The supervisor subset indicates a bi-modal disbikaion at 1 .O ((Ldwa.'3 

and 2.0 ('Ykquetitly to neveî'). The median ltsponse category for the total sample and 

the social workers is 1.0 ("ai~ys"), d e  the mcdiria rtsponse category for the 

supervisors is 1.5. There rn no statistjcaiiy si@amt Mcrences nponed by supavisors 

and social workas at the .O5 level indïcathg the most ne<iuentiy selected response 

category is 1 .O or ccdways." 

Tabie 13C presents the data nlating to the fkquency of oupawOry ditection or 

codtation when considering removai of a chiid after coilapshg the response aitegories 

to 1 = cLalways or &equeut.iy", and 2 = "inficqudy to neva". 

Table 13C Supmborp Invotvement when Considering Ranovd Child (Cobpsed) 

1 ReportedFrequency 1 Total Sarnple 1 Supc 

* Fisher's Exad Test (Two-Tailed) = 1 .o0 
**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to roullding. 

The m d  response category for di groups is 1.0 or "always or fhquentiy." The 

median response catego~y for the totd sample, the supavisors and the d workers is 

reported fiequeucies by supervison ad social workers at the .O5 ld. 
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Tables 144 14B aad 14C present the daEii relatiag to the frequency of direction or 

codtation ocamkg when considerhg retumhg a child to his or her home (Question 

20, Supewision Sunny). 

Table 14A Supenbrg Invoivemtnt when Considering Retum oCChild 

1 Total 

The modal and median response category for aü groups is 1 .O or "alwaysys" 

Table 14B presents the àata on this variable after recading the responses to 1 = 

ccalways" and 2 = c.fies~edy to never>' in orda to conduct the si@cance test. 

Table 14B S u p e ~ r y  Invoivtmtnt when Couidering Retum of  Child (Cokpsed) 

N 

33 

13 

1 

1 

48 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = 1.0000 
** Note: Perceatages may not add to 100.0 due to roundhg 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to roundiog. 

N 

27 

11 

t 

1 

40 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequently to newr 

Total 

% 

68-8 

27.1 

2.1 

2. 1 

100.0 

1 

'Y0 

67.5 

27.5 
1 

2.5 
I 

2.5 

100.0 

33 

15 

48 

N 

6 

2 

8 

% 

75.0 

25.0 

100.0 

68.8 

31.3 

100.0 

6 

2 

8 

75.0 

25.0 

100.0 

27 

13 

40 

67-5 

32.5 

100.0 
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The m d  response category for 9 gmups is 1.0 or U a i ~ . "  The median 

response category for di p u p s  is aiso 1.0. The ciifkences between reporteci fnpuencies 

by supervisors and social workers are not stafistîcally signifiant at the -05 levei- 

Table 14C presents the data r e M q  to the fteqyency of supavisory direction or 

codtation ocairnag when considerhg retum ofa cbüd after coilapshg the response 

categories to 1 = "dways or fkqyently, and 2 = "îdiqueatly to never" 

Table 14C Supervi~~rg Invohw~ent when Conside~g Retun of ChiW (Cohpsed) 

The modal response category for the totd sample, supavisors and sochi worker~ 

is 1.0 (''always or fiequedy"). The median response category for the total sample and the 

social worker subset is also 1.0. Thae are no statistidy sigaiacmt diffierences in the 

reporteci fresuencies by supavisors and soaal workers @ = <.OS) hdipsfjng the most 

frequent response on this vaziable is "always or aCquentiy-" 

Tables 1 SA 15B and 1 SC present the d t s  nhnig to the kquency of 

supeMsory M o n  or coasultation ocainmg when consider@ t ermination or c l o m  of 

the case (Question 21, Supervision S m ) .  

Reported Frequency 

1 = Alwayq fiequently 

2 = lnfiequently to never 
I 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-tailed) = 1.0000 
**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to romding. 

S W  Workers 

N 

38 

2 

40 

% 

95.0 

5.0 

100.0 

r 

Total Sample Supavisof~ 

N 

46 

2 

48 

N 

8 

8 

% 

95-8 

4.2 

100.0 

% 

100.0 

100.0 



The modaI and median cesponse category for ail groups is 1.0 or ccahvays." 

Table 15B presents the d t s  for this variable after rrcoding fesponse categories 

to 1 = "always" and 2 = '%quentiy to never-" 

Table 1SB Supervisocy Iivolvtmtnt whei Conridering Case Closure (Cohpacd) 

**Note: Numbas may not add to 100.0 due to rounâing. 

The modal response ortegoy for aU groups is 1.0 or "ahivays.'' The median 

response category for 1 groups is aiso 1.0. Tbae are no statistically signifiant 

ciifferences between the reported fkquencies by supervisors and suciai workers @ = <OS) 

indicating the most fiquent response is "alwmys." 

Reported Ffe~uency 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequentiy to neva  
I 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Taled) = 1 .O0000 

Total Sample 

N 

33 

15 

48 

% 

68.8 

31.3 

100.0 

Supavisors 

N 

6 

2 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

75.0 

25.0 

100.0 

N 

27 

13 

40 

% 

67.5 

32.5 

100.0 
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Table 1SC pnsents the data for fitquency of wipavUory direction or codtation 

occurring when considering case c l o m  -the respanse ciitegories are coüapsed to 1 = 

"always or fbquently,.'' and 2 = "inâcqudy to amr." 

Table 1X Srpcrviiory hvolvement When Comsidtrîng Cuc Clorure (CdLpnd) 

**Note: Numbas may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

nie modal response category for the total sample and the two subsets is 1 .O or 

"always or fiequentlyY" The median response category for the total -le, supavisors 

and social workers is also 1.0. The diffefences in reporteci fiequencies by supavisors and 

social workers are not statistically si-caut at the .O5 level i n d i d g  the most neqUently 

selected response for this item is "always or fkquentiy." 

Tables 16A, 16B and 1éC preseat the data nlatmg to the fnsuency ofsupervisory 

direction or consultation occurria$ when deveioping the case plan (Question 22, 

Supervision Survey). 

1 = Always, f k q u d y  

2 = Innsquentiy to never 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = 1 .O000  

N 

44 

4 

48 

96 

91.7 

8.3 

100.0 - 

N 

8 

8 

% 

100-0 

100.0 

N 

36 

4 

40 

% 
I 

90.0 

10.0 

100.0 



133 

Table 16A Supcrvicory Ii~vdvement whea DMkping the Cuc Phn 

'Cfkq~ently to nevei' to dow for sienificance testing- 

Table 16B SupeMsory Invohrtment when Deveîoping Case Plan (Collipscd) 

Fisher's EX& T~ @w&~ailed) = 1.00000 
**Note: Numbas may not add to 10.0 due to munding. 

The modal response category fpr ai i  groups is 2.0 ('Vhpently to never)?. The 

median response category for 1 gmups is also 2.0. The ~ c e s  in reported 

fiesuencies by supavisors and sociai w o h  are not statisticaily signinccmt (p = (05). 

Reporteci Frequency 

L 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequentiy to never 

Total 

Table 16C presents the results reiatiag to fkpency of supervisory M o n  or 

Total Sample 

N 

13 

35 

48 

Supavisors 

% 

27.1 

72-9 

100.0 

Social Workers 

N 

2 

6 

8 

N 

11 

29 

40 

% 

25 -0 

75-0 

- 100-0 

1 

% 
1 

27.5 

72.5 

100.0 
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consultation when deveiophg the case pian atta coUrpsùig the rrsponse categories to 1 = 

"always or fiesucatiy", and 2 = "iofinquedy to nava" 

Table 16C Supervhory Invoivement whea Dmkpiog Case Plui (CdLpsed) 

**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal response CLLtegoty for aü groups is 1.0 ("aim. or fiequently'") me 

median response category for the total sample, supervisors and the social workers is aiso 

1.0. There are no statistically signifiant diffaaices betwexm the reporteci fiequencies of 

supenisors and social workers @ = <.OS) iadicating the most hquent respome for this 

item is ccaiways or fkequently." 

Tables 174 17B and 17C present the data relating to the fkquacy of supavisory 

direction or consultation occurriag whm considering making major changes to the case 

plan (Question 23, Supemision Survey). 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always, frequently 

2 = Infirequentiy to mvcr 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tded) = -32189 

Total Simple 

N 

39 

9 

48 

SupaviSOrs 

% 

81.2 

18.8 

100.0 

N 

8 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

100.0 

100.0 

N 

31 

9 

40 

9 

% 

77.5 

22.5 

100-0 



*Note: Niunbers may not add to 100.0 due to romding- 

Reporteci Fre~uency 

1 = Always 

2 = Frquenîiy 

3 = Infir#uently 

4 = Rarely 

The modal and medien respnse category for the total sample and the socid 

workers is 1.0 or "always." For the supemïsors, the âata shows a &modal category of 

1 .O and 2.0 or "always" anci %equentiyy" The median fesponse category for the 

5 = Never 

Total 48 100-0 8 100,O 40 100-0 

Table 17B p r a t s  the data on this variable after d g  the responses to 1 = 

Total Sampie 

"always" and 2 = 'Ykequentiy to never" to aUow for sigaificance testing. 

N 

29 

16 

2 

1 

Table 17B SuperYiSOrg Involvement when Conridering Wjor Changes to Case 
(Co~prcd) 

% 

60-4 

33 -3 

4.2 

2.1 

SuPavison Social Workers 

N 

4 

4 

N 

25 

12 

2 

1 

% 

50.0 

50-0 

% 

62.5 

30.0 

5.0 

2.5 

Rep~aed Fceq~lesc~ 

1 =Always 

2 = Frequentiy to newr 
L 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -69505 
**Note: Numbas may not adâ to 100.0 due to munding. 

Social Workers 

N 

25 

15 

40 

Y0 

62.5 

37.5 

100.0 
œ 

TotJ Smpk 

N 

29 

19 

48 

- 

SupemsOrs 

% 

60.4 

39.6 

100.0 

N 

4 

4 

8 

% 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 
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The modal rrsponse category for the total sampk d the social worlra subset is 

1.0 or ccalways." The supavYor &set MIicates a bi-modal distribution iit 1.0 ("dwsys") 

and 2.0 (%quently to never"). The mcdirn responsc catcgocy fot di groups à 1 .O 

not statistidy sigmficant at the .O5 levd iadicating the most frequent v n s e  on tbis 

item is 'caîmys." 

Table 17C presaits the data reiating to the fiequency ofsupervisory direction or 

wusuitation ocaMng prior to making major chmges to the case pian afta coüapsing the 

response categories to 1 = "always or fkquentiy", and 2 = "innequently to neva." 

* Fisher's Exact Test ('ïwo-Tailed) = 1 -00000 
** Note: Percemges may not add to 100.0 due to roundisg- 

The modal response category for ali groups is 1.0 (Wways or ihquedy"). The 

median response ciitegory for the total sample, the supavisors and the d a i  workm is 

for this item is "always or h q u d y . "  

A summriry of the nsuhs of the above variables on the basis of supavisors 
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%lwaysS' behg imrolved at the eight critical desision points is pmvided in Table 18A 

below. 

Table 18A Summuy of S u p e ~ q r  Involvement (Ahpays) 

Considerhg Retum of Chiid to the Home 

Considerhg Tamiaation or Case Closure 

Considering Major Changes to Case Piaa 

Considering Removal of Chüd h m  the Home 

Completion of hvestigation 

Initial R e f d  of Abuse or Neglect 

Development of Case Plan 

Throughout the Investigation Stage 

A summary of Central Area's rate ofsupeMsory UlvoLvement at critical 

decision points on the basis of supmisors "aiways or fhquentlf' behg involved, is 

presented in Table 18B. 
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Table 18B Spmmmy of Sapcivbory Invoivement (Ahmys or F~uent ly )  

Considering Removal ofchild h m  the Hom 

Considering Retum of Chüd to the Hom 

Considering Major Changes to Case P b  

Considering Termination or Case Closure 

Completion of Investigation 

Devefopment of Case P b  

Initiai Referral of Abuse or Neglect 

Throughout the Investigation Stage 

As can be s e m  f?om Table 18A above, 1W/o of supeMJory involvement is not 

achieved at any of the mitical decision points in the case management process. The rate of 

supe~son "'aiways" behg involvecl at these decûion points ranges from a high of 68.8% 

(n = 33) at the dwision point of "considering nturn of chüd to the homeyy and 

'cconsiderïng termination or case closun" to a low of 18.8% (n = 9) "tbroughout the 

hvestigaîion stage-" 

As can be seen fiom Table 18B above, the rate of supavisory invoivement at each 

of the àght decision points increases signif~cantiy when considered on the ôasis ofUaiways 

or fiequeotly." Supavisory invohremen~, on thU basis, mges h m  a high of 979% (n = 

47) when "considering mova i  ofchild h m  the home" to a low of70.8% (n = 34) 

'W~oughout the investigation stage." 
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P u t  IV - Admhhat iv~ Eduutiod and Supportive Supewiskn 

This section prtsems the resuits of Part IV ofthe study re- to the actent to 

which administrati 
O C 

've, educational rad supportive supavision is provided at Wkpeg 

CMd & Famiry Services, Cemnl Area. 

Participants were asked to rate their levei ofagreemaa with 24 statements, each of 

which was imended to assess the adcm to which th& totai supervision @lamieci and 

unplannecl) included the variable specific tu the statement provideci The 24 statements 

O O provide a composite measure comprishg eight statements fw each of ndministrative, 

educationai and supportive supavision Frequency distributions for the total sample and 

the two subsets ofsupeavï~~rs and social workers are presented in tabular format 

reflecting the complete data in its originai state. In addition, the resuits are ptesented der 

collapsing the response categories to aüow the researcher to compute cross tabulations by 

type of staff(superviso~~ and social workas) and the nonparametric test ofsi@cance, 

Fisher's Exact Test, 

Question 24 asked participants to rate the extent to wtnch th& totaI supervision 

included idemifjing the underiying theoreticai bases of social workas' actions. Tbis 

question is intended as a masure ofedudonal aipetvision rdatiag to the development 

of the practitioner's knowledge base. The resuits are ptesen~ed in Tables 19A and 19B 

below. 
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Table 19A Frequency of Supcrvirioa 1dmmtirpi.g T h c o d d  Bucr of  Actioa 

*Note: Nwnbers may not add to 100.0 due to romcling. 

Reporteci Freq~ency 

r 

1 = Always 

2 =Ffe~uently 

3 = hfhqyently 

4 = Rare@ 

5 = Never 

Total 

The modal and median response categories for the total sampIe and the social 

worker suboet are 3 -0 or "infreqmtly." The modai and median fesponse aûegory for the 

Table 19B preseots the results on this variable d e r  collapshg the nspow 

Total Sample 

categones to 1 = "always or fiequentif' and 2 = "inkpently, rarely or never." 

N 

2 

12 

18 

15 

1 

48 

Table 19B Fmqueney of Supervision Identrrpiig TlicotCCicaî B w r  of Action 
(Com=O 

% 

4.2 

25-0 

37.5 

3 1.3 

2.1 

100.0 

Supe!mhn 

N 

5 

2 

1 

8 

Social Workers 

**Note: Numkrs mry not add to 100.0 due to rouncüng. 

% 

62.5 

25-0 

12.5 

100.0 

- N 

2 

7 

16 

14 

1 

40 

Reported Frequeucy 

1 = Always, @edy 
1 

2 = Infiequentiy, rarely, never 

TotaI 

% 

5-0 
II 

17.5 
I 

40.0 
1 

35.0 
1 

2.5 

100.0 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = .O3653 

Totai Sample 

N 

14 

34 

- 48 

Supavisors 

% 

29.2 

70.8 

100.0 

N 

5 

3 

8 

SocialWorkas 

% 

62.5 

37.5 

100.0 

N 

9 

31 

40 

1 

% 
1 

22.5 
I 

77.5 

100.0 
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The modal respoose category fw the totd simple a d  the s a h i  workas' group is 

2.0 or "iafrrqudy, rarely or never." The modal response category foc the supavisors' 

group is 1 .O or "always or ftequently.." The mecüan response categoty for the total ample 

and the social workers' group is 2.0 (uia&queatiy, rare&, or ne&'), M e  for the 

supe~sors' group, the median response category is 1.0 ((Lalways or fkequentiy'?. The 

reported dïffémces baween the supcmSom and the sociai workas are not statisticaîiy 

signifiant at the .OS level 

Question 25 asked participants to rate the adent to which theü total supervision 

included ideataying intervention options for a case- This question is intended as a 

m u r e  of educational supervision re1at.g to the development o f p d c e  theory 

dimension+ The resuits are presented in Tables 20A ad 20B. 

Table 20A Frqueney of Supemisioi Ideotüyiag Intewtntion Options 

The modal and median respoi1~t citegoy for d groups is 2.0 or "noqudy." 

Table 20B presents the data for this variable a f k  coiiapsiag the response 

caiegories to 1 = Wways or ûequently" and 2 = -dy, d y  or mm." 



Table 2OB Fmquency o f  Supaviiion Idtnt@bg Inttrvtntion Optioas 
~ ~ o m = b  

The modal response category for the total sample, the supenRsors and the social 

Reporteci Fnquacy 

1 = Always, fkequently 

2 = lnfrequently, mdy,  never . 
Total - 

workers is 1 .O ("always or âsquendf'). The median cespo~l~e category for aü groups is 

by supervisors and social workers (p = <.OS). 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -17671 
**Note: Niuubers may not add to 100.0 due to munding 

Question 26 asked pdcipesis to report the extent to which th& total supervision 

Totai S q l e  

decreases the social workers' anxïety about th& ûaadling of a case. This guestion is 

N 

38 

10 

48 

intended as a me8suTe of supportive supervision relating to the dimension of deveioping a 

% 

79.2 

20-8 

100.0 

SupavWo~s 

sense of security in paformaflce- The W t s  are presented in Tables 2 1A and 21B. 

N 

8 

8 

SocialWorLas 

% 

100.0 

100.0 

N 

30 

10 

40 

% 

75.0 

25-0 
1 

100.0 
L 



Table 2LA F r ~ ~ ~ e n c y  of S u p e ~  Dccr#ring SoQlil Wocicm' Ansiety 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to munding. 

The modal response category for ail groups is 2.0 or 'Yrequedy." The median 

response category for aü groups is 2.0 or C%equedyY'' 

Table 21B presents the data on the variable after recoding response categories to 1 

= "dways or fiequentiy" and 2 = "infiequentiy, rarely or nmr." 

1 ReportedFrequency 1 Total Sample 1 Supervisors 1 Social Workers 

** Note: Perçcatages may not add ta 100.0 due to round@. 

The modal rrspanse category fôr the totai sample, the supuvison and the socid 

workers is 1.0 (ualways or fîqucntly"). The medirm mspollse category for in gmups is 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = 32189 

% 

81.3 

18.8 

100-0 

1 = Always, fhqyaitiy 

2 = h f h x p d y ,  m l y ,  nmr 

Total 

N 

39 

9 

48 

N 

8 

8 

N 

31 

9 

40 

- 

% 

100.0 

100.0 

% 

77.5 

22-5 

100.0 



ais0 1.0. The differences in reporteci f h q u ~ c s  by s u ~ s o r s  and sociai w o h  are 

not statistically signifiant at the .O5 levd 

Question 27 asked mcipants to report on the h p e n c y  of their totai supnvision 

including clariijhg the tasks of the child protection d e .  This question is intendcd as a 

measure of administrative sumsion dathg to the c ldat ion  of roks dimensioa The 

resuits are presented in Tables 22A and 22B. 

Table 22A Frequtncy of Supcrvirka Cluitylig T.rk of  Chikl Protection Rok 

The modal and median nsponse category for dl grwps is 2.0 or 'YÏfrcquently." 

Table 22B presents the àata for this item ncoding the response categories to 

1 = "always or Iiepuentlf' and 2 = "mfirrquently, mdy or never." 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequeatly 

3 = Innequentiy 

4 = Rarely 

5=Never 

Total 
i 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

Total Sample 

N 

5 

26 

16 

1 

48 

% 

10.4 

54.2 

33.3 

2.1 

100.0 

S u ~ s o t s  

N 

1 

5 

2 

8 

Socid Workers 
- 

% 

12.5 

62-5 

25-0 

100.0 

N 

4 

21 

14 

1 

40 

1 

% 

10.0 
f 

52.5 

35.0 

2.5 

1 

100.0 



N % N % N 
D 

1 = Almys, f k p d y  31 64-6 6 75.0 25 
L 

2 = Mequentiy, rarely, never 17 35-4 2 25.0 15 

Total 48 100-0 8 100.0 40 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -693 8 1 
**Note: The numbas may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal and meàian response category for all groups is 1.0 ("always or 

fiequentiy"). There are no statïstically signiûcmt ciifkences between the reporteci 

frequencies of supervisors and social workas @ = <OS). 
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Question 28 askeû participants to report the extent to wbkh thm totai supansion 

included the miew of social worlters' asscssments. Thio question is àaended as a 

measure of administrative supervision in relation to the review and assesmerit of 

performance dimensioa The resuits are reporteci in Tabies 23A anci 238 beiow. 

Tabk U A  Frequency of Supaviiioi Revidng Socid Woitur' Aacrsment of 
RoMems 

The modal respoase category for the total sample and the sociai worker subset is 

2.0 or "nequestly-" The supervisor responses show a b i - m d  distribution at 1.0 

("aiways") and 2.0 ('%equdy"). The median response category for ail groups is 2.0 or 

c%eq~entlyy" 

Table 23B presents the chta oa tbis variable &er ncoding the tesponses to 1 = 

c'always or frequently" and 2 = "infiequentiy, rareranly or never." 

Reported Fre~uency 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequedy 

3 = I0fi.equently 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 

Total 
> 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

Total Sample 

N 

12 

21 

12 

3 

48 

% 

25.0 

43 -8 

25.0 

6.3 

100.0 

Supavisors 

N 

3 

3 

1 

1 

8 

Sociai Workers 

% 

37.5 

37.5 

12-5 

12.5 

100.0 

N 

9 

18 

I I  

2 

40 

% 

22.5 

45.0 

27-5 
1 

5.0 

100.0 



Table U B  Pnqurncy of Supervàkn -g Socirl Worlrrn' Assesmatnt of 
Roaiems (CoiLpscd) 

1 ReportedFre~uency 1 Totai Sample 1 SupervWrs 1 Social Workers 1 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = 1 .O0000 
* * Note: Percentages may not add to 100.0 due to munding. 

The modal and median response category for all groups is 1 .O or "dways or 

fiequently." Then are no statistically si@cant difhences between the reports of 

supe~sors and social workers @ = <.OS). 

Question 29 asked participants to rate the extent to which supervision included 

providing assistance in the priorization of tasks. Thk question is intendeci as a mesure of 

1 = Always, nSquently 

2 = Infiequedy, miy, never 

Total 

administrative supeniision relating to the planning and assimg work dimension. The 

results are reportecl in Tables 24A and 248 bdow. 

Tabk U A  Frtqueacy of Supervision AssDtiiig in hioriiing Tidrr 

N 

33 

15 

48 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequentiy 

3 = Infiequently 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 

Total 

% 

68-8 

3 1.3 

100-0 

N 

6 

2 

8 

N 

3 

21 

15 

7 

2 

48 

% 

6.3 

43 -8 

31.3 

14.6 

4.2 

100.0 

% 

75-0 

25-0 

100.0 

N 

1 

4 

3 

8 

N 

2 

17 

12 

7 

2 

40 

% 

12.5 

50.0 

37-5 

100.0 

N 

27 

13 

40 

- 

% 

5 .O 

42.5 

30.0 

17.5 

5 .O 

100.0 

% 

67.5 

32.5 

100.0 



148 

Note: N m k  may not add to 10.0 due to munding. 

The modd ces~onse category for aii groups is 2.0 or uficciuently." The m#lian 

response category fOr the total sarnple is 2.5; for the supervisors, the median megory is 

2.0 or fiequentls-, and for the workers, the meûian category is 3.0 or "mâsquently.". 

Table 24% presents the daCa on tbU wirble der recoding the response categories 

to i = "always or frequentiy" rad 2 = Wiqyently, rarely or never" 

Table 24B Fquency of Supervision Assirtiig in Priorizing TulP (Colipseâ) 

* Fisher's Exact Test ("ïwb'ïaiied) = .70078 
**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

Reported Fceqtlency 

1 = Always, frequently 

2 = Mequedy, rarely, never 

The above table shows a bi-m& distribution for the total sample of 1 .O ralways 

the supdsors of 1.0 ("always or hcpently"); and a modai respnse category for the 

1 Totai 1 48 1 100.0 1 8 1 100.0 1 40 1 100.0 1 

social worken of 2.0 (CIinfrsq~ently, rarely or ne&'). The median nsponse category for 

Totai Sample 

the total sample is 1.5; the median response category for the supavisors is 1.0 and, for the 

N 

24 

24 

social workers, the median response category is 2.0. The -ces in reportecl 

Supervison 

% 

50.0 

50-0 

Question 30 asked participants to qmrt the extent to wbich th& totd supavision 

N 

5 

3 

Sociil Workers 

was perceived to contribute to the d workers' sense ofpro~onaüsm This question 

% 

62.5 

37-5 

N 

19 

21 

1 

% 

47.5 

52.5 



is uitended as a meastue of supportive supavision nlaiagnlaiagto the ddopment  of a sease 

of professionai worth d i m d o a  The nsuits are presented in Tables 25A aud 25B. 

gote: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rouadjng. 

Reporteci Frequency 

1 = Alwsys 

2 = Frequdy 

3 = I~lfkquently 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 

Total 

social Workers 

The modal and median response category for the totai sample and the social 

workers is 2.0 or %equently." The modal and median cesponse category for the 

supe~sors is 3 .O or "~quentiy." 

Table 293 presents the d t s  on Uns variabte after rrcading response categories 

to 1 = "always or fiequently" and 2 = "ïdiequedy, m l y  or never." 

T d  Sample 

N 

6 

24 

11 

4 

3 

48 

Supaviso~~ 

% 

12.5 

50.0 

22.9 

8.3 

6.3 

100.0 

N 

3 

5 

8 

% 

37.5 

62.5 

100.0 



* Fisher' s Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -13 174 
**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to roundhg 

w a e d  Freqllmc~ 

L 

1 = Almm fhqu- 

2 = lnfiepuently, mdy,  neva  

The modal response category for the total sample and the social worker subset is 

1.0 ("always or fhqueatly"). The modal respnse category for the supervisor subset is 

1 Totai 1 48 1 100.0 1 8 1 10.0 1 40 1 100.0 1 

2.0 C'infiequently, mely or newf'). The median response caîegory for the totd sample 

Totd Simple 

and the social worka subset is 1.0 (%iways or &equentiy"), whereas the mediad response 

N 

30 

18 

category for the supe~sor  subset is 2.0 (uiiineq~ently, rarely or newe?'). The reportai 

% 

62.5 

37.5 

SupanSofs 

differences in fhquencies by supavisors and soaal workers are not statistically si@cant 

(p = c.05). 

Question 3 1 asked participants to report the hquency of th& totd supmision 

SocialWorkas 

N 

3 

5 

inciudllig identifyiag how pasonal dues may possibly impact on p d c e .  This question 

is intended as a measure of edudonal supsivision rehting to the devefopment of self- 

awareness dimensioa The resuhs an presented in Tables 26A anci 26B. 

N 

27 

13 

% 

37.5 

62.5 

% 

67.5 
l 

32.5 



Table 2éA Frcqumcy of SupeRirion Identtrjnig hpact of Permul Vdum 

The modal and median rrsponse category for the total sample and the social 

workers is 3 .O or "idiequently-" The modal and median respoase cawgory for the 

supervisors is 2-0 or 'Ctiequently-" 

Table 26B presents the results of this variable afker recoduig response categones to 

1 = "always or finsuently" and 2 = "intiequently, d y ,  or never." 



The modal response category for the totai sample and the sociaI workers is 2.0 

Reporteci Frequency 

1 = Alwwys, fkquently 

2 = Iirnequently, rareiy, never 

Total 

C ' ~ e q u d y  ranly, or never"), whereas the modal response category for the su@sors 

is 1 .O (%ways or fiequentiy'?. The median nsponse category for the codined sample 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -03653 
**Note: Nwnbers m y  not add to 100.0 due to roundmg. 

and the social workers is 2.0 ("infiequently, m l y  or nevef'), d e  for the supavisors, 

Toîal SampIe 

the median category is 1 .O ("always or âequentiy"). There are no statistidy siBnifi~811f 

N 

14 

34 

48 

differences @ = <.OS) in relation to reporteci fhquencies between supavisors and social 

% 

29-2 

70.8 

100.0 

SupavUon . 

Question 32 asked participants to report the fkequency oftheir total supeMsion 

SocialWorkao 

N 

5 

3 

8 

including idnitifying stratees to reduœ the job-reked stress of sochi workas. This 

N 

9 

31 

40 

% 

62.5 

37.5 

100.0 

question is immded as a m m  of supportive supavision r e m  to the sustriimng 

worker m o d e  dimension- The nsuhs of question 32 are presented in Tables 27A and 

27B. 

% 
1 

22-5 
1 

77-5 

100.0 



Tabk 27A Fnqueney of Supedion Reduciag Sociil Worlrm' JobRditcd 
S m  

.Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to roundmg. 

The model and median response category for the totai sample and the social 

workers is 3.0 or ccinfieq~eLlfly." The modal and median rrsponse category for the 

supervisors is 2.0 or %equently." 

Table 27B presents the data &et wüapsing the response aitegories to 1 = "always 

or fiequentiy" and 2 = "inâequdy, rarely or never." 

Table 27B Frequency of Supewirion Rcducing Job-Rdited Stms (CoWpstd) 

Reporteci Fre~uency 

1 =Always 

2 = Frequently 
l 

3 = Mequentiy 

4 = RareIy 

5 =Never 

Totd 

The modal fesponse category for the combineû srmple d the social wodcers' 

group is 2.0 ('khpently, m l y  or nevef?. The modal response category for the 

Total Sample 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always, fiquently 

2 = Inûequently, mly ,  never 

Total 

N 

2 

12 

21 

8 

5 

48 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = .O3653 

SocirlWorka 

% 

4.2 

25.0 

43 -8 

16.7 

10.4 

100.0 

Supcnisors 

N 

9 

31 

40 

N 

5 

3 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

22.5 

77.5 

100.0 

Total Sampfe 

% 

62.5 

37.5 

100.0 

N 

2 

7 

18 

8 

5 

40 

Supenhrs 

N 

% 

5.0 

17.5 

45.0 

20.0 

12.5 

100.0 

N 
- 

% % 

62-5 

37.5 

100.0 

14 

34 

48 

29.2 

70.8 

100.0 

5 

3 

8 
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supeniisors's group is 1.0 (%ways or fkqydf'). The median rcsponse category fOr the 

S U ~ ~ s O f S t  grOUp iS 1.0 (%WBY Or fkQldly"),  W k e U  Wh IMdh mmediaa rrsporUeQOïy 

for the combined sample and the d workers' group is 2.0 ("inâequedy, rady or 

newef") nere are no Statistically sigdicanî cbfkencts @ = <-OS) between the nported 

fiequencies of aipavisors and sociai workers. 

Question 33 asked participants to report on how ofken thek total supervision 

included identifyiag ways to mimm;,c the deveiopment of stnssfiit Situaaons. This 

question is intendecl as a measure of supportive supervision relating to the sustaiaing 

worker morale dimension. The r d s  are presented in Tables 28A and 28B. 

Table 28A Frquency of Supmi3ion Minimizing Devdopwnt of S t m d i d  
Situations 

The m d  and median respollse category for aiî groups is 3.0 or "iafialuentlyy" 

Table 28B pnsaits the resuits iffa recodiqg die respomes to 1 = "always or 

fiequentif' and 2 = "iaâcquedy, rarely or never." 

Reported Freqyency 

1 = Always 

2 = Frquently 

3 = lnfie~uently 

4 = Rareiy 

5 = Never 

Total 
riote: Nwnbers may not add to 100.0 due ta rounding. 

Total Sample 

N 

2 

8 

27 

9 

2 

48 

Y0 

4 2  

16.7 

56.3 

18.8 

4.2 

100.0 

SupeMsors 

N 

1 

7 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

12.5 

87.5 

100.0 

N 

2 

7 

20 

9 

2 

40 

1 

% 

5-0 

17.5 
I 

50-0 
1 

22.5 

5.0 
1 

100.0 



Table 2û Frequeacy of Siptnririon Mii- Devûopmut of  Saadb l  
Situ8tioiu (Co0.prsd) 

1 Total 1 48 1 100.0 1 8 1 100.0 1 40 1 100.0 1 
* Fisher's Exact Test flwo-Tailed) = 1 . 0 0  
**Note: Numbas may not aâd to 100.0 due to roundjng- 

The modai response category for aü groups is 2.0 ~ ~ u e n t l y ,  m l y ,  or 

never"); the median category for aii groups is also 2.0. There are no staîhically 

signifiant ciiffierences at the -05 leml between the reported fiequaicies of S U ~ S O T S  and 

social workers. 

Question 34 asked participants to report on how often their total supavision 

included reviewing the pro- behg made on completkg case p b .  This question is 

intendeci as a rneasure of administrative supavision reiating to the revïewing and assessing 

performance dimension The resuits are reponed in Tables 29A and 29B. 



Table 29A Fnguencg of Supewiaion Rsviemhg P ~ ~ E W S  ou Cue Piam 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to roundhg. 

Reportecl Ffe~uency 
L 

1 = Always 
r 

2 = Frequentiy 

3 = lnfiequently 

4 = Rarely . 
5 = Never 

r 

Total 

The modal and median response category for the total simple and the social 

workers is 2.0 or '%equentlyyn The modal response category for the supavisors is 1 .O or 

"always." The median fesponse category for the supavisors is 1.5. 

Tou Smple 

Table 29B pr-ts the d t s  of the data ofter rrcoding the responses to 1 = 

N 

8 

19 

15 

4 

2 

48 

Supavison 

"always or fkquentiy" and 2 = ' c ~ ~ d y ,  m l y  or never." 

% 

16.7 

39-6 

3 1-3 

8.3 

4-2 

100.0 

N 

4 

2 

2 

8 

Table 29B Frequency of Supavirion Reviewhg Pmgms on Case Plrni 
(Co~psea) 

% 

50.0 

25.0 

25.0 

100.0 

* + Note: Percentrrgcs may not add to 100.0 due to roundhg- 

Reported Frequency 

r 

1 = Alwys, &Iiuently 

2 = Infisqudy, rareIy, neva 

Total 
J 

Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailsd) = -4371 1 

TotaiS~~iiple 

N 

27 

21 

48 

% 

56.3 

43.8 

100-0 

Supavisors 

N 

6 

2 

8 

SocialWorkas 

% 

75.0 

25.0 

100.0 

N 

21 

19 

40 

l 

% 

52.5 

47.5 

100-0 
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The a t d  rcsponse categofy for ali groups is 1 .O (Wways or fkpaitty>'). The 

median responst category for rll gmups is aiso 1.0. Thcre are no -caUy sigdcant 

diffaences ôetwecn the reportcd 6requenciies ofsuper~~~sors and soQ;iI-wotkers @ = c.05). 

Question 35 fequested m f o d o n  telating to the ac<iuency of total supnision 

including mie- fiequency of client contact This question is intended as a measme of 

administrative supavWion relathg to the accountabiüty and rrspansiiiiity dbensio~~, The 

results an reporteci in Tables 30A and 30B bdow. 

Table M A  Frequency of Supervision Revîewîng Cücnt Contact 

**Note: Numbers m y  not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequently 
1 

3 = Infiequently 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 
r 

Total 

The modal respome category for tbe totai sample and sociai workcrs is 2.0 or 

"fieq~edy~" The supavisors show a bi-modal category at 2.0 or "asquently" and 3.0 or 

c c ~ u e n t l y " .  The mediPn response category for the total ample riod social workas is 

3.0 or "infi.equently" ad, for the supervisors, the mcdiaa rrsponse category is 2.5. 

Table 30B prescms the Qu on this variable &a ncodiag rcsponses to 1 = 

"always or fhqumuy" and 2 = "infraluently, rarely, or never." 

Total Sample 

N 

1 

21 

17 

6 

3 

48 

Supervisors 

% 

2-1 

43 -8 

35-4 

12-5 

6.3 

100.0 

N 

4 

4 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

N 

1 

17 

13 

6 

3 

40 

rn 

5 

2.5 

42.5 
3 

32.5 

15.0 

7.5 

100.0 
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Table 3ûB Fnqueney of  Supervirioa Revhîng Clhnt Con- (Cdlrpsed) 

**Note: Numbers mey not add to 100.0 due to roundiog. 

The modal respome category for the totai sample and the social workers' group is 

2.0 ~'infi.equently, rarely or ne&'). The supavisofs' group shows a bi-modil 

distniution of 1 .O (Wways or fresuentlly") and 2.0 ( " ' ï e n t i y ,  nnly  or nmr"). The 

median response category for the total sampk and the social workers' group is 2.0 

("iequently, rarely or nevei'). The median response catqory for the supavisors' 

group is 1.5. The dinixences in reported fkequencies for the supavisors and the social 

workers are not statistically siSmfiant at the .O5 I d .  

Question 36 asked participants to report tbe fiequency of supemision identifying 

areas where advanceci training wouid increase the practîce skiUs of social workas. This 

question is intended as a m e m  of educational supavision rrlatin$ to the development 

of practice theocy dimension. The reported rewilts an pfeseafed in Tables 3 1A and 3 1B 

below. 

Reported Fre~uenc~ 

1 = A l w a .  aerpiedy 

2 = lnfiequentiy, miy, neva 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Taild) = 1.00000 

Totai Sample 

N 

22 

26 

48 

% 

45.8 

54.2 

100.0 

Supavisors 

N 

4 

4 

8 

SoaalWorLas 

% 

50.0 

50.0 

100.0 

N 

18 

22 

40 

% 

45.0 

55.0 

100.0 



Tabk 3 U  Fnqutncy of Supcrvirian Identirjnng Advanad Tminiig Nedu 

Note: Numbers m y  not add to 100.0 due to roundhg. 

Reported Frequency 

I = Always 

2 = Frequentiy 

3 = Infi.equeatly 
1 

4=Rarely 

5 =Never 

Total 

The mc&i and median response category for aii groups is 3 .O or "infiequentiy." 

Table 3 1B presents the d s  for this variable a f k  recoding responses to 1 = 

"always or frequentlly" and 2 = "inacpueutiy, m 1 y  or never? 

Total Sarnple 

Table 3LB Fnqueney of Supervision Identifjhg Advanced Training N d s  
(C@~pscaI 

N 

1 

14 

21 

10 

2 

48 

** Note: Percentages may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The m d  response category for the totai sample, the supervison and the d 

workers is 2.0 ("dways, tiepuentiy or never"). The mcdiin rrsponse aegory for 1 

% 

2.1 

29.2 

43 -8 

20.8 

4.2 

100.0 

SupavuOrs 

N 

2 

5 

1 

Social Workers 

% 

25.0 

62.5 

12.5 

N 

1 

12 

16 

9 

2 

40 

w 

% 

2.5 

30.0 

40.0 
1 

22.5 

5.0 

100.0 
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groups is also 2.0. The reporteci diffaeaces in fkeqyeacies by supervison and 

workers arr not sigdicant at the .O5 id. 

Question 37 ulnd participants to report the extent to which the total supavision 

r d t e d  in an increased interest in diffkcnt theones ofpfELCtice. This @estion U intendeci 

as a measun ofeducationai supervision rrlaiag to the dcvdopment of the knowledge base 

dimension- The results are presented in Tables 32A and 32B. 

Table 32A Frequency of  Supwirion hcrasing Interet in Theones of Priam 

Note: Numbers may aot add to 10.0 due to rounding. 

The modal and median response category for aii groups is 3.0 or "inâequently." 

Table 328 prrsents the dru der recoâing response categories to 1 = "always or 

fhquently" and 2 = "ïnfrequentiy, d y  or wva." 

Reporteci Frequency 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequently 

3 = infiequently 

4 = Rareiy 

5 = Never 

Total 

Total Sample 

N 

I 

9 

18 

14 

6 

48 

Supaviso~s 

% 

2. I 

18.8 

37.5 

29.2 

12.5 

100.0 

Social Workers 

N 

2 

4 

2 

8 

N 

1 

7 

14 

12 

6 

40 

% 

25.0 

50.0 

25.0 

100.0 

I 

% 
1 

2.5 
l 

17.5 

35.0 

30.0 

15-0 

100.0 



Table 32B Frrqreacy of Supentidion bcreasiig Intemt in Tûeories o fhct ic t  
(Cokpwa) 

**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to roun&g8 

Reportecl Frequency 
r 

1 = A i w 8 .  hquently 
r 

2 = Inasquently, rafeIy, never 

Total 

The modal and median respow category for aii groups is 2.0 ~iaa#1~eatly, 

rarely or neveî'). There are no statistidy significant diffbnces between the reporteci 

frequencies of supervisors and social workers (p = <.OS). 

Question 38 asked participants to report the firequency oftheir total superMsion 

includiig the discussion of social workers' past successes. This variable is intended as a 

measure of supportive supewision relathg to the dimension ofdeveloping a sense of 

security in perfomance. The results are reported in Table 33A and 33B. 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Taiied) = 56555 

Totai Stmple 

N 

10 

38 

48 

% 

20-8 

79.2 

100.0 

Supavisors SocirilWorLas 

N 

2 

6 

8 

N 

8 

32 

40 

% 

25.0 

75-0 

100.0 

% 

20.0 

80.0 
I 

1 OO.0 



The modal response category for al1 groupe is 2.0 or 'Yhquently." The median 

respoase category for the total sample and the sociai workers is 3.0 or 66infreq~dy" and, 

for the supervisors, the median response category is 2.0 or "nequently." 

Table 338 presmts the data der recodiag the responses to 1 = "always or 

fkquently" and 2 = "indiequently, mely or never." 

Table 338 Frqueney of SupeCVWion Discwing Put Successes (Coiiapseâ) 

Rep~fied FWW 

1 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequentiy 

3 = Innequenîiy 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 

Total 

The modal response category fw the total ample and the social workers' gmup is 

2.0 ( 'Wqueatiy,  m l y  or nmr"). The modal category for the supavisors' group is 1.0 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

Toul Sample 

N 

1 

19 

14 

12 

2 

48 

% 

2.1 

39-6 

29.2 

25.0 

4.2 

100.0 

Suparison 

N 

5 

1 

2 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

62.5 

12.5 

25-0 

100.0 

N 

1 

14 

13 

10 

2 

40 

5 

2.5 
1 

35.0 
I 

32.5 

25-0 
I 

5.0 

100.0 



163 

("always or bequentily"). The mdioD response category for the total sampfe and the 

social workm' group is 2.0 (uïdkqyedy, rareiy or neva"), whQcaS the meâian 

response category for the supemisors' group is 1 .O (ualways or fkcpmtiy"). The 

reported différences in &quenues for the supavikors and the d workers are not 

statisticaify signifiant at the .O5 sipiiiscance lemi. 

Question 39 asked participants to report the mency  of their total supervision 

including ideatifying the areas of tesponsiiity associatecl wÏth the child protection role. 

This question is htended to measure administrative supavision nlating to the clarification 

of roles dimension. The resuits are nported in Tabie 34A and 34B. 

Table 34A Frquency of Sapavision ChriCjRag Amas of Rcrponsibility 

The modal resTK)nse category for the total sample and the d workers is 2.0 or 

CCfieq~ently." The distriiution fin the supwisors is bi-modal at 1.0 and 2.0. The median 

response category for ail groups is 2.0 or 9keqyentiy." 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always 

2 = Frequently 

3 = Idkequently 

4 = Rarely 
I 

5 = Never 
I 

Total 
Note: Numbas may not add to 1 0 0  due to rounâîng. 

Total Sample 

N 

6 

24 

15 

3 

48 

% 

12.5 

50.0 

3 1.3 

6.3 

100.0 

SupeMsors Social Workers 

N 

3 

3 

2 

8 

N 

3 

21 

13 

3 

40 

% 

37.5 

37.5 

25.0 

100.0 

% 

7.5 
I 

52.5 

32.5 

7.5 

100.0 
L 
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Table 34B presents the rrsults fOr tbis item sfta ncoding the fesp01lses to I = 

"dways or âsquedy" and 2 ="maeqUemly, m l y  or a m - *  

Tabte 34B Frt~uency of Supervision -g Arcis o f  Rcrpnsibüity 
(Collipwd) 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Taiied) = -69184 
**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding- 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always, fiesuently 

2 = Mequedy, rarely, never 

The modal and median response category for ail groups is 1 .O (Uways or 

fiequently"). The reported fiequencies of the supe~~sors md the social worken are not 

1 Total 1 48 1 100.0 1 8 1 100.0 1 40 1 100.0 1 

statisticaily signifiant at the .O5 si@cance level. 

Total Sample 

Question 40 asked participants to report the âequency of their total supe~sion 

N 

30 

18 

including encoumghg social workers to give consideration to whether persod 

Supenisofs 

% 

62.5 

37.5 

experiences may be impacting on practice. This question is intended as a masure of 

SocialWorkas 

N 

6 

2 

educational supervision relating to the devdopment of sdfgwareness dimension. The 

resuhs are presented in Tabks 35A and 35B. 

N 

24 

16 

% 

75.0 

25.0 

% 

60.0 

40.0 



165 

Table 35A Frrpumcy of Sapedion Meatayiig hpact of Personal E.pCricnces 

r I 

Reported Frequency Toul Simpk 

1 Totd 1 48 1 100-0 1 1 
Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding8 

The modal response category for the totai sample aad sipervisors is 3.0 or 

"infrequentiy." The modal respoase category for the d workers is 4.0 or "rarelf. 

The median response category for the total sample is 4.0 or ccweIy." The median 

response category for the supervisors is 3.0 or c4idiequemly." The median response 

category for the social workers is 4.0 or "mly." 

Table 35B ptesents the results for this vatiabk &a remhg respomes to 1 = 

"dways or fhquently" and 2 = "inûequently, mely or rimer? 

Table 35B Frquenq of Supervision Identrqing Inpact of Penoad E.pcriences 
( C o ~ P W  

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -53032 

Reporteci Frequency 

1 = Aiways, âepueatly 

2 = uifkequedy, rarely, neva 
1 

1 Total 1 48 ,, 100.0 1 8 1 100.0 1 40 1 100.0 1 

Total Sampk 

N 

4 

44 

% 

8.3 

91.7 

Supavisors 

N 

1 

7 

SocicilWorkas 

% 

12.5 

87.5 

N 

3 

37 

- 

% 

7.5 

92.5 
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**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal aad median respnse category for ali groups is 2.0 (uidhq~entiy, 

rarely or never"). The reported ciiffierences in fkqyencies by the supewisors and the 

social worlcers are not statistically signifiant (p = <.OS). 

Question 41 asked @cipants to report the frequency of their totai supervision 

contniuting to social worlcers' sense of belonging in the Agency- This wiable is intendeci 

as a measure of suppomve supervision relating to the develophg a sense of belonghg 

dimension. The r d t s  are reported in Tables 36A and 36B Wow. 

Table 36A Frequeney of Supervision Comib~ting to Seare of Wnging  

The m d  response category for the totai sample and the social workers is 4.0 or 

"rarely." The modal response ategory for the supenisors is 2.0 or "âequedyY" The 

median response category for the total sample and the social workers is 3.0 or 

c'~eq~ent iy . ' '  The median response ategory for îhe supavisors is 2.0 or "âsq~ently~" 



Table 3 6 .  presents the data on tbis Vanable afku rrcodmg rtspollscs to 1 = 

"always or fhquentlf' and 2 = "iafrrqudy, racdy or n e  

Table 36B Fmqutnqr of Srpendsion Contribiitiag to Smse of Bdon*g 
(Cohpaed) 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -45109 
**Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding- 

Reported Frequeacy 

1 = Always, fiequedy 

2 = Infiequeatiy, rareiy, never 

The modal response categocy for the total sample and the social workers' group is 

2.0 rrnffequen*, wely or neveP). The supavisors' distriikmon is bi-modal et 1.0 

1 Total 1 48 1 10.0 1 8 1 10.0 1 40 1 100.0 1 

("always or fiequently") and 2.0 ("infnquentiy, mely or nweî'). The median response 

Total Smple 

category for the total sampie and the social workers is 2.0 ("inâequently, mely or 

N 

18 

30 

never"), whereas the median response category for the supervisors is 1 S. The differences 

% 

37-5 

62.5 

SupaviSOrs 

reported by supervisors and workers are not statistidy simcant at the .O5 

N 

4 

4 

SoaalWorkers 

Question 42 asked participants to report the fiequency of th& total supervision 

% 

50.0 

50.0 

N 

14 

26 

including discussîng and p l h g  strategies to iusist in d u d g  conflict with colleagues. 

% 
1 

35.0 
1 

65.0 

This vaiiable is iatended as a measure of educational supavision r e b g  to the workhg 

relationsbips dimension The resuits are pre~~llfed in Table 37A and 37B. 



Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to munding. 

Reported Fre~ueucy 
- 

1 =AIways 
I 

2 = Frequemiy 

3 = Inftqucotly 
I 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 

Total 

The modal and median tespanse category for ai i  groupe is 3.0 or "Uinequently." 

Table 37B presents the cesuits for this variable der recoding responses to 1 = 

"always or fiequdy" and 2 = " ~ u e d y ,  rarely or never." 

Table 37B Frquency of Supedion Raluciag Coiilürt wïth CoUugucs 
( C o h r n )  

Social Work«s Total 

1 Reported Frequency 1 Total Ssmple 1 SuperVis~r~ 1 S d  Wxker~ 1 

Supavisors 

N 

2 

3 

16 

11 

8 

40 

N 

2 

5 

21 

12 

8 

48 

N 

2 

5 

1 

8 

% 

5.0 

7.5 
1 

40.0 

27.5 

20-0 

100.0 

% 

4.2 

10.4 

43.8 

25.0 

16.7 

100.0 

**Note: NumbcfS may not d d  to 100.0 due to roundkg. 

The mo61 response category f9r aii g w p s  is 2.0 ("in&quentiy, m d y  or never"). 

The median rtsponse ategory for dl p u s  is a b  2.0. The reportai di&smas in 

fiequencies by supavisors and sacial workas an not Stgtistidy signifiant @ = <.OS). 

% 

25.0 

62.5 

12.5 

100.0 

1 = Always, f%quezitiy 

2 = Iiifinquedy, m l y ,  never 

Total 
* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Taited) = -32974 

N 

7 

41 

48 

% 

14.6 

85.4 

100.0 

N 

2 

6 

8 

% 

25.0 

75-0 

100.0 

N 

5 

35 

40 

% 

12.5 

87.5 
J 

100.0 



Question 43 asked participants to report the hquency of th& total supavisioa 

including the planning and assignhg of Spcanc tasks to be completd This question is 

. . 
imended as a mamm'of supaViSi011 nlrtmg to the pianning a d  assi& 

of, work dimension The nsuhs are npaMd in Tabies 38A and 38B. 

Table 3ûA Ftc~ueacy of Sapcrvirion Planning and Assigniag T u b  

*Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

The modal and median response category for all groups is 2.0 or "nequently." 

Table 38 B presents the nsuhs for thk wiable af ta  rrcodiag the respomes to 1 = 

ccalways or nmr" and 2 = "inâequentiy, &y or never." 

Reporteci Fce~uency 

1 = Alw8ys 

2 = Frequentiy 

3 = Intiequently 
1 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 

Total 

- 

Social Workers Su@sors 

N 

8 

19 

7 

6 

40 

N 

6 

2 

8 

1 

Y0 

20.0 

47.5 

17.5 

15.0 

100.0 

Total Sample 

% 

75 .O 

25.0 

100-0 

N 

8 

25 

9 

6 

48 

% 

16-7 

52.1 

18.8 

12.5 

100-0 
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Table 38B Frequency of Supervision Piaaaing and Agigning Tukr (Cokpsed) 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Taiied) = 1.00000 
** Note: Percentage may not add to 100.0 due to roundhg 

The madal and median nsponse category for 1 groups is 1.0 or "always or 

âequently." The difference in fiequencies reportcd by nipavisors and sociai workers is 

Repofled FfequeW 
L 

1 = Always, fkequenily 

2 = Infiequeutly, m l y ,  aewr 

Total 

SocùlWorLas 

not statistically signifiant (p = C.05). 

SupavUon 

N 

27 

13 

40 

Question 44 asked participants to report how offen th& total supervision 

N 

6 

2 

8 

I 

% 
1 

67.5 
1 

32.5 
1 

100-0 

Total Sample 

reinforces the social workers' belief in the value of cMd protection social woric. This 

% 

75.0 

25.0 

100.0 

N 

33 

15 

48 

question is intendeci as a messure of supportive supavision relating to the dimension of 

% 

68.8 

3 1.3 

100.0 

developing a sense of professionai w o d ~  The r d t s  are presented in Table 39A and 

39B. 



The modal response category for ail groups Ïs 2.0 or '%equentiy." The median 

response category for the total sampIe and the social workas is 2.0 or Yhquentiy-" The 

median response category for the supavirors is 2.5. 

Table 39% presmts the data on this variable atter recading responses to 1 = 

"aiways or fiequently" and 2 = "infrequently, rardy or neva." 

Table 39B Frquency of Supervibion Reinfoiring &ücf in Vdue of Child 
Rotcetion (CoIhpseû) 

Reporteci Frequency 

1 = Always 

2 = Fceqzlently 
I 

3 = Infiequently 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never . 
Total 

C 

**Note: Numbas may not add to 100.0 due to munding. 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 

Reported Frequency 
1 

1 = Always, Eequentiy 

2 = Infirequdy, d y ,  never 
I 

Total 

Totai Smple 

N 

4 

21 

16 

6 

1 

48 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = 1.00000 

Supavisors 

% 

8.3 

43 -8 

33.3 

12.5 

2.1 

100.0 

Totai Sample 

N 

4 

3 

1 

8 

Social Workers 

N 

25 

23 

48 

% 

50.0 

37.5 

12.5 

100.0 

N 

4 

17 

13 

5 

1 

40 

% 

52.1 

47.9 

100.0 

Supesvisan 

% 

10.0 

42.5 

32.5 

12.5 

2.5 

100.0 

SoaalWorkers 

N 

4 

4 

8 

N 

21 

19 

40 

% 

50.0 

50.0 

100-0 

% 

52.5 

47.5 

100.0 
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The modal response category fOr the total slimple and the social worLas io 1.0 

Ccalways or fkcpedy"). The disaikition of supenisor fespollses indicatm a bi-modal 

distniution at 1.0 (Wyays or fhpedly") and 2.0 ( " i i y ,  d y  or never"). The 

median response category for the totai sample and the social worLas is 1.0 (C(ahivays or 

Question 45 asked participants to report the fkquency of their totai supervision 

identifyiag the social worlas' contncbution to the achievement of Ag- goals and 

objectives. This question is intended as a mcasure of supportive supervision relating to 

the development of a sense ofbelonging dimenoon. The d t s  are reporteci in Tables 

40A and 40B below. 

Table 40A Fnqueney of SupcMiion I d c a ~ g  Soetl Workers9 Coatribution to 
Agtney Goab 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Always 

2 = Ffe~uentiy 

3 = Mequentiy 

4 = Rareiy 

5 =Never 
I 

Total 
Note: Nusnôers may aot add to 100.0 due to romding. 

Total Sample 

N 

3 

17 

16 

10 

2 

48 

% 

6.3 

35.4 

33.3 

20.8 

4.2 

100.0 

SupaVisors 

N 

4 

2 

2 

Socid Workers 

% 

50.0 

25.0 

25.0 

N 

3 

13 

14 

8 

2 

40 

A 

% 
J 

7.5 

32.5 

35.0 

20.0 

5.0 

100.0 



Th modrl rrsponse categofy for the totai srmple lad the aipavUars is 2-0 or 

The median cesponse catcgory fw the totai sample and the sociai worlms h 3.0 

("infiequedf'). The m e c h  response caîegoty for the supervison is 2.5. 

Table 40B prrsesiss the data on this variable o&r rewding respolises to 1 = 

Table 40B Fmqutncy of Supemision Idtnafying Contribution to Agency Goah 
(Cohprea) 

The modal nspoast category for the totai sample and the social workers is 2.0 

Reported Frequency 

m 

1 = Always, fkquently 

2 = Idkequently, rarely, never 

Total 

~itifieq~ently~ rarely or nevef'). The distriution indicates a bi-modal distribution for the 

supervisors at 1.0 ("always or fkquently") and 2.0 (Tnfkpently, rarely or nevef'). The 

* Fisher's Exact Test (Two-Tailed) = -70309 
**Note: Numbers may not add to 10.0 due to rounding- 

median response category for the totai sample and the social worLas is 2.0 (uinhqudy, 

rarely or nevef3. The median response category for the suparisors is 1.5. The 

Social Workers Totai Sample 

Question 46 &ed participants to report on how often supavision included 

N 

16 

24 

40 

N 

20 

28 

48 

- 

Supewisors 

discussing and plrinniiig strategies to assist in edmmhg working datioaships with 

% 

40.0 

60.0 
1 

100.0 

% 

41.7 

58-3 

100-0 

N 

4 

4 

8 

% 

50-0 

50-0 

100.0 
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coileagues in coilaterai orgmi&otlstlS Thio question is ioteaded as a meastue of 

educational supansion reflecting the working relationships dimension. The results am 

reported bdow in Tabjes 41A and 41B bdow. 

Table 41A Fmqueacy of Sapcrvirba Enbuicing Coüatcrril Rdritâouhipo 

Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rouading- 

The modal and median nsponse category for aii groups is 3.0 or "infiquently." 

Table 4 1B presents the data after recodùig respouses to 1 = "dways or fiequently" 

and 2 = "infi.equently, rarely or never-" 

Reported Frequency 
L 

1 = Alw8ys 

2 = Frequently 

3 = InErequentIy 

4 = Rarely 

5 = Never 

Total 

Total Sample 

N 

13 

22 

10 

3 

48 

% 

27.1 

45.8 

20.8 

6.3 

100.0 

Superviso~s 

N 

1 

6 

1 

8 

Social Workers 

% 

12.5 

75.0 

12.5 

100.0 

N 

12 

16 

9 

3 

40 

% 

30-0 

40.0 

22.5 

7.5 

100.0 



Table 418 Frequeucy of SupefViSion Eahu&g Cdlrited Rdrtiomhips 

The modal and median response category for aIi groups is 2.0 ("iPfL#luently, 

Question 47 asked participants to report the ûequency oftheir totai supervision 

Uicluding h g  various deiidlines- This question is intended as a measure of 

administrative supemision relating to the a c c o d i i i t y  aad responsiiüity dimension. The 

r d t s  are presented in Table 42A and 428. 

Table 42A Frqueney of Supetvision ScttUig Deidlines 

Reporied Frequency 

l s A I w a .  

2 = Frequently 

3 = Mkequently 
1 

4 = Rarely 

5=Never 

Total 
Note: Numbers may not add to 100.0 due to rounding- 

Total Sample 

N 

5 

18 

15 

9 

1 

48 

% 

10.4 

37.5 

3 1.3 

18.8 

2.1 

100.0 

SupeMsors Social Workers 

N 

6 

2 

8 

N 

5 

12 

13 

9 

1 

40 

% 

75.0 

25.0 

100.0 

1 

% 

12.5 

30.0 

32.5 

22.5 

2.5 

100.0 
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The modal response category for the total siniple and the S U ~ S O ~ S  ïs 2.0 

(Wequentiy"). The modal response category for the social workers is 3.0 

(Wkequentiy"). The median response category for the totai sample and the sociai 

worLers is 3.0 C-dy''). The median response category for the s u ~ s o r s  is 2.0 

C%qu~W3-  

Table 42B presents the muits for tbis vaviable a f k  rccodÜ~g nspooses to 1 = 

"always or fkquentif' and 2 = Ccuinsq~entiy, m l y  or never-'' 

Table 42B Fquency of SapeNiSion Settiiig Dudiines (CoUipsed) 

**Note: Numbers may not add to 10.0 due to mu11âing. 

The rnodel response category for the total -le and the sociai workers is 2.0 

("infkequeatly, rarely or nmr"). The modal category for the supavisors is 1 .O ("always 

or fiequently"). The median category for the total sample and the social workas is 2.0 

("idkequedy, mly or never"), whslcsq the median category for the supervisors is 1.0 

(%lways or fiequmtIy"). The reported differences in fkpencies by supavisors d 

sociai workers are not stathticaiiy signifiant @ = c.05). 

Reported Frequency 

1 = Aiways, fhquently 
L 

2 = Mequently, rareiy, never 
I 

Total 
> 

* Fisher's Exact Test ( T w o - T a )  = .12%6 

Tctal Sample 

N 

23 

25 

48 

% 

47.9 

52.1 

100.0 

SupeMsors Social Workers 

N 

6 

2 

8 

N 

17 

23 

40 

% 

75.0 

25.0 

10010 

% 

42.5 

57.5 

100.0 



Sunim.R 

TabIes 19 - 42 pre~eated abovc display the nsuhs for each of the variables 

Uitended to measure the dements ofadministrative, edudod and supportive 

supervision There were no signifiant diffiéfences with respect to the mencies reporteci 

by sumsors and social workers at the .O5 lm1 of si@cance- 

O O The variables intended to provide a composite measun ofadnnaistrative 

supe~sion wat presented in Tables 22,23,24,29.30,34,38, and 42. 

The variables mtended to provide a composite measme ofeducationai supemision 

were presented in Tables 19,20,26,3 1, 3 2,35,37, and 4 1. 

The variables intended to provide a composite measun of supportive supavision 

were presented in Tables 21,25,27,28,33,36,39, aad 40. 
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A cornparison ofwdisn sams for the variabIes comprishg idnmustratnr . . 
e, 

educational and supportive supavision is provided in Table 43 beiow. 

Table 43 Median Sam for Adminiarative, Educationai & Supportive Sapedion 

* Note: 1 = Always or Frequently; 2 = Lnâequently, Rareiy or Never 

The above table âisplays the median score for each of the variables compriskg 

administrative, educational and suppomve supeniision As there were no statistically 

sigiiificant ciiffierences in the median categories reported by supavisors and social 

workers, the abow r d t s  are based on the medjul score for the total sample. A visuai 

. . 
inspection of the above table suggests that ndmrnistrative supemision is provideci to a 

greater extent than is educational or supportive supavisiofi 

Supportive Supervision Administrative Supemision 

Variable No. 

Role 27 

Resp 39 

Priori 29 
I 

Tasks 43 

Assess 28 

Prog 34 

Contac 35 

Role 47 

Role 27 Frequency of supervision c w g  tapLs ofrok 

Edudonal Supervision 

Median 

1-0 

1 .O 

1.5 

1-0 

1 .O 

1 .O 

2.0 

2.0 

Variable No. 

Value 3 1 

Pers 40 

Theory 24 

Inter 37 

Option 25 

Train 36 

Confl42 

Relat 46 

Median 

2-0 

2.0 

2-0 

2.0 

1 .O 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

Variable No. 

Stress 32 

Minstr 33 

Prof& 30 

Value 44 

Belong 4 1 

C o h  45 

Anx 26 

Succes 38 

Median 

2-0 

2.0 

1 .O 

1-0 

2.0 

2.0 

1 -0 

2.0 



Resp 39 

Prion 29 

Tasks 43 

Assess 28 

Prog 34 

Contac 35 

Role 47 
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Ffeqclency of sumsion ci@hg arcas of nspoasîbüity 

Fre~uency of supavision assishg in priorization of tasks 

Frecpency of mpavision plaming and a~6ping tasks 

Frequency of supervision revicwing assessments 

Ftequency ofaipavision reviewhg progress m case plans 

Fre~uency of supeMsioa revïewing cüem contact 

Fquency ofsupmrision setting deadines 

b . 
te: v e  lyIpIs - 

Value 3 1 

Pers 40 

Theory 24 

lnter 37 

Option 25 

Train 36 

C o d  42 

Relat 46 

Frequency of supeMsion ideatiQing impact of personai values on practice 

Frequency of supem*sio ideatitjling impact of persond arperiaices on 

practice 

Frequency of supervision ident-g theoretical bases of p&ce 

Frequency of supmision d t i n g  in increased interest in practice theorïes 

Frequency of supervision idaitifyin8 imemmtion options 

Frequency of supervision identifyin8 advanced traimag ne& 

Frequency of supavision discussing and planning strategies to rduce 

conflictwithcolleagues 

Frequency of supervision discussiag and planniag striitegies to enhance 

worhing reIationStiips with coUaterais 

Stress 32 Frequmcy of supervision d u c h g  jobrelateci stress 



Minstr 33 

Profes 30 

Value 44 

Belong 4 1 

Contri 45 

Anx 26 

Succes 38 
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Frequency ofsupewïsion ideotifling ways to minimin deveiopment of 

!mesdu situations 

Frquency ofsupavision con&i%uîing to sense of profèssionaiism 

Frequency ofsupmision reinforcing beîiefin vaiue of chiid protection role 

Frequency of supavision contrjbuting to sense of Mo& 

Frequency of sumgon identifjhg sociai worlers' contriion to 

Agency goal achimmmt 

Fre~uency of supervigon deçreasing anxiety about case handling 

Frequency of supervision disawing past successes 

f va- 

The nonparamettic test of association, Spcarmaa's ho, was wmputed for the 

variables comprishg each ofrdmicristrstive, educatiod and supportive supervision 

Spearman's rho is wed to describe relationships between ranks ofvarisbles measwed at 

the ordinal levei, and, is considemi to be an appropriate cosrelation procedure for 

situations where the median is the appropriate measure of central tend- Q ï  1995, p. 

39). The intent of these tests is to explore the degree to which a h  ofthe variables 

correlates with the others within the thrœ aiegories d i d .  The rationale for testhg 

the relatioaships between pein of variables is t h  ifthe variables mtended to measure 

administrative, educationai aad supportive supewkion are valid meruures of these 

concepts, it wodd be cxptcted tbat the 28 pairs ofvariables within -h of the megories 

would r d t  in statisticluy significant comiaîions @ = < .OS). The d t s  are presented 
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in Tabks 44 to 46 below. Comhions &ad it a sigdicance levei o f m e r  than -05 

have not bem rrported. 

Table 44 Comhaoa of A d n b ~ t î v e  Suprrvirion VariaMe 

Variable Names Sig. 

I Priori 29 - Role 27 

Identayingareas ofresponsibiility 
Clarifyiag UsLd of* 

AsYstance with priorizing tasks 
Clarifying tasks ofmle 

Assistance with priorizing tasks 
Identifjing areas ofrespomiiiity I Prion 29 - Resp 39 

-4542 

,4401 

_4090 

1 -  Tasks 43 - Role 27 P W &  a!uigIlingtask!l 
Clarifjhg tasks of role 

I Prog34 - Resp 39 

I Prog 34 - Priori 29 Reviewhg progress in case plan 
Assistiiig wiih priorizing taslcs I 

I Prog 34 - Assess 28 Reviewing progrrss in case plats 
ReviewingaSSeSSmeLIfS 1 

Contac 35 - Priori 29 9 
I Role 47 - Role 27 

- - -  

Reviewing client contact 
AssistiDg with priori9ng ta&s 

Reviewiag client contact 
Reviewing progress in case plans 

Seîting of deidüaes 
CiarXyhg tasks of role 

Senllig of de;idiiircs 
ASisthg with prioripag tdcs I Role 47 - Priori 29 

-3653 

-3905 

,4428 

,5633 



- - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - 

The above tabk shows c o d o n s  of moderate strrqgth @ = e.05) for 14 (50.0 

%) of the possible 28 pain of idmunstrcitiv . . e supavision variables. Ofthe 14 ~CSSOC~B~~OLIS 

between variables, 11 show an rissociation ofmodefate strength at Iess than a -01 IeveI of 

~ignificance~ The 14 pairs of variables that do not show a statistically signifiant 

association may be explaineci by the d sample sire (Rubin and Babbie, 1989, p. 452). 

Altematively, the variables that were not found to statisticaüy associated at the .O5 1eveI 

may reflect systemetic emir with respect to the validity ofthe measurrs. 

Variable Numbers 

Role 47 - Prog 34 
. 

VatiabIe Names 

Setting of deadlines 
R e v i ~ p m ~ i n c a s e p l i a s  

S-'s 
dl0 

.3532 

Sig. 

,014 

rn 
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Table 45 ComLtioa o f  Educational Supervbion V u t W a  
- .  

Variable Names S i g  

Pers 40 - Value 31 Identifying impact of personai 
expaience 
1demiîyUg impact ofpasonal 
*es 

Theor 24 - Value 3 1 

Id-g impact of pemod 
values 

Theor 24 - fers 40 

h 

Inter 3 7 - Pers 40 

Idaitifyiag theoreticai base of 
practice 
IdemifyiaB impact of pasonai 

Inter 37 - Theor 24 uicfeasing interest in practice 
h=ry 
Identitjring theoretid base of 
practïce 

[dentifyiag intememion options 
[daitifyiag theoretical base of 
pIgCtice 

Option 25 - Theor 24 

Option 25 - Inter 37 

Train 36 - Value31 I impact of personal 
values 



Sig. spearmaay s 
Rho 

I 
- - - - - - - - - - - - 

C o d  42 - Value 3 1 Reducing conflict with 
oolleagues 
IdeatifLiiig impact of personai 
vahles 

l Relat 46 - Pers 40 

Enhanhg collaterai relationsbips 
Identayiiig theoretid base of 
practice 

Enhancing coilateral relationships 
Incmsing~erest inpfactice 
th=ry 

Relat 46 - Theor 24 

Relat 46 - inter 37 

Enhancing coilaterai relationships 
1d-g advancd training 
needs 

1 Relat 46 - Cod 42 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Enhancing cohteral re1ationships 
Reduciiig codict with 
colleagues 
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The above tabk shows associasions of modemte m g t h  for 17 (60.7 %) ofthe 

possible 28 pairs of educatiod supavison variables- ûf the 17 mens, 14 are t 

less than a -01 lm1 ofsignificance. As was p m i d y  stated witb respect to the 

administrative supavision variables, the remabhg 1 1 variables paÜs thit were not found 

to be statisticaiiy aSSOCiated rii the .O5 levei may reflect the d Site of the sample, or, 

altematvely, m y  reflect problems with msjxct to the validity of the rneaswe- 

Table 46 Coctdltion of Suppottivt Supetvision Variables 

- - - - - - -- - 

Belong 4 1 - Stress 32 

Belong 41 - Minstr 33 

Value 44 - Profis 30 0 

Variable Names 

Id-g ways to minimize 
developmeat of stress 
Reducing job-relating stress 

Contniuting to sense of 
professonali!5m 
Identifyuig ways to minimize 
development of stress 
pp - - - - - - - 

Contributhg to sense of 
beionging 
Reduciug job-relatecl stress 

Contriig to sesise of 
belonghg 
Ldeataymg ways to minimirr 
stress 
pp - - - - - - 

Decfeasingaaxietyabout 
handihg of case 
Reducing job-nlated stress 

Reinfi,rcîng ûeliefin vaiue of 
chüd protection work 
Comibuting to seme of 
profèssionatiiwi 

Sig. 



Variable Nmes 

chiîd proteÜioa work 

1d-g contnhtion to 
ABency gods 
Reinforcing beiief Ïn d u e  of 
chiid protection work 

Deaeasiiigemrietyabout 
handluig of case 
Comibutiog to sense of 
proféssonalism 

~ g ~ e f y a b o u t  
handling of case 
contriiutiiig to sense of 
beîonging 

Sig. 

ofthe poss1iIe 28 pairs of variaôles within the categofy of supportive supavision, 

there are modemte asso&ions found for 14 (50.0 %) of the &le pairs. Ofthe 14 

associations, 8 are moderately asscxhed at less than a -01 signincance Ievel. As anu the 
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case with the - .  
d edudonai supavipon variabIes, the 14 vafiable pairs in 

the supportive supervision rn- tbat do aot show StatiSticrUy sigdicmt assochioas at 

the .O5 level may d e c t  tbe d simple SZc. or, may n&ct s y s t d c  aror with 

respect to the vaIidity ofthe rneasure 



Sm* Particip.nt8 

The overait response rate in this study was vay high with 80 % ofthe sample 

wmpleting aad retuming the survey. The study participants consisteci of eight supervisors 

and 40 direct srnice social work staEinvolved in providing child protection services at 

Wuinpeg Child and Family Savices - Central Arra Demographic data relating to years 

expezience and highest level of education were rrported in the pmious chapîer. There 

were no major difEerences between supmisors and social workm on the expience 

variable with respect to m n t  positioa classification or the level ofeducation variable. 

This is somewhat surprishg in that it wouid seem resonable to expect that supewïsors 

would have attaked a higher Iml  of education than social wockers; however, in this 

study, only one supmisor reportecl edudon at the MSW I d .  

The number of yean acpaiaice was measumi ody in tams ofthe participantsy 

years experience in th& present position classification 0.e. supavisor or social worla). 

The modal response category for years atpaience for both supavisors and social workers 

was "over 3 years." The modal nspanse category for years acpaiena in the present 

position for d workers was "between 1 and 2 years." For supavisors, the àistriiution 

showed a bi-modal response catqory for Ievel of expience in the presait position at 
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"between 1 and 2 yearsn aud 3 y-" These d s  mry suggest there is a greater 

degree of movewat by sociai worlras betweea the Family ScMce Ur& the lntake U '  

the Permanency Planning and Adoption Unit, and the Fimily ibudication Unit than thae 

is ammg supavisors which may refiect diffffaias in the avaiiabii of opporimity as 

well as d B m m t  workld characteristics within the uni&- For exampie, while d 

workers in the F d y  Services U h  have no abüity to contmi the numba of clients behg 

served, there is some limiteci a b i i  to control wodioad in the halte Unit as cases are 

typicaliy closed or t r a n s f d  within 30 dsys. Wah respect to the F d y  Reunification 

Unit, there is a built-in abilïty to wntroi the workload as a result ofthe "capped" 

caseloads. With respect to the Permanency Planning and Adoption Unit. there is no Iin9t 

on the numba of children noawig services in this unit- There is, however, vesy W e d  

involvement with the biologicai thmilies of permanent wards and the highly adversarial, 

time consunhg court process involveci in obtaîning permanent wardship is, of course, 

completed prior to r e f d  to this unit- This study did not iaclude a test of siguifiance on 

this variable and, as a result, it is not possible to detamine whether the d t s  on this item 

are due to chance- in addition, it would probably have been more i î l d g  to include a 

question askkg for information about participants' total numbef of years Srpenence in 

chiid protection services regardless of present classification. 

Frequency and Nature of  Supedion 

The d t s  nletiDg to the fiequency ad nature of planned and unplanned 

supe~sion wae  presented in Part II of the pmious cbapta. The study hypotbesis 

relevant to the neqUency and nature of supervision at Cemnl Ana was previousiy stated 
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in Chapter N: Central Area supervisors d soarl workers wiii perceive &Berences as to 

the usefuliless of pianned and unpknncd supavison with respect to CI1)ISVLcïng the abilay 

of supcrvisors and socïai workers to catry out their mspectk responsiirliti*eses 

The &quency of unpbed supavision at Wepeg Cbild and Family Savices, 

Centrai Area was presented in Tabies 3A and 3B. Unpiannecl or aaetgency supervision 

appears to be provided to a sieaificant extent in the Cemral Areci. That were no 

statistidy signifiant differences between the supavisof~ and social w o h  relating to 

this variable @ = <.OS). The modal response category reported by the study participants 

was "3 or 4 times per week, once per w* or other" (55.3%, n = 26). 

Information relating to the type of supavision beiDg provided on an unplanneci or 

emergency bais was presented in Tabie 4. There were w statistidy si@cant 

differences @ = <.OS) in the reports by supervisors and social workas. The most 

frequently select& item was "approval of  decision to apprehend" (83.3%, n = 401, 

followed by consulcation relating to the "plaaniog of abuse or neglect aüegations" (75.û%, 

n = 36), and "chification of Agency or Area pdwes' '  (75.0./0, n = 36). 

The resuhs of the first two itcms reporteci as reasons for unplanneci or emergency 

supervision are not surprishg in that the arcrmuuaceS which necessitate abuse or neglect 

investigations which may, subsequentiy, d t  in the need for appnhcllsion an, typically, 

of an unexpected naturenanire The rrlatively high numba of participants sdeding "ciadication 

of Agency or Area procedures" as a a n  for unplanneci or cmcrgency supavision is 

surprising in that this type of coasultation or direction would, in most cases, be expected 

to be relateci to non-ernergency decision 1T1Sking8 An altemative possiiiiity may be tbat 
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this is a refiection ofexceSSivt workld  deman& on social work smfhnd an d t e d  

inabüity to keep abma of the fiquent changes cornmon to chüd wdfke pTIICtice. 

Another possîiiity is that the fiequent need to ckrifil procedures may be a deaion of 

problmis in cown~catîng changes in an anictive and efficient muma. Research of an 

explanatory na- would be helpfbî in fiaha arploiing these issues particularly with 

respect to the impact on supavisory worlload. 

Assistance with "development ofservice plans" was selected by 729% (n = 35) of 

the participants; and "approvaî to nturn a chiid to hïs or ber home" was sdected by 70.8 

% (n = 34). Providing emcrgency consultation or direction for these two reasons would 

rnake sense ody in situations where the immediate denlopment of a service plan would 

d o w  for the d e  retum of a chiid who had very recendy been brought into agaicy care- 

In cases where the chüd has been in ageacy care for some signifiant duration, the 

development ofthe s e ~ c e  plan and the decision to return a child to his or ha home 

should occur on a planneci basis to erwre that the specifics ofthe &ce pian are 

SUflFicient to reduce the level of risk for fùrther abuse or neglect. h addition, in situations 

where the ciraunstances of the case have previousiy been cwessed as being severe enough 

to requin that the chiid remain in agency care, the decision to ntuni should not be made 

in the absence of a complete case review which includes codhing that the changes 

needed for a d e  environment have, ia $ct, been achieved. 

"CIWficrtion of Ag- or Area policies* and "PPsis~nce in deaikg with other 

departments" were selected by 68.8% (n = 33) of the participants. As was previousiy 
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discussed in relation to providiag supervision for ciadjhg agcncy or rrea procedutes, 

these are sutprising fiadings. 

Unplanneci supervision was reportai by 66.7% (n = 32) in situations imrolving the 

"assessment of nsL" and in "debrichg mVohnment in sassfiil situationsIIS*) These findings 

appear 10- as it seems teasonable to cxpect that these situations, witâ the exception of 

risk assessment for a chüd aiready in can, would ocair ueqectedly. 

Supervisory involvement, on an ernergaicy basis, was nported by 60.4% (n = 29) 

"when considering case tr&"er" and %&en considering case closure." For the same 

reasons discussed in reiatïon to providing emergency supervision when deveiopùig a 

s e ~ c e  plan or considering retuming a cbild to his or ha home, ernergency supervision is 

probably best providd with respect to these issues on a very Illinteci basis. 

Supervisory assistance was reportecl, on aa unplanneci or emergency basis, by 

5 8.3 % (n = 28) '3when dealing with hostile clients" wbich is, in this writer' s opinion, an 

appropriate use of emergency supavision 

Supervisory assistance was rrported, on an unplanneci or ernergency basis, by 

3 5 -4% (n = 17) in the "assessrnent of fbdy dynamics." As was discussed in relation to 

providing emergency supewision when dcvdopkg the &ce plan, considering retwn of 

a child to bis or h a  home, ami considering case tram& or cloa~q an inaccurate or 

incomplae assessment of hmily dynamics may d t  in a negative outcorne for a chüd's 

s a f i i  and, is pmbably best pmvided ia a p h m i  supcmision session 

The categoty of "otha" ans selected by 8.3% (n = 4) ofthe participants. 
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In dation to participants' vieus as to the useffilness of providing supariaon on 

an unplmed or emergency basïs (Table 9B), mïsticaiiy dinarrnt pemeptions found 

in the reports of supavMors and miai workers @ = <.OS). SupavUors and socirl 

workers were asked to rate the useaihiess of unplanneci or emergency supavinon as it 

relates to their ab- to effèctively ccirry out the responsiiilities assoQIted with th& 

respective roles. The m a  response category for the sociJ work staffwas ïisefùl or 

very usefiil" (9494, n = 37), whereas fi>r the supavisors, the modal response category 

was "somewhat usefi& not very usefui, or useiess" (62.5%, n = 5). 

These findings are logicai in view of the numerous didvmtages for supavisan in 

providing ~upeMsion on an emergency basis. In addition to the drawbacks discussed 

above with respect to providmg emergency supavision on M indiscrinnnate basis, there 

are a number of additional dangers a s d t e d  with emergency supavision Due to the 

unplanneci nature of this type of supervision, there is offen no time for preparation with the 

danger king that judgments may be made without suiiicient opportunity to carefbiiy 

consider the substantiated facts and available dteniatives (Kadushin, 1985, 1992). 

Another disadvantage of providing extensive supervision on an unplanneci or emrgency 

basis is that tben is a danger tbat supemsOrs m y  conduct case mriews less âequentLyy 

Supavisors may believe they are awue of the important issues such as the main facts of 

the case. Supavisors may also belim duit reparteci events have been aibmmiamî, and 

tbat a thorough assessment of risL bas occumd (Reid and Sigurdson, 1994) wbich could 

result in a Mse sense of secudy. A fbrther disadvantage of the use of extensive 

emergency supavison ù that with supavisors rcsponding to the neais of a numba of 
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-al workers, each res~omile for a numba of cases, the supervisor may fhpently be 

taken away h m  responsiilities which are not ofan emcrgency nature wbich mry, in tum, 

negatively impact on suparisors' ability to cury out these fcsponsiiilities. In addition, if 

supexvisory direction is excessiveiy providecl m situations wbich do not a c t d y  coastitute 

an emergency, t may have the UniRfended e&d ofincreasitlg the workload of supewisors 

by infomaüy moving the case management fiinction toward the supavisory staff. It may 

be simpler for sacial workers to simply "ask the supervisoi' to make the tnaj~nty of 

decisiors in the case management process. While t is certaidy the role of the supervisor 

to provide consultation and, in some cases7 direction, with respect to the case aunagement 

process, it is neither effdve nor efficient for the supavisor to attempt to manage the 

social workers' caseload. While it is not possible nor desirable to completely avoid 

emergency conferences due to the nature of social work in gaiemi, and cbiid protection 

work in parbcular, "the supe~sor mua decide when an emergency is t d y  a crisis and 

when it is more an expression ofthe soaal worker's need" (Kaâushin, 1985, p. 186). 

Planneci supervision was exploreci as to the âepuency of individual sessions, the 

average length of time for each supeniision session, the rtepuency of supervision being 

planned in advance for a speàfic day and tirne, the fiequency of Uitetruptions d u h g  

supenision, and the fkquency of participants haring to ceschetlule their supmision. The 

results were preseated in Tables IA and 1B, 2, SA and SB, 6A and 6B, and 7A and 7B. 

mth respect to the fkequency of p b e d  individuai sessions (Table lB), study 

participants nportd the modJ respoase category as baiig "once mry week or once 

every two waks" (72.3%, n = 34). Thes6 results su* ttmt the majority of aipetvisors 
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at Wl~llll-peg Child and Famdy Savices - C d  A m  an aic#ssâil in achihg the 

informal requirement of providing supavision on at least a bi-wcekly basis for the maj~rity 

of  social workers. This wouid suggest that the tofocmal arpectrtion in the Centrai A m  of 

providing supavioion on a bi-weekiy basis, occun more often thaa wt. 

In relation to the average length of t h e  of individiinl supavision sessions (Table 

2), the modal response category was "1 hour or more" with 65.2% (n = 30) reporting this 

eequency. 

Infomtion relating to the fiequency of sum~on k g  schedukd in advance for 

a specific day and t h e  was presented in Table SB. The modai response category for this 

variable was "always or fiequedf' (87.2%, a = 41). These hdnigs suggest that advance 

planning occurs in the majorïty of situations which could be interpreted as an expression of 

the perceived importance of supervision in the Central Ana 

The Mults relatnig to the fkquency of iiltef~ptions during supervision were 

presented in Table 6B. Then were no statistidy signifiant ciiffierences @ = (05) 

reporteci by supavisors and social workers. The modai response category for this Mnable 

was ''never, rareiy or i.nfkequentiy " (55.6%, n = 25). These fiedings suggest that 

interruptions during supervision do ocair to some extent at the Central Ana and there is 

room for improvement on this issue. Umecess~ly interruptions are distractiig and can 

dedue Paaptions as to the importance of supaiision- In the interests of providing the 

best possible &ce to agency clients, uninterrtlpted supervision thne mist be protected 

Care should be gïven to ensurhg that imcrcuptions are kept to an absohite minimum and 

occur oniy in ernagency situationsIIS 
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The data obtained nlating to the mency of study participants bavhg to 

reschedule th& supavi*sion wsp prcsented in Tables 7A and 7B. There were no 

statisticaiiy signifiant dïffia.tnccs @ = c.05) in the cepocts by supervisors a d  soaol 

workers. The modril respom category on this variable was "never, m i y  or 

oocasiody" (80.0 %, n = 36). These h h g s  indiate that, whüe then is m m  for 

improvement, the neeâ to reschedde supcwision is not excessively problematic for the 

Central Area. niese d t s  are intaesting in view of the popuiar notion that the crisis 

orientation of chîld welfare prevents the adoption of a planned, systematic approach to 

the work 

Tables 8A and 8B presented the d s  relatiDg to participants' perceptions as to 

the useftlness ofplamed supmrisioa There were no statistically signifiant diffkrences @ 

= <.OS) in the reports of supervisors and social workers. The modal category on this 

variable was "very useful or usefùi" with 85.1% of participants (n = 40) indicating that 

social workas and supavisors fimi planned supavision usefiil as ï t  rehes to t k  ability 

to effèctively cerry out the respo~~~lcbilities of th& respective roles. 

The study hypothesis in relation to expected perceived daf-ces between 

supavisors and social workm on the uscnilness of planned and unplanned supavisîon is, 

in part, supporteci. The U i n g s  of this study found statistically signifiant ciifkences 

between supervisors and social workers in dation to thar perception of the ustdhhess of 

unpland supewision @ = <.OS). Tbere were no stathicaUy signifiant dï&mces 

found, in this study, in the pemeptions of supavisors and soQll workas in dation to the 

usefidness of p h e d  supavisioa @ = <.OS). 
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Supentbry riivohwment i t  Criticll Dccbkii Pointr 

Part III of the previous cbipter pre~cmed the d t s  concemeci with uroessiog the 

extem of supervisory involvement ia the case nmagamt piocess of abuse and negiect 

cases, open protection cases, and children in cm aues The study hypothesis in relation 

to the exteat of supembry involvement in the case types rnentioned above was previously 

stated in Chapter IV: Supavisory direction, or cotlsuhatjon, at criticai deasion points in 

the management of abuse and neglect cases, protection cases, and childm in c m  cases is 

essential to achieving the objective of ensuring that a cbild's ri@ to protection supercedes 

any secon* goals or objectives. Supavisory direction or consultation, at criticai 

decision points in the specified case types, is only pdaiiy achieved in the Cenaal A r a  

The extent ofwpeMsory involvement was measwed at eigbt criticai d a o n  

points in the case management process wbich, in aggregate, are intendeci to pmvide a 

summary measure of this variable. As previously stated, the decision points w a e  

extractecl fiom Standard # 18, W s e d  Standards for Investigation and Management of 

Chiid Abuse Cases (Ontano Mimstry of Conmuimty and Socid Services, 1992, p. 3 1). 

These decision points looseiy wmspond to five prrviousiy identifieci supervisory 

standards outlined in the Chiid Protection Section (Part III) of Manitoba's Program 

Standards Manud (1988), and are also noted in supaiisory standads in efftct in the 

Province of Nova Scotia, and the Northwest Tedones. 

Cross tabulations and the non-pammttric test of independence, Fisâer's Ewct 

Test, were computed at each ofthe eïghî decision points to determine the probability of 

acbieving the obsewed reSuIts ifthe variables, type of staffad extent of supervisory 
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involvement, wac statisîidy independent The d t s  indicate that  were no signifiant 

Merences at the .O5 level h e m  the rrported fcsponses ofthe supavisors and the 

social workers at any of the decision points anci, as a result, the analysb of the extent of 

supavisory involvement is based on the rrsponses for the total sample. 

Tables lOA, LOB and 1ûC pnaented the rrsuhs at the fùst cnticai decision point 

defined as '%he point of imtial nferral of an abuse or ne!giect aliegatiom" Tables 10A and 

IOB revealed supervisory involvement "always" ocaimd at the fint decision point in only 

27.1 % (n = 13) of the cases. Table 1OC meded supavisary iavolvement occumd 

%iways or fiequently" at this decision point in 77.1 % (n = 37) of the cases. Supavisory 

involvement at the time of initial r e f d  is not aplicitly requïred in Maaitoba's p&ce 

standards, the Nova Scotia Ri& Management System or the Northwest Territories It 

would appear to be an Mplicit requkement with respect to Nova Scotia's Ri& 

Management System at decision point #1 which States that Qtha a supavisory 

consultation or a Risk Management Coderence must occur in the decision relatiag to 

whether to investigate an allegation of abuse or neglect. Simiiariy, supavisory 

involvement at the point of initiai refimal wouid appear to be irnplicit in Uaaitoba's 

previoudy r e f d  to proceâurai rrpuirement of sums0ry involvemeot in pnoriPiig the 

response to an allegatïon of abuse or neglect. 

Tables 1 1 4  1 1B and 1 1C reported the extent of supeniisory involvement at the 

second critical decision point defined as ''throughout the investigation stage.'' Tables 11A 

and 1lB meaieci supervisory involvement "always" ocaimd at this decision point in only 

18.8 % (n = 9) of the cases. SupcmsOry involvement occumd "always or fisquentlly" in 
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70.8 % (n = 34) of the cases (Table 1 1C). Supdsory  pdce standards do not arplidy 

require tbat supervisory imrolvement ocav throughout the -gaion stage in 

Manitoba, however, supervisory involvement is an explicit nquinarmt throughout the 

investigation in the Northwest Tedories. With respect to NOM Scotia, the RiSk 

Management System utilized in tbis junsdiction appean to encompass the major points in 

the investigation process and, as a result, could be Unefpreted as atplicitly quiring 

supeMsory involvement throughout the in~~gati011, 

Tables 12A, 12B and 12C preseated the results obtained at the third decision 

point d&ed as "the point at which the investigaîion stage is cumpkted." Tables 12A and 

12B revealed supeniisory involvement "always" ocaured at this decision point in ody 

3 9.6 % of the cases (n = 19). Table 12C meaied supavisory involvement at this 

decision point occumed "always or fiosueatly" in 83.3 % (n = 40) of the cases. 

Supe~sory  involvement at this decision point is not explicitly requind in Manitoba, the 

Northwest Tenitones, or Nova Scotia. It is n o t a  however, that all thtee jurisdictions 

require supavisory involvement in decisions which wouid normally occur at this point. 

For example, Manitoba, Nova Scotia and the Northwest Tenitories require supervisoq 

involvement when deciding whether to open or dose a case; whai ïnitiating case transfer 

to other departments or agencies; when making the decision to apprehead; when m a h g  

the decision to ntum a child; and when making the decision to initiate a court application- 

Tables 1 3 4  13B and 13C presc~lted the daîa obtained for the fourth criticai 

decision point defbed as "the point at which consideration is @en to mnovkg a chiid 

@om his or h a  home" (apprehension). Tables 13A and 13B revealed supavisory 
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involvement "always" occumd at this decision point in oniy 58.3% of the cases (n = 28). 

As is the case in chtario, supavisory invoivemem at this decîsion point is requirrd in 

Manitoba, Nova Scotia and the Nortbwest Temitories making the findings on din variable 

particuiariy c0ncerning8 As s h o w  in Table 13C, when supavisory involvement at this 

decision point was v i e d  on the bask of "alwrys or fhquently" occurring, the 

achievement rate nses sigdlcantly to 97.W ofthe cases (n = 47). 

Tables 144 14B aud 14C preseated the extent of supeMsory invoivement at the 

@th critical decision point defmed as "the point at whîch consideration is given to 

returning a child to his or h a  home." Supervisory involvemeut is requind at this decision 

point, either explicîtiy or Unplicitiy, in aii of the jurisdictions reviewed for this study. 

Tables 14A and 14B revealed supervisory imrolvement "always" occurred at this decision 

point in 68.8 % (n = 33) of the cases. Supervisory involvement, at this decision point, is 

required in ail four of the jurisdictions reviewed for this study. As is shown in Table 14C, 

when supe~sory involvernent at this decision point is measwd on the basis of "always 

or ffequently" &g, the achievement rate rises signincantiy to 95.8 % of the cases (n 

= 46). 

Tables 154  1 SB and ISC presented the extent of supavisory involvement at the 

sixth cntical decision point d&ed as "the point at which consideration is given to 

termination or closure of the case. The results of Tables 15A and 1 SB reveaîed 

supe~sory involvement "always" ocuured in 68.8 % (n = 33) of the cases. Supervisory 

involvement, at this dexision point, is requind in Manitoba as weil as the other tbne 

jurisdictions reviewed for tbis sîudy. Again, when ~upavisory involvement at tbis 
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decision point is measured on the basis of "ahivays or fhquently" ocaimne, the 

achiwement rate rises sipificantiy ta 91.7 % (n = 44) of the cases (Table 1%). 

Tabks 164 16B and 16C presentd tht extent of s u p w b r y  involvemcat at the 

seventh cntid decision point denaed as "tha point at wwfüch the ddopment of the case 

plan occurs." Supemisory involveaient is expliatty recpbd at this decision point in the 

Northwest Tedories, Ontario a d  Nova Scotia, C d y ,  there is no explich Standard in 

place in Manitoba requiring supavisory involvement at this decision point There is, 

however, a procedural requirement (Mdoba Program Standards Manuai, Child and 

F d y  S e ~ c e s ,  S d o n  3 L 1, p. 3) nfémd to eariïer in this paper thaî supe~sors be 

involved in the ddoprnent of the case plan. Tables 16A and 1 6 '  revealed supervisory 

invoivement "always" occwced at this decision point in 27.1 % (n = 13) of the cases. 

Table 16C rwealed that supewisory involvement "always or f?equentlf' ocairred in 

8 1.2% (n = 39) of the ceses. 

Tables 174 17B and 17C presented the extent of supervisoxy involvement a the 

eighth critical decision point defjned as "the point at which consideration is gïven to 

makiag major changes to the case p W  Tables 17A and 17B revealed supervisory 

invoIvement "always" ocwred at this decision point in 60.4 % (n = 29) of the cases. 

Table 17C revealed supemsOry involvement ocaarrd "always or fkquemty" in 93 -8 % (n 
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= 45) of the cases. Supervisory UivoIvememt, at this decision point, is explicitly rsquircd 

in Uanitoba, the Northwest Territories and Ontario. It is not explicitiy set out in Nova 

Scotia' s RUL hhagement System 

Supenisory ~volvemmt in the management of abuse d neglect cases, protection 

cases and children in care cases is acbieved to varyiiig degrees at each of the eight criticai 

decision points. As has been pmiousiy stateâ, fwe of W o b a ' s  aunnt standards are 

encompassed in the eight decision points which fhher suggests that supeniisory 

involvement in the Centrai A m  does not aimmty achiew cornpliance with supenRsory 

practice standards. 

A cornparison of Cenirai Area's rate of supavisory involvement at each decision 

point, agaïnst the goal of 100 % achievement, was presented in Table 18A The hdings 

suggest that at the Central Am, many decisions involvîng an assessment of risL and 

subsequent decision makhg are made by social work staffin the absence of supavisory 

involvement. On avexage, supeMsory involvement occurs at these decision points in oniy 

46.1% of the cases. It should be noted that this study did not measwe the extent to wbich 

supe~sory  sanction of actions taken at these points was obtained subsequent to the 

decision behg made as is mently pennitted with respect to emergency apprehensions 

under Manitoba Standard 340.1. The findmgs suggest there is a si@cant discrepancy 

between the desired state of fiill supavisory involvernent and the level of supeMsory 

involvement actdly achieved. In view of supavMory accomtaôii for the actions of 

social workers for whom they bold supervisory responsiiüay, and Agency accountabiiity 

for the actions, or iack of action, by di staff of W1111ilpeg Child and Family Savices, these 
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findings are cause for conarn It shouid be wted this study did not expIore possible 

explmations for the levels of supervïsory invakmmt, and -y, tbis is an aieri where 

fùrther exploration would be of- due. In a vein Wmüar to that noted by Kadusbia 

(1992) in relation to the lack ofwisdom assoüated with supanSom providing case 

direcfion based on limited informatioq in the absence of ni1l uifooimaon, it is nathex Wise, 

nor possible, to provide exp19nah'ons for the low lm1 ofsupaiisory involvement at the 

identifiecl decision points. 

A sumrnary of supervisoiy involvement at the eight dical decision points when 

measured againsi the criteria of "always or fkquentlf' o d g  was presented in Table 

1 SB. These findings would suggest that supwisofy involwment occurs at the critical 

decision points, on the bask of "dways or fiesuentlf' to a much greater degree. Ch 

average, the rate ofsupeMsory invoLvement, at least fiquentiy, is 86.5%, mggesting that 

supe~sory involvement at these decision points in the case management process o m  

fat more often than not. W e  the concan r a i d  eariier remahs, these hdhgs are 

encouraging fiom the point of view that it is not such a "great leap" to move âom 

"frequentl~' to "dways." As was stated eariier, in the absmce of data specificaliy 

explorhg explanJrtions, it is not possible to provide atplanations. This wodd, however, 

be a vaid le  area for fbture research As was stated earlia, agencies nad Wo kaow 

more, not just h m  reports on situations that have gone dramatidy and tngicaliy wrong, 

but âom the day-to-day practice of child protection supervisioa,'' (Rushton and Nathan, 

1996, p. 359). 
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The above anaiysis suggests the m e d  hypothesis with respect to the extent of 

supe~sory invohrement at Wum0peg Chüd and F a d y  Services - Cemral Area at critical 

decision points in the management ofabuse riid n Ject cases, protection cases, and 

cbildren in care cases is supponed. The findhgs, in this study, suggest uiit supavisory 

involvement a the defmed decision points is only acbieved 

Adminiitmtive, Educationd and Supportive Supervirion 

The r d t s  of the study in relation to the extent of ndministtative, educational and 

supportive supmision provided at Centrai Ana were presented in TaMes 19A and 19B - 
Tables 46A and 468, Part IV of the previous chapter. The relevant hypothesis for this 

section of the study was previousiy stated in Chapter IV: There are three major elemem 

that comprise & d v e  supenision: administrative, educational and supportive supervision 

(Kadushin, 1976, 1985, 1992). Wthh the Central Area, admuiistra 
- - tive supervision is 

provided to a greater extent than is either educatiod or supportive supervision. 

The study participmts were asked to rate their level of agreement with 24 

statements, each of which measured the extent to which their totd wipavision included 

the variable specific to the statement. The 24 statements provide a smmay rn-e of 

each of the thne major elements of supervision which were detailed and operationalized in 

Chapter IV. Cross tabulasion by type of &and an appropriate test of sigmficance were 

computed for each of the variables. The Rsults of the anajysis showed there were no 

statisticaiiy simcant différences @ = <.OS) between the reporteci fbpencies of 

supervisors and social workers on any of the 24 variables (Tables 19B - 428). 
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Table 43 provided a cornparison of median scons for d ofthe Qght variables 

O - measuring adminrstraave, &cational and aipportm sumsioa The medùa 

category relating to fhpency o f o c ~ r m a  feI five of the aght variables comptWiog 

- 0  admimsaative supavision was 1.0 d h e d  as "aiways or firaiudly." The median 

- .  
response category rdatiiig to hqucllcy dacairnna for one of the admmistrative 

supervision variab1es was 1.5, and the mediaa rrsponse category for the remahhg two 

administrative supavision vasiables was 2.q defined as " ~ u e n t l y ,  rarely or never." 

The median respome category rdating to âe<iuency of ocamence for only one of 

the eight varÏab1es comprising edudoaai supavision ans 1.0, defmed as "aiways or 

fiequently." The median response category for the remainiag seven educational 

supervision variables was 2.0, defined as "~uently, rarely, or never." 

The median fesponse category relatiag to fkqyency of occmence for three of the 

eight supportive supervision variables was 1.0, d h e d  as "dways or fkquently." The 

median response categov for the remaining five supportive supavision variables was 2.0, 

dehed as "infi.equentl.y, rarely, or never." 

A visual inspection of Table 43 showing the data on these three variables shows 

that for the eight variabIes comprishg achmîmû 
* .  

ve supervision, fh ( 62.5 %) w m  

reported as occumiig "always or fkquezitiy.." Ofthe eight variab1es wmprising the 

supportive supervision meisurr, t h e  (37.5 %) wcre reportai as occurririg "always or 

âequentiy." Of the eight variables comprising the educational supavision meastue, ody 

one (12.5 %) was reported as Occumag "aiways or f k p d y . "  These findings suggest 

that, to the extent that the 24 variables an vaiid mcasuns of the concepts of 
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administrative, eduattionai and supportin supavwion, rdmimstntive supervision is 

provided to a greater extent thaa either educationai or supportive supmrùion at Wnmipeg 

Child and F W y  Savices - Central Ana. These hdings are consist~ with the reporteci 

m .  emphasis on ndmtnisttritive supaviion which begm Ui the 1970's whcn a c c o d i ü t y  

issues b e c a w  more prevaient in the d Services (Kiidusûin, 1985, 1992). These 

hdings may, m e r ,  d e c t  the ciimate of today's child protection services wîth respect 

to the focus on the actions of individu& and whether policy, procedures, and protocols 

were foilowed in the media reports and other feviews and inquiries conductecl in cases 

where a child in the aire oc or known to the child weifàre system, has been Knously 

injureci or k i k i e d  Wbile it is c d y  r c c o p b d  by this writer that adberence to policy, 

procedure, and protocd is of the pa tes t  importance, there is a h  some concem thet 

foliowing procedure in the absence of professional judgment may h m e  the ovemding 

concem of supervisors and other administraiors. It is c o n h g  to contemplate the 

possïbïity of supervisors' and other administrators' enagies behg directeci at "self 

preservation" rather thaa the e x p d  reasoas for which cbild welnin agencies exist. 

TabIes 44,45 and 46 presented the mmlation of supeMsion variaôles within each 

of the t h e  supenision categones. Overail, to the extent tbt the 24 supervision variables 

are vaüd measures of administrative, educational and supportive supemision, the stated 

hypothesis for this part of the study is supported. 



CONCLUSIONS 

Siimmrrg of the RaiiIts 

In this study, thae were no major ciBirences found ôetween supavisors and 

social workas in reiation to highest Id of education attained. 

The findings of this study suggest that supervision is provided on both an 

unplanned, or emergency, basis and a planned bssis at Wdpeg Chiid and Family Services 

- Central Ana The provision of unplanned aipeniision appears extensive- 

On average, planned supemision occurs for a p e r d  of at kast "oae hou or moreyy 

on, at least, a bi-weekly basis for the majo&y of social workers. The majority of this 

studyys participants reportai supervision is planned in advance for a spedic day and the. 

Interruptions during supavision ocair to some extent but do not appear to be excessive. 

The need to reschedule supewision t h e  does aot appear to be psrticuMy problematïc. 

Statistidy sipikant dïikences w e r e .  hund, in this study, with respect to 

ciifFerences in the pemeptiom of supeMsors and sociai workas wïth nspect to the 

usefblness of planned supemîsion as t relates to tbm a b i i  to effeaivdy carry out the 

respoasibilities BSSOCiated with th& respedm roles. Both supavisors ad d workers 

found plaatled supervision hdpfùi in this regad. 
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Statistidy signifiant diflCérGnccs found, in thk study, in the pceptions of 

supewîsors and social workcn with respect to the us&iness ofunplaaoed supansion as 

it relates to th& ab* to efEkctiveiy cary out respoll~~biilities aswciated with their roles. 

Supe~sors  were less likely to judge unpianned supavision as M g  helpfirl to them in 

effively carrying out th& responsiiilities than were soarl workar. 

In this study, supervisory involvement a critical decision points in the management 

of abuse and negIect cases, protection cases, and children in care cases is ody partially 

achieved. It is noted, however, that den supervisory involvement at critical decision 

points in the management of abuse and negiect cases, open protection cases and children 

in care cases is measured on the basis of "always or fkquentlf' OCCUTnIIg, supenisory 

involvement occurs fk more ofien than note 

The three major elements of admlliisaative supavision, educaîiod and supportive 

supervision are incorporateci into the supavisîon program at W111I1ipeg Chüd and F d y  

Services - Central Ana with administrative supervision king provided to a pater extent 

than either educational or supportive supervision. An additional fincihg of this study, was 

that both administrative and suppomve supemision are providexi to a pater extent t b ~  is 

educational supmiyon at the Centrai Area. 

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations of this study indude those tk are inherent to the research design. 

Specificdiy, cross-sectional designs are subject to many of the usual thriaits to interna1 and 

extemal validity. As a nsult, the 5dings ofthis snidy carmot be wed to irifa cause and 

effèct relationsbips nor can the hdings be geacfalized beyonci the present study. 
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This study couid have ban edmced by the addition of a qualitative component 

with respect to each of the thra study hypotheses. The inclusion of interviews with 

supervison and soaal workers may bave dded some depth to the issues uplored in tbïs 

study. However, due to the d sampIe siIe and the supenhry role ofthe researcher, 

anonymity would not have been possible and confidcatiality wouid likdy bave ban a 

wncern for interview participants. 

The fhdings of this study suggest that fûture research into the notion of the 

'%risis-dnven" culture ofchild protection services may be usenil. In diis study, the 

findings with respect to the fiequency of plmed supemision occurrjng, the fkquency of 

imemptions during supavisory conferences, and the extent to which participants found it 

necessary to rescheduie thek supavision coderences appear somewhat contradictory to 

the popular notion which suggests that the nature of chdd protection services prevemts the 

adoption of a plmeci, systematic approach to the work. 

This study did not explore the issues of stress and worlcload manageabirity 

associated with the supavisory d e .  While it wiis not the stited pirpose of the research, 

the study did fhd that social worker caseIoads are fàr in aass of fecommended 

standards. In light of supavisory accountabii for the actions of sacitl workers' for 

whom they hold supavûory nsponsii, it wouid seem masonab1e to assume that 

excessive workloads for social workers transiate hto excessive worldoads fbr supeniisors. 

Future research mi@ explore the lm1 and sources of supervisory stress, determine what 
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codtutes reasonabIe supewïsory worklds aad explore wbat Ag- supports may be 

efféctive in maxhkhg the prduaMry ofsumsory staff: In In the- of assis@ 

supervisors to aisun that clients recüve the ôest possible savice, both qualitatively and 

quantitatively (Kadusbin, 1976,1985,1992), and in the Agency's own best intcttsts Mth 

respect to broader acamtability issues, it w d d  be hefpfùl fOt Agencies to h o w  the 

ment to which policies such as supported education, caseload coverage for vacations and 

illnesses, manageable limits on workload, and -le p d c e  standards might impact 

positiveiy on morale. It is well egtabiîshed in the iiterature thaî low m o d e  and low 

productMty resuits in hïgh tumover wbich, in tum, impacts negatively on ctient Savices 

(Kadushin, 1985, 1992; Maslach, 1982; White, 1986; DaMes, 1989). 

FuCther remch is naded in the area of the day-today practice of child protection 

supe~sors. Research focussed on the extent to which child protection supcrvisors are 

given the authority and cesources to manage their time in a menner congruent with their 

primary role of eoniriog effèctive client services, both @tatively and quaatitatively, 

would be valuable. Research f d  on identifyiag systemic barriers to effective 

supervision wouid be attnmely vaiuabIe- Such nsearch may have the uaiinended, but 

useful d i  ofsbedding ligh on the often invisible, but important, work of supeniisory 

&in child protection savices. 

Finally, -ch is nadcd fOcussed on detaimmag naüstic standards of pCBCfice. 

for supavisory M w i t h  respect to respomiiiity and a c c o u n W i  issues. Cleariy, ' L? 

supe~sors, as well as 0th- employas of cbüd and fhmiEy savices agencies must be held 

accoumable wah respect to paformance issues. EstabIishiiig and enforcing accountab'i 
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through the use of practice standards is cataiiùy appropriate, however, if such standards 

are to be mesningfûi and contribute to ef fkc tk  cind eflcicient client services, the standards 

adopted must be cleariy uedastood, nalistic and achiCVBble. 

Agency and Ana support is needed in the fonn o f c l d y  cirticdated policies, 

procedures and a sanctioned mode1 of supansion which is cleariy understood and 

accepted by supavisors and social workas. Whae it is recogiiized that the support of the 

larger Agency, and in some cases, the Chüd W e k  and Family Support Branch is 

needed, the foUowing recommendations are suggested for supavi*sory plgcfice. 

That the Central Art. implement a supervirion modd wbich cf- 

articuiates the scope and ümitations o f  s u p e ~ c y  authority. Thae is a Merence 

between direction and codtation with the latter implying the disaetion to foUow or not 

follow the direction given With respect to decisions involving the assessrnent of nsk, and 

subsequent decision making, supavisory authority to direct social workers' actions, 

where necessary, mua be granted and cleariy undentood. 

Tbit the Centrai Are8 impkment 8 supewisioa m d d  wbich deady re8pire.s 

supervisory involvement at eritid decisiou poinb in the eue management procers 

of abuse and negiect cases, protection cases, and children in errc eucr. In the 

absence of the relevant supavisor, this fùnction shodd be provided by a covering 

supervisor. 

That the Centrai Area iiiplement a suptC)riSion modd which de* requim 

tbat mords of s ~ p e C V i 3 0 e ~ ~  conftcfnces be kept and tb.t ~LCW fccords indude a log 
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of 1 open cases in tôe unit, a record of the qmeü apoa chiid priotection pian and i 

record as to the date on WH the chW .id f-üy weae brt sam. ImpIementation of 

this p d c e  wouid greatfy assist supervison pmviding average m uniu otha than their 

own where they are u n h i l h  with the cases rraMng services in these units and with the 

social workers for whom they are providing supenision. 

That !he Centrai Arrii impleieiit a supuvirioii modd w k h  estends pnctice 

of the Manitoba Standard 340.1 which requims social woken, who are unabte to 

consuit with a superviur prior to ippreliending a child to ad* supervisors of 

emergtncy ipprcbeasions as roon as possible ifter the action bas beea Wrco, to 

indude adviring supervison of di emeqenq actions tllrcn a t  u y  of the eight 

criticai decision points. hptemeatation of this p d c e  wouid ensure the existence ofa 

forma1 process for decision making, d l i s h  decision mnlaiig authority, and establish 

accountabiiity for decision making. This fecomrnendation would also provide a process 

for reviewing emergency case assessments and d t i n g  actions, and finth=, wodd 

provide an oppomuiity for remediai action where neceSSary. This practice would be of 

benefit to supavisors who are held accoULlf8ble for the actions of social workers for 

whom they hold supavisory responsiiiiity. 

'ïhat the Centrai Ama implemeat 8 supeivirion modd wbicb, in addition to 

praviding supervision on an emergency buis, iodudes the format c c ~ u h t n t  of 

regrilulg wheduied individual superviwrg conftrcnces to be hdd at a minbum of 

eve y tno waks. Reguluty scheRiiIed individual supervisory aonfbncts should k 

providecl more &equentiy, w k e  deemed messuy, at the disaaion of the supervisor. 



That tLe Cmtrril A r u  fondiy r#opize the importance of  îndudhg 

administrative, educatiooarl and supportive mpervbiw üt tbe s u p e ~ c y  ravice 

dtiivtry structure 8nd mit the Centrrl Arcs supeivirioo modd k bucd on thb 

conceparl fnmtwork A supervision approach that comprises the thtee major elements 

of supe~sion wiil enable the Central Area to meet the needs of social workers for whom 

effective supavision is criticai to achieving the objective of providhg C d  Ana clients 

with the best possiile s e ~ c e ,  qat ive ly  and quantiiritively (Kadushh, 1985,1992). 

Thit the Centrai Area Wre the l a d  in devdoping a position d d p t i o n  

wbich clearîy sanctions the provision o f  wcrrork direction and consuitition as the 

primary mie for supendson holding direct ehW protection raponsibilities. 

Subsequent adoption and implememation of the position d d p t i o n  would rrquirr that 

the Central Am obtain approval fiom the Agency's ExeCufive Management and Board of 

Directors, for the fond implementation of the description as the recognized position 

description for supavisors in the Central Area 

Timt Winnipeg Chiid and F.m& Srnices, in pvbership witL Ut Chiid 

Wdfue and Famiîy Support Bmch Wrc the lead in i I k r reg  mourus to 

N!Sc1X'Cb the &SU- of 8UpeWbO~ ~0rldO8d& ~ i i ~ W h 0 ~  kvcb iad SûUirci of 

identifkation of systea& buricm to tflrCCtiVe supcnirion, u d  the devûopment of  i 

set of nilirtic and achievable standurds for the practke of diüd protection 

supeiIvision. The devdopment and implementation of aipervhry practice standards can 

be expected to impact positively on the Ageacy's d the Province's a b o i  to 
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demonstrate accountabiiity in chiid protection services ad, m e r ,  CM be expected to 

resuit in the added kmet of incmsing, quaiitatively and guinticstively, the delivay of 

effective and scient client SerYices. 
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SUPERVISION QUESTLONNAIRE: 
(FOR SIJPERVISORS) 

PART= DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 

1 - How many yeam have you woiked as a sumsor in chiid protection 
S ~ M C ~ S  throtl&o~t YOW carea? 

Less îhan 1 year [ ]  Between2and3years 1 1 
Between 1 and 2 years [ I  O V - ~ Y ~ = S  [ 1 

2. How many yeam have you worked as a supervisor in child protection 
seNices at Winnipeg CMd and F a d y  Services - Central Area? 

Less than 1 year [ ]  Between2and3years I I  
Between 1 and 2 years [ 1  over3~=3 [ 1 

3. How -y yeen have you worked in your preseat position? 

Less than 1 year [ ]  Between2and3ycars 
Between 1 and 2 years 

C 1 
1 1  oV=3y= 1 

4. Please indiate the hîghest lwei of education you have atmhed. 

Bachelor of Arts [ ] Master of Social Work [ 1 
Bacheior of Social Work [ 1 Otha [ 1 
Ifothet, please specifil C I 



PART Ik SUPERVISION 

5.  On average, how ofien do you meet wïth the social workers for formai, 
inmdusl Wrpansioa sessions? 

Onceperwal [ ]  OiicemryZndweek [1 
Once every 3rd week [ ]  ûaceevay4thweek [1  
Other II 
Ifotha, please speàfy 

6. On average, what is the leagth of your formai, individuai supemïsion 
sessions? 

Less than 1 hour [ ] 1 hour or more [ 1 

7. On average, how ofken do the social w o h  a& you to provide informai, 
supervision on an as-needed or ernergency basis? 

Dai1 y [ ]  3or4timesperweek [1 
2 or 3 times per week [ ]  Onceperweek 11 
m e r  II 
Ifotha; please specisl 

8. Please indicate the type of direction the social workers are seeking when 
codting with you on an informai, as-needed or emergency basis. Please 
check al1 that apply. 

- Clarification of Agency or Area policy 
- Clarification of Agency or Area procedures 
- Assistance in assessllig ri& 
- Assistance in assessing fiiaily dynamics 
- Assistance in developiag service plans 
- Assistance in dealing with hostile clients 
- Assistance in deiiüng with other departments 
of the Agency or Ana 
- Approval of decision to apprehend - Appmval of decision to naan chiid 
- Approvai of decision ta taminate savice 
- Approvaî of deskion to hithte tnasfi 
- Codtation reiating to planning of how to 
proceed with an abuse or neglect investigation 
- Debriehg a f k  involvement in sassfiil situation 
- ûther 



9. In general, are your formal, iadividual supavision sessions planned in 
advance for a s@c day lad Mie? 

10. In gewrai, how ofken are your formal, individuai supeMsion sessions 
intmpted (for example, by telephone calls)? 

Always II 
Frequently [ 1 
Irifiequently [ I 

î 1. How ofta do have to reschedde your formai, individual supeMsion 
sessions? 

Very Often II 
men [ 1  
Occasionaîiy [I 

Rarely [ 1 
Never I I  

12. As it relates to enhanhg your ability to effectively cany out your 
supervisory responsibüties, how usefùl, in tenns ofpmcticai wonh, 
fhd providing supervision through the use of planned, hdividuaI 
supervision sessions? 

very usefûl C 1 
UseM [ 1 
Somewhat Usefûi [ 1 

Not Very Usefiil [ 1 
useless r 1  

13. As it relates to enhancing your abüity to &&ive!& amy out your 
supeMsory responsibüities, how useâil, in temis ofpractical wo* dpzpu 
find providing supervision on an as-needed or emergency basis? 

Very Usefiil I I  
useful I I  
Somewbat UseM [ l  

Not Veryusefui [ ]  
Useless r 1  



14. In gaiexal, how satisfied are you with the qmmUi,& of total supervision you 
provide? 

Very Satisfied I I  
Satisfied 1 1 
Somewhat Satisfied [ 1 

15. In generai, how satisfied are you with the oftotal supavision you 
provide? 

Very Satisfied [ I 
Satisfied [ 1 
Somewhat Satisîïed [ ] 

PART III. SUPERVISION 

This section is interested in assessing the extent of supavisory involvement in the planning 
and decision making process at various points in the management of abuse and negIect 
cases, open protecfi011 cases and chiidren in care cases. 

Please score each statement indiatiag your level of agreement, u it dates to the tom 
supervision (plaincd and unplanad) you provide, using the five point scale shown 
below . 

Please read ail statements carefùiiy. Please indicate your selection by scoring the 
appropriate number in the space provided beside each statement. 

16. Supavisory consuitaBon or direction occuft at the point of 
initial r & d  or allegation of abuse or negiect. 

17. SupenRsory consultation or dmction ocans throughout the 
Uivestigation stage. 



18. Supewisory consuitation or direction occurs at the completion 
of the investigaiion stage. 

19. Supnvisory coiwltation or direction occurs den  considering 
the removal ofa child h m  the home. 

20. Sumsory eoLlSUltaSion or direction ocaus den  considering 
returning a child to the home. 

2 1. Su@sory collsultation or direction ocaus when considerhg 
termination or closure of the case. 

22. Supervisory consuitation or direction ocain when developing 
the case plan 

23. Supe~sory consultation or direction occurs prior to making 
major changes to the case! plan (for example, return of chiid 
prior to completion of  al el-s of the case plan). 

PART ZV= SUPERVISION 

Foliowing is a list of statements relating to supervision. Please indicete your kvel of 
agreement with each statement, as it dates to the total supeivpion (pluned and 
unplanned) you providt, using the five point sale shown below. 

Please read aii statements caretiily. Please imdicate your seldon by scorîng the 
appropriate number in the space providecl beside each statement. 

24. Supervision includes identifjing the uridatyiag theoretical bases 
of the social worken' actions. 

25. Supervision includes idd@ing various intervention options in 
relation to specinc cases. 



Supavish appears to decrease the social workers' amriety about 
their handihg of a case. 

Supervision hcludes c h @ h g  the tasks ofthe d workers' 
role in cbiid protective se~ces-  

Supavision includes miewing the soaal workers' asse~amems 
of problerns to be solved in speciiic cases. 

Supervision includes providhg assistance with pri0riPng tasks 
the social workers need to complete. 

Supenision appears to wnm-bute to the social workers' sense of 
professo~ism 

Supenigon includes identiQbg how îhe social workers' pasonal 
values could affect theV practice. 

Supervision inctudes ide-g strategies to reduœ the d 
workers' job-related stress. 

Supvkion includes idaitifying ways to assïst the sacid workers 
in minimiang the developmmt of stressfiil situations. 

Supervision includes reviewing the progress being made by the 
social workers in completing case plans (for example, completion 
of referrals to treatman resources). 

Supavision inchdes miewuhg tbe fhquency of the social 
workers' contact with clients, 

Supemkion indudes idmtifyirig areas whae admced 
training wouid inmase the range of practice siciîIs avBilabIe to 
the social wotkers. 

Supervision appears to d t  in an i n d  intaest on the part 
of social workm reinhg to dament thcoMs of practice- 



Supavision inciudes discussion reLating to past successes of 
the sochi worlrers in bsadltog ciHicuit situations. 

Supmision inchides iden-g the areas offcsp0~Wi 
associateci with the sociaî workem' d e  in chiid protection 
services. 

Supervision includes encouraging the social workers to consider 
whether personal stpenences may be impacthg on th& p d c e .  

Supervision contributes to the social worlras' saise of 
belonging in the Agency. 

Supervision includes discussirig and planning strategies to assist 
the social workers in reducing conflict with coiierigues in  the^ 
own or other units. 

Supervision includes planning and assigning ofspecific tasks 
to be wmpleted by the socid workers. 

Supervision eppean to reinforce the Jocial workers' beliefin 
the value of child protection social w o k  

Supervision includes idaaifying how the socilil workas' sucassfiü 
performance contributes to the successflll achievernent of Agency 
goals and objectives. 

Supenision inciudes discussion and planning of strategies to 
assist the social workers in enhancbg th& woricing reiationsbips 
with coiieagues employed in colliiterai o ~ o n s .  

SupeMsion indudes the setting of various desdlines to fiilfill the 
social workas' fesponsib'ilities in the cbild protection role 
(for example, completion of written -). 



Thank you for cornplethg the questionnaire- Pl- retum the questionrWre in the 
addressed, stamped envelope provideâ 

Date: 

Campbeü and Hehricb (Manitoba) Use Ody: 

1 am currently ernployed in the unit, 



SUPERVISION QUESTIONNAERE 
(FOR SOCIAL WORKERS) 

PART k DEMOCRAPHIC PROFILE 

How m a ~ y  yean have you worked as a social worker providing child 
protection services throughout your career? 

Less than 1 year [ ]  Between2and3years [ I  
Between 1 and 2 years I I  O ~ - ~ Y = S  [1 

How many years have you worked as a social worker providing cbild 
protection SeMces at Winnipeg Child and F a d y  Savices - Central Area? 

Less than 1 year [ 1 Between 2 and 3 years 1 1 
Between 1 and 2 years 11 o v e r 3 ~ -  [ 1 

How many years have you worked in your present position? 

Less than 1 year [ 1 Between 2 and 3 years [ 1 
Between 1 and 2 years I I  O v e r 3 ~ -  1 1 

Please indicate the highest level of education you have attained. 

Bachelor of Arts [ ] Master of Social Work 1 1 
Bachelor of Social Work [ ] Other [ 1 
If other, please specifil 

PART Ik SUPERVISION 



5. On average, how often do you meet with your supavisor for fond, 
individuai 
S U ~ ~ M G O I ~  d o m ?  

Onceperweek [ ]  Onceevery 2nd week [ 1 
Once ever 3rd week [] Onceevery4thwœk [ 1 
Othe C 1 
Ifother, pkase specinl 

6.  On average, wwhat is the leagth ofyour formai, individuai supervision 
sessions? 

Less than 1 hour [ 1 1 hour or more 1 1 

7. On average, how often do you ask your supenkor to provide informal, 
supervision on an 8s-needed or emergency bah? 

Daily [ J  3or4tïmespaweek [ 1 
2 or 3 times per week [ ]  ûncepaweek [I 
ûther 1 1 
if other, please spec* 

8. Please indicate the type of direction you are seehg when consulting with 
your supemisor on an uifonnal, as-needed or emergency basis. Please 
check aü that apply. 

- Clanfication of Agency or Area policy [ 1 
- Clarification of Agency or Areg procedwes II - Assistaace in asseshg risk [ 1 
- Assistance in M y  [ 1 
- Assistance in develophg service pians 11 
- Assistance in dealing with hostile clients [ 1 
- Assistance in deaiing with other deparhnents 
ofthe Ag- or Area [ I  - Approvaî ofdecision to apprehd [ 1 - Approval of decision to rrtuni chiid [ 1 
- Approvd of decision to teminate d c e  [ 1 
- Approval of decision to initiate traasfa II 
- Consuhtion relrting to p l d g  0fh0w to 
proceed with an abuse or negiect iavestigaîion [ 1 



- Debiefhg &er invofvement in stmsdûi situation [ ] 
- ûther I I  
If other, please specin/ 

9. in generai, areyour formai, individual supervision sessions plannecl in 
advance for a specific day aad tirne? 

10. In gaieral, how ofken are your fond, individual supervision sessions 
interrupted (for example, by telephone ds)? 

Always II -[Y [ I  
Frequently [ 1 Never [ 1 
Mequently C 1 

1 1. How often do ypu have to reschedde your formal, individual supervision 
sessions? 

Very m e n  C 1 - 1 ~  
Never 

C 1 
OAen C 1 C 1 
Occasionauy [ 1 

12. As it relates to enhancirrg your abw to effecfively carry out your cMd 
protection responsibilities, how usefiü, in tams of practical wonh, do you 
find receiviag supervision through the use of planned, individual 
supervision sessions? 

Very Usefûi [ I  Not Very Usefiil [1 
U W  C 1 Useless C 1 
SomewhatUsefbl [ ] 

13. As it relates to enhancing your ab- to cffccively cany out your chifd 
protection resportgiiiiities, how usefÙl, in terms of p d c a i  worth, vou 
find receMng supervision on an as-needed or emergency basis? 

Vayusenil [1 Not Vay Usenil I I  
usefùl I I  Udess c 1 
Somewhat Usefiü []  



14. In gened, how satisfied are you with au.ititr oftotd supenision you 
receive? 

15. In general, how saWied are you with the of total supervision you 
receive? 

Vay Saîisfied [ 1 Dissatisfied 1 
Satistïed [ 1 Vay Dissasisfieci [ ]  
Somewhat Satisfied [ 1 

PART III= SUPERVISlON 

This section is intefested in assessing the extent of supavisory hvolvment in the p l d g  
and decision making process at Vanous points in the management ofabuse and 11 Ject 
cases, open protection cases and chiidrea in care cases. 

Please score each statement indicating your level of agreement, as it dates to the totaî 
supervision (pbned u d  unphnned) you meive, using the five point scale shown 
below, 

Please read aU statements carefûliy- Please indicate your selection by scoring the 
appropriate number in the space providecl beside each statement. 

16. Supervisory consdtation or dàection ocairs at the point of 
initial r e f k d  or aiiegation of abuse or negîect, 



Supervisory consultation or direction ocairs throughout the 
investigation stage. 

Supervisory consultation or direction occurs at the completion 
of the investigation stage. 

Supavisory consultation or direction occurs when considerhg 
the removai of a cbiid fiom the home, 

SupeMsory consultation or direction ocairs when considerhg 
returning a child to the home. 

Supervisory consultation or direction ocaus when considering 
termination or closure of the case. 

Supenisory codtation or direction occurs when dewloping 
the case plan. 

Supe~sory  consultation or direction occurs pcior to malong 
major changes to the cese plan (for example, retum of child 
prior to completion of aü elements ofthe case plan). 

PART rV= SüPERvrSION 

FoUowing is a list of statements relating to supavisioa Please indicate your level of 
agreement with each statement, as it &tes te the totil supetvision @ h n d  and 
unpianneû) you meive, ushg the five point scak shown bdow. 

Please read ail statements d y y  Please indicate pur selection by scoting the 
appropriate numba in the space provideci bcside each statement. 



SupeMPon includes idemifying the undedyhg theoreticai ôases 
of my actioc~s. - 

Supavision includes identifjing various intervention options in 
relation to specific cases. 

Supervision decreases my anxiety about my handling 
of a case 

Supervision includes clarifyiag the tasb of my mle in child 
protective seNices. 

Supe~s ion  includes revïewing my assessmeats of 
problems to be solved in specific cases. 

Supe~s ion  inchdes providiag assistance with priorizing tasks 
1 need to complete. 

Supervision contniiutes to my sense ofprofksionaiism. 

Supe~s ion  includes iden-g how my pasonal 
values could affect my practice. 

Supe~s ion  includes identifymg strategies to reduce my 
job-related stress. 

SupeMsion includes idemifilig ways to assist me 
in minimiong the development ofstressfid situations. 

Supervision includes reviewing the progress 1 am making 
in compieting case plans (for example, 
completion of reférrals to treatment tesources). 

Supervision includes reviewing the fre<iuency of my 
contact with clients- 

Supervision inchides the id-g areas where a d d  
training would inmase the mge ofpractice &ils available to 
me. 



Supervision includes d i d o n  relating to past successes 1 
have had in handling dïf?icuit situations. 

supervision includes iden-g the areas of respoll~l%ility 
associateci with my role in child protection savices 

Supervision includes encoumghg me to consider 
whether personal experiences may be impacting on my practice- 

Supervision wntnïutes to my sense of belonghg in the 
Agency- 

Supervision includes discussing and planning strategies to assist 
me in reduchg coaflict with colleagues in my own or other units. 

Supervision includes planning and assignïng of specinc tasks 
I need to complete. 

Supervision reinforces my beliefin the 
value of child protection social w o k  

s u p e ~ s i o n  bcludes idenmg how my suaxssfbi 
peflormance contributes to the succesdbî achievement of 
Agency goais and objectives. 

Supemhion includes discussion and planairig of strategies to 
assist me in enhancing my workuig relationships 
with colleagues employed in coilataal orgaillzati~ns~ 

S U ~ ~ M S ~ O I ~  induda the h g  of V ~ O U S  d d h ~  t0 nilfill thc 
responsibiiities of my child protection role (for example, completion 
of Writfen assessmems). 
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Thank you for complethg the questionnairee Please return the questionnaire in the se& 

Date: 

Campbdl and Heinrich (Muitoba) Use On@: 

1 am currently ernployed in the unit- 



May 12,1997 

Dear CoUeague 

As one component for completion of the MSW Program at the University of 
Manitoba, 1 have k e n  giMi p«mission by the Ana Director, Dave Schdenberg and the 
Area Director of Services, Dari- M;acDonald, to conduct a fonaative duation in relation 
to the child protection supavision program offixeci by W ~ p e g  CMd & Family Services, 
Central Ares 

For the purposes of thïs study, supavision is defineci as the process by which 
supervisors work toward achieving the objective of delivering to agency clients, the best 
possible SetYice, both quantitatively and quaütatively, in accordance with legislation and 
agency policies d procedures (Kadushin, 1992). 

The aiclosed questionnaire is the primary mthod of data coiiection and is divideci into 
four paris. Part 1 provides demograpbic infionnation. Part II provides infonmtion relatiDg 
to the frequency and nature of supervisory s e ~ c e  delivery as it is c@y implemented in 
the Central Arta Part III is intended to assess the extent of supervisory hvolvemeat at 
various points in the management of abuse and neglect cases, open protection cases, and 
children in care cases. Part IV deals with a number of different aspects conceming the 
delivery of supervision semices The entire questionnaire can be completed in approximately 
30 minutes. 

Your participation in tbis study is strictiy voluntacy anci, ifyou decide to participate, 
you are fkee to complete the questionnaire in fuü, or in part- Although participation is 
voluntary, please give serious consideration to participatiag in the study. As a seMa 
provider, or receiver, you vîews are important regardes oftheir nature 

Please be 8sswed that your responses d rrmain confidentiaL Your individual 
responses wüi not be i d d r b l e  to me at any the, in any way. There is no wsy for me to 
identify who retunied any given questionnaire. In fht, at no tune 1 have access to the 
completed quesionnaires. To ensure your conîidentiality, ammgements bave been made to 
have the questionnaires retunied directly to an independent researcher, Ms. Linda Campbell 
of Campbell and HaWch (Manitoba). M. Campbell has ken contracted to code the 



cornpieteci questionnaires. To eriarrr y a n  oonfide~W&, arrangements have ken d e  
to have the questionnaires rcturncd d k d y  to an mdepeadent researcher, Ms. Linda 
Campbeli of Campbeli and Heinrich (Muütoba). Ms. Campbell has ôeen contracted to 
code the questiomahs a d  @rm s-c *stîcal procedurrs to aUow for the data 
analysis to occur. The fbI question on the questio- which asks you to i d e  your 
unit, wili be used soiely by Campbell and Heinnch (Mdoba) to make a detemhaîïon as 
to the adequacy of the sample. Data compiied fiom your responses will k used solely to 
complete the evaiuation and the hdings wüL be reporteci on a group basis only. Upon 
completion, a con ofthe evaluation will be made arailrble to the Central Atea and d 
questionnaires wül be destroyed by Campbeiî and Hehrkh (Mrmdoba). 

Retum of the questionnaire will constitute consent. If you have any questions 
relating to the study, please €&el fine to cal1 me a 9444180 or 66713076. Ifyou decide to 
participate in the study, please retuni your questiormh in the seKaddressed, stamped 
enveiope provideci by May 19, 1997. 

1 would very much appreciate your help. 

Glenda Edwards 

Enclosures 
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